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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/strategies 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 entity
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):

1. 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)

. Cibolo Reservoir (S-15C)

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

. Trinity Aquifer — Bexar County (BMWD)

. Canyon Reservoir (G-15C)

. SAWS Recycled Water Program

. Wimberley and Woodcreek - Canyon (G-24)

. Lockhart Reservoir (G-21)

. Trinity Aquifer Optimization (SCTN-8)

. Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9)

. Weather Modification (SCTN-5)

. Brush Management (SCTN-4)
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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.

» Cost isgreater than the average for the five aternative plans under consideration.

Environmental Factors

* Increased median annual streamflows in the San Antonio River.

* Most concerns with Endangered & Threatened Species, Vegetation & Wildlife Habitat, and
Water Quality & Aquatic Habitat among the five aternative plans under consideration.

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 greater
than the average for the five aternative plans under consideration.

Impacts on Agriculture and Natural Resources

* Maor commitment to municipa 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.

Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG

Comparison of Strategiesto Meet Needs
» Sdlection of water supply options comprising the alternative plan based on preferences
expressed by planning units or on closest available supply.

Interbasin Transfer 1ssues

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

* Plan includes only one potentia interbasin transfer from the Saltwater Barrier at the
confluence of the Guadal upe and San Antonio Rivers (SCTN-16b) to Bexar County.



Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Redistribution of Water
» Potential positive or negative effects of Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15).
* Lower water levelsin 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 regiona water treatment facilities in Bexar County increase efficiency,
improve reliability, and reduce unit cost.

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

» 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
* Not applicable.



Unit Cost ($/acft)

Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Unit Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Annual Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)

Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Atascosa
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 1,504 8,504
Mining 0 0 0 995 1,109 1,239
Irrigation 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 42,190 40,713
Total Needs 38,743 37,084 35,571 45,189 45,333 51,043
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 325 366 401 1,463 3,143 10,330
Irrigation Needs 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 42,190 40,713
Water Supply Options (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-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 500 500 500 500 700 700 2,3,4
SCTN-2a |Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 1,000 3,000 10,000 5,6
SCTN-4 Brush Management 7
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 7
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 7
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 7
L-10 (Irr.) 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 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 / Deficit 531 518 510 296 857 689
Irrigation 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 identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 acft/yr.
4 Additional Edwards supply is for City of Lytle.
5 Additional Carrizo 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 expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
8 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigation
application rate. | |




Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ County = |Bexar
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 122,867| 154,495 196,301| 262,070| 315,633 353,309
Industrial 0 0 0 1,430 4,759 8,192
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 4,963 4,936 5,201 5,406 5,645 5,962
Irrigation 22,575 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 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
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 33,528 42,509 41,210 36,533 38,834 40,934 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 65,000 70,000 71,300 2,3
SCTN-3c Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 4
Cz-10C Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales 75,000 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 3,000 6
Trinity Aquifer (Bexar Co) - BMWD 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 6
SAWS Recycled Water Program 19,826 26,737 35,824 43,561 52,215 7,8
L-18a Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projects 21,577 21,577 21,577 21,577 21,577 21,577
SCTN-16b |Lower Guadalupe River Diversions 63,177 63,177 63,177 63,177 63,177
S-15C Cibolo Reservoir 31,500 31,500 31,500
SCTN-1a |Aquifer Storage & Recovery - Regional 9
SCTN-4 Brush Management 10
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 10
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 10
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 10
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 11
Total New Supplies 187,049| 252,433| 336,222| 355,632| 407,170 419,224
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 36,644 72,628 115,135 67,711 62,748 34,393
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 54,698 88,481 130,199 82,205 76,612 47,240
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -18,054| -15,853 -15,064| -14,494| -13,864 -12,847

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.

Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 acft/yr.

Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified. \

Includes non-interruptible supplies identified by BMWD in Water Supply Program of 1/31/2000.

Non-interruptible supplies identified by BMWD in Water Supply Program of 1/31/2000.

Current SAWS Recycled Water Program is included in the 24,941 acft/yr (consumptive reuse) in estimated needs.

Future use of recycled water for non-potable uses and based on goal of meeting 20 percent of SAWS projected water demand.

SAWS ASR program in southern Bexar County increases reliability of Edwards Aquifer supply and reduces seasonal aquifer demands.

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

Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. |




Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | County = |Caldwell
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 188 393 668 714 737
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 0 188 393 668 714 737
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 188 393 668 714 737
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 195 206 218 82 93 104 1
G-21 Lockhart Reservoir 6,048 6,048 6,048 6,048 6,048 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 195 6,254 6,266 6,130 6,141 6,152
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 195 6,066 5,873 5,462 5,427 5,415
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 195 6,066 5,873 5,462 5,427 5,415
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Water supply for City of Lockhart and/or other users downstream. | \ \ \
3 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.




Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

Notes:

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Comal
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
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 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 5,570 5,464 5,628 5,796 3,590 2,224
Irrigation 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 Supply Options (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 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 2
Cz-10D Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzales & Bastrop 90,000 3,500 12,000 16,500 23,000 3,4,5
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 6
L-10 (Irr) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 15,616 15,718 19,348 27,718 32,324 38,942
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 6,339 3,766 1,747 1,903 1,520 1,367
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 6,369 3,780 1,747 1,903 1,520 1,367
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -30 -14 0 0 0 0

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

Portion of Canyon firm yield (with amendment) diverted below Seguin.

Candidate New Supply to be shared among Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. Effects on regional aquifer

levels to be

quantified.

Portion of 90,000 acft/yr available from northern Gonzales and southern Bastrop Counties under CZ-10D.

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

OO WNE

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




Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Dimmit County
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Dimmit
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 915 925 949
Irrigation 0 0 0 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
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# 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 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 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 -606
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 493 739 507 635 714 725
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 -2,133 -1,737 -1,331

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

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

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

BIWIN|FP| *

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
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | County = |Frio
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 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 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation Needs 71,126| 67,646] 64,365 76,505 73,519] 70,662

Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 184 195 205 116 121 124 1
SCTN-4 Brush Management 2
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 (lrr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 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| -64,591
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 184 195 205 116 121 124
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -65,179| -61,699| -58,418| -70,558| -67,572| -64,715

1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies 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 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigation

application rate.

|




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

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Guadalupe
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 29 23 30 71 87 773
Industrial 985 1,204 1,350 1,487 1,692 1,899
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 196 198 200 202 207 213
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 Needs 1,210 1,425 1,580 1,760 1,986 2,885
Irrigation Needs 985 879 779 684 594 508
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 235 236 236 5 5 6 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 (Irr.)  |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 1,735 1,736 2,236 2,005 2,505 4,506
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 / Deficit -985 -879 -779 -684 -594 -508
* 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 water demands. \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
3 Portion of 90,000 acft/yr available from northern Gonzales and southern Bastrop Counties under CZ-10D.
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, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.




Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Hays
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 84 82 68 55 37 28
Irrigation 0 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 Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
.|
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 647 747 873 699 906 1,174 1
Cz-10D Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzales & Bastrop 90,000 4,000 7,000 10,500 16,000 22,000 31,000 2,34
G-24 Canyon Reservoir 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 5
Small Aguifer Recharge Dams 6
L-10 (Irr) |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 5,695 8,795 12,421 17,747 23,954 33,222
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,286 1,104 1,373 1,343 1,221 4,135
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,286 1,104 1,373 1,343 1,221 4,135
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
* 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 water demands. \ \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
3 Portion of 90,000 acft/yr available from northern Gonzales and southern Bastrop Counties under CZ-10D.
4 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
5 Candidate New Supply for Wimberley and Woodcreek. | | | \
6 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Kendall
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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 5,578 7,518
Industrial 2 3 4 4 5 6
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 0 0 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 Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 67 71 71 11 11 11 1
Purchase Water from Major Provider 2,000 2,000 3,000 5,000 6,000 8,000 2,3
SCTN-8 Trinity Aquifer Optimization 390 390 390 390 390 390 390
SCTN-4 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 2,457 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 1,298 818 877
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be 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 reflected in Bexar County table.

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

BAIWIN|FP| *

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

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = [Medina
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,015 2,110 2,206 2,427 2,582 2,750
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 68 68 70 72 74 76
Irrigation 98,916 65,268 91,320 92,320 88,925 84,692
Total Needs 100,999 67,446 93,596 94,819 91,581 87,518
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,083 2,178 2,276 2,499 2,656 2,826
Irrigation Needs 98,916 65,268 91,320 92,320 88,925 84,692
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# 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 Irrigation Transfers 81,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 2,3
SCTN-4 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 5
Total New Supplies 15,067 15,072 15,078 14,940 14,943 14,945
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -85,932| -52,374| -78,518| -79,879| -76,638| -72,573
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,117 1,027 935 574 420 252
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -87,049 -53,401 -79,453 -80,453 -77,058 -72,825

Notes:
* 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 water demands. \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 acft/yr.
4 Option expected to provide additional 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 irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. \
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = [Uvalde
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,682 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 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
I 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

Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply| 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 318 346 371 235 258 283 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 Rainwater Harvesting 5
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 14,143 14,1431 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 / Defigit -60,484) -57,475 -55,133 -55,885 -54,359 -50,859
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 636 1,180 878 994 378 674
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Defigit -61,1200 -58,655 -56,011] -56,879 -54,737| -51,533
Notes:
* 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 water demands.
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 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, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
6 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation
application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantiies.
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | County = |Wilson
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
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 0 63 145
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0

Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-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
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 3
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3
L-10 (Irr.) |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 / Deficit 171 183 194 114 259 185
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Additional 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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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | County = |Zavala
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
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 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 Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 190 193 194 90 103 104 1
SCTN-4 Brush Management 2
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 (Irr) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 3
Total New Supplies 6,591 6,594 6,595 6,491 6,504 6,505

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,131| -69,995| -66,060| -81,802| -78,169| -74,695
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 190 193 194 90 103 104
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,321 -70,188| -66,254| -81,892| -78,272| -74,799

1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies 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 Estimates 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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Year 2010

2038 0 At

Note: Drawdown is referenced to simulated 15%4 aquifer lovels and inciudes both
projecied local demands and development of water supply options in this alternative
reg ional water plan,

# Maonitoring VWell Location

Planning Unit Alternative Reglonal Water Plan
Simulated Carrizo Aquifer Drawdown
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Drawdown in Southern Bastrop Caunty
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“Environmental/Conservation”
Regional Water M anagement
Alternative Plan

South Central Texas
Regional Water Planning Group

San Antonio River Authority

HDR Engineering, Inc.
June 13, 2000
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South Central Texas Region Alternative Water Plans

Alternative Name: Environmental/Conservation
Alternative ID: E/C

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 Alternative
Regional Water Plan (in no particular order):

1. 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-18c)
Edwards Recharge — Guadalupe R. Diversions (SCTN-6a)
. Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c)
. Canyon Reservoir (G-15C)
. Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a)
. Wimberley & Woodcreek — Canyon (G-24)
. Regional Aquifer Storage & Recovery (SCTN-1a)
. Weather Modification (SCTN-5)
. Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9)
. Brush Management (SCTN-4)
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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 isbelow the average for the five alternative plans under consideration.

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
under consideration.

» Above average concerns with Endangered & Threatened Species and Cultural Resources
among the five alternative plans under consideration.

Impacts on Water Resour ces

* 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 Resour ces

* Major commitment to municipa 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 Strategiesto Meet Needs
e Selection of water supply options comprising the aternative plan based on implementation of
advanced conservation measures and minimization of environmental impacts.




Interbasin Transfer |ssues

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 | mpacts of Voluntary Redistribution of Water

Potential positive or negative effects of Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15).
Lower water levelsin 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 regiona water treatment facilities in Bexar County increase efficiency,
improve reliability, and reduce unit 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 Coma springflow resulting from implementation of Edwards
Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18c).

Effect on Navigation

Not applicable.



Unit Cost ($/acft)

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Unit Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply

$1,000 $3.07
$900 - Average Unit Cost | 5276
$585/acft or $1.80/kgal
$800 $2.46
$670 $698 $652

$700 $2.15
$600 - $1.84
$500 - - $1.53
$400 - - $1.23
$300 - - $0.92
$200 - - $0.61
$100 - - $0.31
$0 - - $0.00

2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050

Unit Cost ($/1000 gallons)



Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Annual Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply

$300,000,000

$250,000,000

$200,000,000

$150,000,000

Annual Cost ($/yr)
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Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Atascosa County

Note: Projected Ne

Industrial, Steam-El

eds are for Municipal,
ectric and Mining Uses Only

Additional Supplies

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

hased)

SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply (Phased) |

Projected Drought Needs




Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

Notes:

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Atascosa
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 1,504 8,504
Mining 0 0 0 995 1,109 1,239
Irrigation 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 42,190 40,713
Total Needs 38,743 37,084 35,571 45,189 45,333 51,043
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 325 366 401 1,463 3,143 10,330
Irrigation Needs 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 42,190 40,713
Water Supply Options (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-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 500 500 500 500 700 700 2,3, 4
SCTN-2a  |Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 1,000 3,000 10,000 56
SCTN-4 Brush Management 7
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 7
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 7
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 7
L-10 (Irr.) 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 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 / Deficit 531 518 510 296 857 689
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,726 -33,026 -31,478 -40,034| -38,498 -37,021

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.

WIN| -

Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 acft/yr.

Additional Edwards supply is for City of Lytle.

Additional Carrizo supply is for Steam-Electric and Mining use.

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

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

N[O 0|~

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

application rate.




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

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = [Bexar
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 122,867 154,495| 196,301| 262,070] 315,633| 353,309
Industrial 0 0 0 1,430 4,759 8,192
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 4,963 4,936 5,201 5,406 5,645 5,962
Irrigation 22,575 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 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
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 33,528 42,509 41,210 36,533 38,834 40,934 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 65,000 70,000 71,300 2,3
SCTN-3c _ |Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 51,000 48,000 41,000 27,000 16,500 0 4
Cz-10C Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales 75,000 19,000 19,000 29,000 49,000 64,000 70,500 5
L-18c Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projects 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451
SCTN-16a |Lower Guadalupe River Diversions 46,813 46,813 46,813 46,813 46,813 46,813
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 42,121 42,121 42,121
S-13B Medina Lake - Recharge Enhancement 8,136 8,136 8,136 8,136 8,136
C-13C Colorado R. @ Bastrop - LCRA Stored 50,000 50,000 50,000 8
SCTN-la |Aquifer Storage & Recovery - Regional 9
SCTN-4 Brush Management 10
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 10
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 10
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 10
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 11
Total New Supplies 171,500| 249,120/ 312,989| 328,399| 397,937 399,991
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 21,095 69,315 91,902 40,478 53,515 15,160
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 39,149 85,168| 106,966 54,972 67,379 28,007
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -18,054| -15,853| -15,064| -14,494| -13,864| -12,847
Notes:
* 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 water demands. \ \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 acft/yr. \
4 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Bexar, Comal, and Hays Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
5 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Bexar and Guadalupe Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
6 Current SAWS Recycled Water Program is included in the 24,941 acft/yr (consumptive reuse) in estimated needs. [
7 Future use of recycled water for non-potable uses and based on goal of meeting 20 percent of SAWS projected water demand.
8 Supply dependent upon future water needs in Region K and/or interbasin transfer issues.\ \ \ \
9 SAWS ASR program in southern Bexar County increases reliability of Edwards Aquifer supply and reduces seasonal aquifer demands.
10 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
11 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. | [ [




Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Caldwell County
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | County = |Caldwell
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 188 393 668 714 737
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 0 188 393 668 714 737
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 188 393 668 714 737
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0

Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate

ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |IDemand Reduction (Conservation) 195 206 218 82 93 104
SCTN-2a |Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 500 500 1,000 1,000 1,000

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams

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

Total New Supplies 195 706 718 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 / Deficit 195 518 325 414 379 367
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected 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.




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

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Comal
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
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 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 5,570 5,464 5,628 5,796 3,590 2,224
Irrigation 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 Supply Options (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 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.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 15,616 15,718 19,348 27,718 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 / Deficit 6,369 3,780 1,747 1,903 1,520 2,367
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -30 -14 0 0 0 0

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

Portion of Canyon firm yield (with amendment) diverted below Seguin. \

Candidate New Supply to be shared among Bexar, Comal, and Hays Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.

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

Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Dimmit
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 915 925 949
Irrigation 0 0 0 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
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# 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 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 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 -606
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 493 739 507 635 714 725
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 -2,133 -1,737 -1,331

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

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

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

BIWIN(FP| *

Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently ungquantified.
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Frio
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 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 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation Needs 71,126 67,646 64,365 76,505 73,519 70,662
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 184 195 205 116 121 124 1
SCTN-4 Brush Management 2
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 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| -64,591
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 184 195 205 116 121 124
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -65,179| -61,699| -58,418| -70,558| -67,572| -64,715

1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies 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 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigation

application rate.




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

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Guadalupe
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 29 23 30 71 87 773
Industrial 985 1,204 1,350 1,487 1,692 1,899
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 196 198 200 202 207 213
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 Needs 1,210 1,425 1,580 1,760 1,986 2,885
Irrigation Needs 985 879 779 684 594 508
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 235 236 236 5 5 6 1
Cz-10C Carrizo Aquifer - 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 (Irr) |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 1,735 1,736 2,236 2,005 2,505 4,506
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 / Deficit -985 -879 -779 -684 -594 -508
Notes:
* 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 water demands.
2 Candidate new supply to be shared by Bexar and Guadalupe Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
3 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
4 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.




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

South Central Texas Region \ \ \

County = [Hays

County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 84 82 68 55 37 28
Irrigation 0 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 Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
.|
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 647 747 873 699 906 1,174 1
SCTN-3c  |Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 4,000 7,000 10,500 16,000 22,000 31,000 2,3
G-24 Canyon Reservoir 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 5,695 8,795 12,421 17,747 23,954 33,222
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,286 1,104 1,373 1,343 1,221 4,135
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,286 1,104 1,373 1,343 1,221 4,135
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
* 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 water demands. \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Bexar, Comal, and Hays Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
3 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
4 Candidate New Supply for Wimberley and Woodcreek. \ \ \ \
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 Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Kendall
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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 5,578 7,518
Industrial 2 3 4 4 5 6
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 0 0 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 Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 67 71 71 11 11 11 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
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
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, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 995 508 259 908 428 487
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be 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 reflected in Bexar County table.

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

BIWIN|FP| *

Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently ungquantified.
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = [Medina
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,015 2,110 2,206 2,427 2,582 2,750
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 68 68 70 72 74 76
Irrigation 98,916 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 2,826
Irrigation Needs 98,916 95,268 91,320 92,320 88,925 84,692
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# 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 Irrigation Transfers 50,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 2,3
SCTN-4 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 5
Total New Supplies 15,067 15,072 15,078 14,940 14,943 14,945
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -85,932| -82,374| -78,518| -79,879| -76,638| -72,573
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,117 1,027 935 574 420 252
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -87,049 -83,401 -79,453 -80,453 -77,058 -72,825

Notes:

* 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 water demands. \ \

2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.

3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 acft/yr.

4 Option expected to provide additional 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 irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation
application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. | \ \
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |[Uvalde
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,682 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 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 5,609
Irrigation Needs 75,263 72,798 70,154 71,022 68,880 65,676
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) [Demand Reduction (Conservation) 318 346 371 235 258 283 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 3,000 4,000 4,000 5,000 5,000 6,000 2,3,4
SCTN-4 Brush Management 5
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 5
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 5
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (Irr) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 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 -60,484 -57,475 -55,133 -55,885 -54,359 -50,859
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 636 1,180 878 994 378 674
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -61,120 -58,655 -56,011 -56,879 -54,737 -51,533

Notes:
* 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 water demands. \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 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, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
6 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities.
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | County = |Wilson
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
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 0 63 145
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-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
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 3
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3
L-10 (Irr.) 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 / Deficit 171 183 194 114 259 185
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Additional 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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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | County = |Zavala
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
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 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 Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 190 193 194 90 103 104 1
SCTN-4 Brush Management 2
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 3
Total New Supplies 6,591 6,594 6,595 6,491 6,504 6,505
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,131| -69,995| -66,060/ -81,802| -78,169| -74,695
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 190 193 194 90 103 104
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,321 -70,188 -66,254 -81,892 -78,272 -74,799

1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies 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 Estimates 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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Year 2000

wfit

Mete: Drawdown is referenced fo simulated 1094 aguifer levels and includes bolk
projected local demands and development of water supply options (n this slternatve
reglonal water plan.

# Monitoring Wedl Location

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Simulated Carrizo Aquifer Drawdown
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Economic/ Reliability / Environmental / Public Acceptance

Regional Water M anagement
Alternative Plan

South Central Texas
Regional Water Planning Group

San Antonio River Authority

HDR Engineering, Inc.
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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):

1. Demand Reduction / Conservation (L-10)
Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15)
Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement (S-13B)
Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18c)
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)
. Wimberley & Woodcreek — Canyon (G-24)
. Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a)
. Brush Management (SCTN-4)
. Weather Modification (SCTN-5)
. Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9)

© o N g WD
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EREPA 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 isthe least among the five alternative plans under consideration.

Environmental Factors

* Increased median annual streamflowsin the San Antonio River.

» Below average concerns with respect to al environmental factors evaluated for the five
aternative plans under consideration.

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

| mpacts 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 the
greatest for the five alternative plans under consideration.

Impacts on Agriculture and Natural Resour ces

* Major commitment to municipa 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 Strategiesto Meet Needs
» Selection of water supply options comprising the alternative plan based primarily on least
unit cost.




Interbasin Transfer |ssues

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 Columbusto Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties.

Third-Party | mpacts of Voluntary Redistribution of Water

Potential positive or negative effects of Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15).
Lower water levelsin 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 Coma springflow resulting from implementation of Edwards
Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18c).

Effect on Navigation

Not applicable.
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Atascosa
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 1,504 8,504
Mining 0 0 0 995 1,109 1,239
Irrigation 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 42,190 40,713
Total Needs 38,743 37,084 35,571 45,189 45,333 51,043
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 325 366 401 1,463 3,143 10,330
Irrigation Needs 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 42,190 40,713
Water Supply Options (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-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 500 500 500 500 700 700 2,3, 4
SCTN-2a |Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 1,000 3,000 10,000 5,6
SCTN-4 Brush Management 7
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 7
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 7
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 7
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 3,962 3,962 3,962 3,962 3,962 3,962 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, -39,468| -37,371| -36,062
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 531 518 510 296 857 689
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,456| -32,756| -31,208| -39,764| -38,228| -36,751
Notes:
* 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 water demands. \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 acft/yr.
4 Additional Edwards supply is for City of Lytle. \
5 Additional Carrizo 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 expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
8 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigation
application rate. [ [ [




EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = [Bexar
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 122,867| 154,495| 196,301 262,070| 315,633 353,309
Industrial 0 0 0 1,430 4,759 8,192
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 4,963 4,936 5,201 5,406 5,645 5,962
Irrigation 22,575 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 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
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 33,528 42,509 41,210 36,533 38,834 40,934 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 65,000 70,000 71,300 2,3
Cz-10C Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 4
L-18¢c Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projects 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451
C-17A Colorado R. - LCRA Irrigation & Stored 125,000 113,000 93,500 70,000 48,000 23,000 56
SAWS Recycled Water Program 19,826 26,737 35,824 43,561 52,215 7, 8|
CZ-10D Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzales & Bastrop 145,000 20,000 20,000 70,000 90,000 4,9, 10|
S-13B Medina Lake - Recharge Enhancement 8,136 8,136 8,136 8,136 8,136
SCTN-6a  |Edwards Recharge - Guad. R. Div. 42,121 42,121 42,121 42,121
SCTN-1a |Aquifer Storage & Recovery - Regional 11
SCTN-4 Brush Management 12
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 12
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 12
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 12
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 13
Total New Supplies 176,500/ 323,307| 342,555| 370,586| 413,624| 420,678
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 26,095| 143,502| 121,468 82,665 69,202 35,847
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 44,149| 159,355| 136,532 97,159 83,066 48,694
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -18,054| -15,853| -15,064| -14,494| -13,864| -12,847
Notes:
* 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 water demands. \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 acft/yr.
4 Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified. | [ [ [ [
5 Supply dependent upon future water needs in Region K and/or interbasin transfer issues (120 Kacft/yr decreasing to 80 Kacft/yr).
6 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. \ \
7 Current SAWS Recycled Water Program is included in the 24,941 acft/yr (consumptive reuse) in estimated needs. \
8 Future use of recycled water for non-potable uses and based on goal of meeting 20 percent of SAWS projected water demand.
9 Portion of 220,000 acft/yr considered under CZ-10D in Gonzales & Wilson Counties which is not included in CZ-10C. \
10 90,000 acft/yr from Gonzales and Bastrop Counties by 2040. [ [ [ [ [ \
11 SAWS ASR program in southern Bexar County increases reliability of Edwards Aquifer supply and reduces seasonal aquifer demands.
12 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
13 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. | [ [
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = [Comal
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
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 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 5,570 5,464 5,628 5,796 3,590 2,224
Irrigation 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 Supply Options (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 15,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 2,3
C-17A Colorado R. - LCRA lrrigation & Stored 125,000 3,000 9,000 17,000 22,000 29,000 4,56

~

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

Total New Supplies 10,616 13,718 19,848 27,718 32,824 39,942
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,339 1,766 2,247 1,903 2,020 2,367
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:
* Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but may not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Portion of Canyon firm yield (with amendment) diverted below Seguin. \
3 Candidate New Supply shared among Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties.
4 Supply dependent upon future water needs in Region K and/or interbasin transfer issues (120 Kacft/yr decreasing to 80 Kacft/yr).
5 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. \
6 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
7 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = [Dimmit
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 915 925 949
Irrigation 0 0 0 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
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# 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 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 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 -606
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 493 739 507 635 714 725
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 available immediately.

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

2 Additional well(s) for Carrizo Springs and Mining supply. | \

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

4 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.




Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan

Frio County

200 - T
. I
7 I
150 1 Additional Supplies
T I
i I
] ! I E |
| I
100 T
1 L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) (Phased) |
50
11
11 Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal,
11 Industrial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only
11 Projected Drought Needs
0 @= —— = —— r— = —e
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050

Year



EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Frio
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 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 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation Needs 71,126 67,646 64,365 76,505 73,519 70,662
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 184 195 205 116 121 124 1
SCTN-4 Brush Management 2
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 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| -64,591
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 184 195 205 116 121 124
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -65,179| -61,699| -58,418| -70,558| -67,572| -64,715
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies 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 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigation

application rate. |

|




EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Guadalupe
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 29 23 30 71 87 773
Industrial 985 1,204 1,350 1,487 1,692 1,899
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 196 198 200 202 207 213
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 Needs 1,210 1,425 1,580 1,760 1,986 2,885
Irrigation Needs 985 879 779 684 594 508
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) [Demand Reduction (Conservation) 235 236 236 5 5 6 1
G-15C Canyon Reservoir - River Diversion 15,000 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 2,3
C-17A Colorado R. - LCRA lrrigation & Stored 125,000 500 500 1,000 3,000 4,5,6
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 7
L-10 (Irr) |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 1,735 1,736 2,236 2,005 2,505 4,506
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 / Deficit -985 -879 -779 -684 -594 -508
Notes
* Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available inmediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Portion of Canyon firm yield (with amendment) diverted below Seguin.
3 Candidate New Supply shared among Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties.
4 Supply dependent upon future water needs in Region K and/or interbasin transfer issues (120 Kacft/yr decreasing to 80 Kacft/yr).
5 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. \
6 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
7 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

Notes:

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = [Hays
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 84 82 68 55 37 28
Irrigation 0 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 Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# 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
G-24 Canyon Reservoir 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 4
C-17A Colorado R. - LCRA Irrigation & Stored 125,000 4,000 7,000 12,500 19,000 25,000 56,7
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 8
L-10 (Irr.)  |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 5,195 9,295 12,421 17,747 24,454 30,722
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 786 1,604 1,373 1,343 1,721 1,635
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 786 1,604 1,373 1,343 1,721 1,635
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

Portion of Canyon firm yield (with amendment) diverted below Seguin. \

Candidate New Supply shared among Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties.

Candidate New Supply for Wimberley and Woodcreek.

Supply dependent upon future water needs in Region K and/or interbasin transfer issues (120 Kacft/yr decreasin

g to 80 Kacft/yr).

Candidate New Supply to be shared among Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties.

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

ONO|AR~WINF

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

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = |Kendall
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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 5,578 7,518
Industrial 2 3 4 4 5 6
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 0 0 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 Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 67 71 71 11 11 11 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
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation)
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, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 995 508 259 908 428 487
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
* 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 water demands. \ \
2 Assumed purchase from Bexar County major provider. Kendall County water needs are not reflected in Bexar County table.
3 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought. \ \
4 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.




EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ \ County = [Medina
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,015 2,110 2,206 2,427 2,582 2,750
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 68 68 70 72 74 76
Irrigation 98,916 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 2,826
Irrigation Needs 98,916 95,268 91,320 92,320 88,925 84,692
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# 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 Irrigation Transfers 81,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 2,3
SCTN-4 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 5
Total New Supplies 15,067 15,072 15,078 14,940 14,943 14,945
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -85,932| -82,374| -78,518| -79,879| -76,638| -72,573
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,117 1,027 935 574 420 252
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -87,049| -83,401| -79,453| -80,453| -77,058| -72,825

Notes:
* 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 water demands. \ \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 acft/yr.
4 Option expected to provide additional 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 irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. |

|
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Uvalde County

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |[Uvalde
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,682 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 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 5,609
Irrigation Needs 75,263 72,798 70,154 71,022 68,880 65,676
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 318 346 371 235 258 283 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 3,000 4,000 4,000 5,000 5,000 6,000 2,3,4
SCTN-4 Brush Management 5
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 5
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 5
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 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 -60,484 -57,475 -55,133 -55,885 -54,359 -50,859
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 636 1,180 878 994 378 674
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -61,120 -58,655 -56,011 -56,879 -54,737 -51,533

Notes:

* 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 water demands. \

2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.

3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, 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 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, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.

6 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation
application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. | |




EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County =

Wi

ilson

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options

User Group(s) =

all

User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 0 0 0 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 0 63 145

Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0

Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-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
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 3
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3
L-10 (Irr.) |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 / Deficit 171 183 194 114 259 185
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Additional well(s) for Floresville. \ \ \ \
3 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.




Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Zavala
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
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 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 Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 190 193 194 90 103 104 1
SCTN-4 Brush Management 2
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 (Irr.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 3
Total New Supplies 6,591 6,594 6,595 6,491 6,504 6,505

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,131| -69,995| -66,060| -81,802| -78,169| -74,695
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 190 193 194 90 103 104
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,321| -70,188| -66,254| -81,892| -78,272| -74,799

1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies 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 Estimates 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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Mote: Drawdown is referenced o simulated 1994 aquifer levels and includes both
projected local demands and development of waler supply opbions |n Lhis alternative
regional water plan,

# Monitoring Well Location

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
Simulated Carrizo Aquifer Drawdown
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EREFA Alternative Regional Water Plan — Carrizo Aquifer
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“Inter-Regional Cooperation”
Regional Water M anagement
Alternative Plan

South Central Texas
Regional Water Planning Group

San Antonio River Authority

HDR Engineering, Inc.
June 13, 2000
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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 to the water supply available to Corpus Christi. Enhanced
water supply for Corpus Chridti is created by purchase and delivery of water to Lake Corpus Chrigti
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 Falls City. 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
Smsboro 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 Atascosa County, voluntary transfer
of Edwards Aquifer irrigation rights to municipal 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)
Gulf Coast Aquifer near Refugio (SCTN-2b)

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 Irrigation Transfers (L-15)

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

11. SAWS Recycled Water Program

12. Canyon Reservoir (G-15C)

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

14. Weather Modification (SCTN-5)

15. Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9)

16. Brush Management (SCTN-4)

CoNooUA~WNE




I nter-Regional Cooperation 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 isthe greatest among the five alternative plans under consideration.

Environmental Factors

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

» Least concerns with Endangered & Threatened Species and greatest concerns with Water
Quality & Aquatic Habitat and Cultura Resources among the five aternative plans under
consideration.

Impacts on Water Resour ces

* 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.

I mpacts on Agriculture and Natural Resources

* Major commitment to municipa 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

* 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 Strategiesto Meet Needs

» Sdlection 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.




Interbasin Transfer |ssues

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 Guadal upe 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 | mpacts of Voluntary Redistribution of Water

Potential positive or negative effects of Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15).
Lower water levelsin 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 and aquifer storage
and recovery in Atascosa County increase efficiency, improve reliability, 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.



Unit Cost ($/acft)

Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Unit Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply

$1,000 $3.07
$858 i
5900 | Average Unit Cost 1 $2.76
$826 $830 $719/acft or $2.21/kgal
$800 - $2.46
$659

$700 - $2.15
$600 - $1.84
$500 - - $1.53
$400 A - $1.23
$300 - - $0.92
$200 A - $0.61
$100 - - $0.31
$0 - $0.00
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Unit Cost ($/1000 gallons)



Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Annual Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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Water Supply, Demand, or Need (acft/yr)

Choke Canyon Reservoir / Lake Corpus Christi / Lake Texana System

300,000

F

I
Available Water Supply with
Inter-Regional Cooperation

.7 . ﬂ
250,000 - Available Water Supply == w—
] . - -

—

150,000 -

200,000 —
: — — " -

Projected Water Demand

Supply, Demand, and Supply Needed are only for
entities within the Coastal Bend Region (N) that

Sources of Additional Water Supply

Additional 50,000 acft/yr developed with implementation of
Inter-Regional Cooperation Water Supply Plan.

Garwood Purchase 32,000 acft/yr
Guadalupe River Water 18,000 acft/yr
50,000 acft/yr

100,000

are dependent upon the Choke Canyon Reservoir /
Lake Corpus Christi / Lake Texana System.

Additional water delivered directly to Corpus Christi via the
Mary Rhodes Pipeline.

50,000

U

Additional Water Supply Needed
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0A~
2000

2010 2020

2030 2040
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)

Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Atascosa County

Note: Projected Ne

Industrial, Steam-El

eds are for Municipal,
ectric and Mining Uses Only

Additional Supplies

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

hased)

SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply (Phased) |

Projected Drought Needs




Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Atascosa
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 1,504 8,504
Mining 0 0 0 995 1,109 1,239
Irrigation 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 42,190 40,713
Total Needs 38,743 37,084 35,571 45,189 45,333 51,043
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 325 366 401 1,463 3,143 10,330
Irrigation Needs 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 42,190 40,713
Water Supply Options (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-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 42,500 500 500 500 500 700 700 2,3,4
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 1,000 3,000 10,000 5,6
SCTN-4 Brush Management 7
SCTN-5 W eather Modification 7
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 7
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 7
L-10 (Irr.) 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 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 / Deficit 531 518 510 296 857 689
Irrigation 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 identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
an estimated potential annual transfer of 50,000 acft based on Proposed Permits prorated to 400,000 acft/yr.
4 Additional Edwards supply is for City of Lytle. \
5 Additional Carrizo 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 expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
8 Estimates 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 Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Bexar
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 122,867| 154,495| 196,301| 262,070 315,633 353,309
Industrial 0 0 0 1,430 4,759 8,192
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 4,963 4,936 5,201 5,406 5,645 5,962
Irrigation 18,728 17,297 15,738 14,245 12,815 11,444
Total Needs 146,558 176,728| 217,240| 283,151| 338,852| 378,907
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 127,830| 159,431| 201,502| 268,906| 326,037| 367,463
Irrigation Needs 18,728 17,297 15,738 14,245 12,815 11,444
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 33,528 42,509 41,210 36,533 38,834 40,934 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 42,500 25,000 35,000 35,000 34,000 33,800 32,800 2,3
SCTN-14b Joint Development with Corpus Christi 218,000 79,000 79,000/ 155,000/ 191,000 204,000 218,000 4,5
SCTN-3c Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 51,000 48,000 41,000 27,000 16,500 0 6
CzZ-10C Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales 40,000 19,000 29,000 35,500 35,500 35,500 7
SAWS Recycled Water Program 19,826 26,737 35,824 43,561 52,215 8,9
L-18c Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projects 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451
SCTN-1a Aquifer Storage & Recovery - Regional 10
SCTN-4 Brush Management 11
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 11
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 11
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 11
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 12
Total New Supplies 193,049 247,856| 345,919| 377,829| 390,167| 397,421
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 46,491 71,128| 128,679 94,678 51,315 18,514
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 60,698 83,904| 139,896| 104,402 59,609 25,437
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -14,207 -12,776 -11,217 -9,724 -8,294 -6,923

Notes:
* 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 water demands. \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
an estimated potential annual transfer of 50,000 acft based on Proposed Permits prorated to 400,000 acft/yr. \
4 Candidate New Supply requires cooperative agreement(s) with City of Corpus Christi, Nueces River Authority, & USBR.
5 Requires delivery of 32,000 acft/yr of Colorado River water (Garwood) to Corpus Christi in 2020 and development of Gulf Coast
Aquifer (SCTN-2b) at long-term average supply of 21,000 acft/yr. \ \
6 Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar, Hays, and Comal Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
7 Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar and Guadalupe Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
8 Current SAWS Recycled Water Program is included in the 24,941 acft/yr (consumptive reuse) in estimated needs.
9 Future use of recycled water for non-potable uses and based on goal of meeting 20 percent of SAWS projected water demand.
10 SAWS ASR program in southern Bexar County increases reliability of Edwards Aquifer supply and reduces seasonal aquifer demands.
11 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
12 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. |
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Caldwell
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 188 393 668 714 737
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 0 188 393 668 714 737
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 188 393 668 714 737
Irrigation Needs 0

Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 195 206 218 82 93 104
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 500 500 1,000 1,000 1,000
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 195 706 718 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 / Deficit 195 518 325 414 379 367
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected 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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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

Notes:

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Comal
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
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 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 5,570 5,464 5,628 5,796 3,590 2,224
Irrigation 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 Supply Options (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 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.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 15,616 15,718 19,348 27,718 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 / Deficit 6,369 3,780 1,747 1,903 1,520 2,367
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -30 -14 0 0 0 0

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

Portion of Canyon firm yield (with amendment) diverted below Seguin.

Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar, Hays, and Comal Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.

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

G lW|IN|F

Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | County = |Dimmit
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 915 925 949
Irrigation 0 0 0 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
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# 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 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 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 -606
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 493 739 507 635 714 725
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 -2,133 -1,737 -1,331

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

Additional well(s) for Carrizo Springs and Mining supply. \

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

NN

Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Frio
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 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 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation Needs 71,126 67,646 64,365 76,505 73,519 70,662
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 184 195 205 116 121 124 1
SCTN-4 Brush Management 2
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,947 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| -64,591
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 184 195 205 116 121 124
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -65,179| -61,699| -58,418| -70,558| -67,572| -64,715
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies 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 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigation

application rate. | | | |

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

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Guadalupe
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 29 23 30 71 87 773
Industrial 985 1,204 1,350 1,487 1,692 1,899
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 196 198 200 202 207 213
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 Needs 1,210 1,425 1,580 1,760 1,986 2,885
Irrigation Needs 985 879 779 684 594 508
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 235 236 236 5 5 6 1
Cz-10C Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales 40,000 1,500 1,500 2,000 2,000 2,500 4,500 2,3
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 1,735 1,736 2,236 2,005 2,505 4,506
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 / Deficit -985 -879 -779 -684 -594 -508
* 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 water demands.
2 Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar and Guadalupe Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
3 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
4 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = |Hays
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 84 82 68 55 37 28
Irrigation 0 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 Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0

Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 647 747 873 699 906 1,174 1
SCTN-3c Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 4,000 7,000 10,500 16,000 22,000 31,000 2,3
G-24 Canyon Reservoir 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 5,695 8,795 12,421 17,747 23,954 33,222
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,286 1,104 1,373 1,343 1,221 4,135
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,286 1,104 1,373 1,343 1,221 4,135
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.

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

Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar, Hays, and Comal Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.

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

Candidate New Supply for Wimberley and Woodcreek.

R WN P *

Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | County = |Kendall
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options 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 5,578 7,518
Industrial 2 3 4 4 5 6
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 0 0 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 Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 67 71 71 11 11 11 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
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
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, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 995 508 259 908 428 487
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

Notes:

* 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 water demands. \ \

2 Assumed purchase from Bexar County major provider. Kendall County water needs are not reflected in Bexar County table.

3 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought. \ \

4 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.




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

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = [Medina
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,015 2,110 2,206 2,427 2,582 2,750
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 68 68 70 72 74 76
Irrigation 89,757 87,941 82,161 80,963 75,663 70,587
Total Needs 91,840 90,119 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 82,161 80,963 75,663 70,587
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# 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 Irrigation Transfers 42,500 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 2,3
SCTN-4 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 5
Total New Supplies 15,067 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 / Deficit 1,117 1,027 935 574 420 252
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -77,890| -76,074 -70,294| -69,096 -63,796 -58,720

Notes:
* 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 water demands. \
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
an estimated potential annual transfer of 50,000 acft based on Proposed Permits prorated to 400,000 acft/yr. \
4 Option expected to provide additional 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 irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. |
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region \ \ County = [Uvalde
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,682 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 63,443 63,343 58,335 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 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
Irrigation Needs 63,443 63,343 58,335 56,366 51,766 47,475
Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 318 346 371 235 258 283 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 Management 5
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 5
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 5
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 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 -48,664| -48,020| -43,314| -41,229| -37,245| -32,658
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 636 1,180 878 994 378 674
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 identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
an estimated potential annual transfer of 50,000 acft 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, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
6 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permitted quantities. \
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County =

Wilson

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options

User Group(s) =

all

User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 0 0 0 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 0 63 145
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0

Water Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-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
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 3
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3
L-10 (Irr.) 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 / Deficit 171 183 194 114 259 185
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Additional 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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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Zavala County

250
200 | Additional Supplies
- p— & "
] 1
| I
150 |
) I
] I
] I
. ]
100 AN I =
_ [} &y
. |L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) (Phased) |
50
: Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal,
] Industrial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only
-’ Projected Drought Needs
0-! ' e p—=— P —9
2000 2020 2030 2040 2050

Year



Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | County = |Zavala
County Summary of Projected Water Needs and Water Supply Options User Group(s) = |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
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 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 Supply Options (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 190 193 194 90 103 104 1
SCTN-4 Brush Management 2
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 3
Total New Supplies 6,591 6,594 6,595 6,491 6,504 6,505
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,131| -69,995| -66,060| -81,802| -78,169| -74,695
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 190 193 194 90 103 104
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,321 -70,188 -66,254| -81,892 -78,272 -74,799

1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies 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 un