


























































































































Meeting of the  
Groundwater Management Area 8 

December 17, 2007 in Bellmead, TX 
 

Minutes 
 
The Groundwater Management Area 8 consisting of the Central Texas Groundwater 
Conservation District (GCD), Clearwater Underground Water Conservation District (UWCD), 
Fox Crossing Water District (WD), McLennan County GCD, Middle Trinity GCD, Northern 
Trinity GCD, Post Oak Savannah GCD, Saratoga UWCD, Tablerock GCD, and Upper Trinity 
GCD held a meeting on Monday, December 17, 2007 in the City of Bellmead City Council 
Room, located at 3015 Bellmead Drive, Bellmead, Texas. 
 

Groundwater District Representatives Present: 
Central Texas GCD:  Richard Bowers Northern Trinity GCD:  Jim Oliver 
Clearwater UWCD:  Horace Grace  Post Oak Savannah GCD:  Gary Westbrook 
Fox Crossing WD:  Jerry Priddy  Saratoga UWCD:  Dave Hamilton 
McLennan Co. GWCD:  Rodney Kroll Tablerock GCD:  Wyllis Ament 
Middle Trinity GCD:  Joe Cooper  Upper Trinity GCD:  Mike Massey 
 
1.  Call meeting to order and establish quorum. 
 
The Groundwater Management Area 8 meeting was called to order at 10:05 a.m. at the City of 
Bellmead City Council Chambers. Gary Westbrook gave the invocation. Horace Grace called 
roll and established that a quorum was present. All districts were represented. 
 
2. Welcome and introductions. 
 
Members of the audience were asked to introduce themselves. 
 
3.  Public Comments. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
4. Approve minutes of November 27, 2007 GMA 8 meeting. 
 
Mr. Cooper made a motion to approve the minutes of the November 27, 2007 GMA8 meeting, 
seconded by Mr. Hamilton.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
5. Discuss action taken at the February 8, 2007 GMA 8 meeting regarding the adoption 
 of Desired Future Conditions for the minor aquifers, except the Woodbine. 
 
Mr. Bowers asked the committee to reconsider the February 8, 2007 action on the minor 
aquifers. He asked for a revote and to not accept the desired future conditions for the three minor 
aquifers at this time.  This issue was discussed. 
  
Mr. Hamilton stated his opinion was to move forward and when something better comes up, the 
committee could make amendments at that time. 
 



Mr. Cooper said he would not feel comfortable going forward if some of the committee is not 
ready to move forward. 
 
Mr. Grace summed up what happened in the February meeting and presented his thoughts on the 
issue. 
 
6. Hold public hearing on proposed desired future conditions for the major and minor 
 aquifers within GMA 8 to include the following:  Edwards BFZ, Trinity, Blossom, 
 Brazos River Alluvium, Ellenburger-San Saba, Hickory, Marble Falls, Nacatoch, and 
 Woodbine. 
 
Public Hearing was opened at 10:37 a.m. with Mr. Grace asking Randy Williams, TCB, Inc. to 
provide a summary regarding how the DFCs were developed. When he finished, Mr. Grace 
asked if there were any public or committee comments.  There being none, he closed the public 
hearing at 11:07 p.m. 
 
7. Discussion and possible action to ratify adoption of proposed desired future conditions 
 for the major and minor aquifers within GMA 8 as described above. 
 
Mr. Ament advised that he wishes to work with the committee, but at this time his district is not 
comfortable with their DFC’s, so he will not be in support of the adoption.  
 
Mr. Ament made a motion to table the adoption of the DFCs until all the Districts agreed 
on the DFC’s, seconded by Mr. Bowers.  Discussion ensued. 
 
Mr. Priddy and Mr. Hamilton disagreed with the motion on the table.   
 
Mr. Kroll questioned what timeframe Mr. Ament was considering?  Mr. Ament stated they’re 
willing to work at it but they want to investigate the whole concept. 
 
Mr. Grace let it be known that he was against tabling the item. 
 
Mr. Bowers suggested that he may want to amend the motion and leave the Edwards BFZ out.   
 
The motion and second were withdrawn. 
 
Mr. Ament made a motion to vote on the DFCs aquifer by aquifer, seconded by Mr. 
Massey.  The motion passed with 9 votes in favor and 1 in opposition.  Mr. Priddy cast the 
opposing vote. 
 
It was asked that as they do each aquifer that Mr. Williams state what Counties or Districts were 
affected by the aquifer. 
 
Mr. Grace stated the first aquifer under consideration is the Edwards BFZ. 
 
Mr. Cooper made a motion to adopt the DFCs for the Edwards BFZ aquifer, seconded by 
Mr. Westbrook.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Grace stated the next aquifer under consideration is the Trinity. 
 



Mr. Hamilton made a motion to adopt the DFCs for the Trinity aquifer, seconded by Mr. 
Kroll.  The motion to adopt failed with 6 votes in favor, 3 votes in opposition, and 1 
abstention.  The opposing votes were cast by Mr. Bowers, Mr. Massey, and Mr. Ament.  
Mr. Westbrook abstained.  (DFC adoption requires approval by two-thirds of the members 
present at a meeting where two-thirds of the voting representatives are in attendance.)  
 
The next aquifer under consideration was the Blossom. 
 
Mr. Priddy made a motion to adopt the DFCs for the Blossom aquifer, seconded by Mr. 
Cooper.  The motion passed with 8 votes in favor, 1 vote in opposition cast by Mr. Kroll, 
and 1 abstention by Mr. Massey.   
 
The Brazos River Alluvium was the next aquifer under consideration. 
 
Mr. Westbrook made a motion to adopt the DFCs for the Brazos River Alluvium, seconded 
by Mr. Kroll.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
The next aquifer under consideration was the Ellenburger-San Saba. 
 
Mr. Bowers made a motion to deny adopting the DFCs for the Ellenburger-San Saba 
aquifer, seconded by Mr. Ament.  The motion to deny adoption passed with 7 votes in 
favor, 1 vote in opposition cast by Mr. Hamilton, and 2 abstentions by Mr. Kroll and Mr. 
Grace.  
 
The Hickory aquifer was the next aquifer under consideration. 
 
Mr. Bowers made a motion to deny adopting the DFCs for the Hickory aquifer, seconded 
by Mr. Ament.  The motion to deny adoption passed with 7 votes in favor, 1 vote in 
opposition cast by Mr. Hamilton, and 2 abstentions by Mr. Kroll and Mr. Grace.  
 
The next aquifer under consideration was the Marble Falls. 
 
Mr. Bowers made a motion to deny adopting the DFCs for the Marble Falls aquifer, 
seconded by Mr. Massey.  The motion to deny adoption passed with 7 votes in favor, 1 vote 
in opposition cast by Mr. Hamilton, and 2 abstentions by Mr. Kroll and Mr. Grace.  
 
The Nacatoch aquifer was the next aquifer under consideration. 
 
Mr. Hamilton made a motion to adopt the DFCs for the Nacatoch aquifer, seconded by Mr. 
Cooper.  The motion passed with 9 votes in favor; Mr. Massey abstained. 
  
The next aquifer under consideration was the Woodbine. 
 
Mr. Hamilton made a motion to adopt the DFCs for the Woodbine aquifer, seconded by 
Mr. Cooper.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
8. Discussion and possible action to amend contract with TCB, Inc. to develop the desired 

future conditions for the aquifers in GMA 8. 
 



Mr. Grace asked the committee members whether their district could provide money to amend 
the contract with TCB, Inc.  He explained that extra work had been done that was not included in 
the contract price that he felt should be paid.  He stated that TCB, Inc. has done fine work and he 
feels they should be compensated for it.  
 
At the last meeting a poll was taken showing seven districts would be able to provide extra funds 
to pay the outstanding bill.  Five of the seven were able to actually get the funds. It was decided 
that TCB, Inc would bill for the work provided and GMA 8 would pay what they could.  In the 
meantime, the other districts will ask their board or commissioners for an additional amount to 
pay the remaining portion.  
 
Mr. Grace and Mr. Cooper stated if necessary, they could come up with another $500 each to 
give the other districts time to get more money. 
 
David Parkhill, Vice President of TCB, Inc., advised that there was much time and effort put in 
with the contract that was not billed. They submitted the bills at the risk of non-payment for 
being over the contract amount.  He stated that at this time, TCB, Inc. will stay on as consultants 
but additional work would require compensation. 
  
A question was brought up about two GAM runs that were done on the Trinity which resulted in 
extra billing. Mr. Cooper advised that he requested these runs to confirm his availability 
numbers. 
 
Mr. Bowers said he requested additional funds from his board but was turned down.  He stated 
that if the contract was amended to show the additional bills and he could take a copy of that 
back to his board, they would reconsider the request and may provide some extra money. 
 
The committee discussed the limited funds available and the additional cost that would be 
involved with TCB, Inc. to finalize the DFCs for the remaining aquifers. 
 
After discussion, the committee returned to Item No. 7. 
 
 7. Discussion and possible action to ratify adoption of proposed desired future conditions 
 for the major and minor aquifers within GMA 8 as described above. 
 
Mr. Priddy made a motion to reconsider adopting the DFCs for the four aquifers—Trinity, 
Ellenburger-San Saba, Hickory, and Marble Falls, seconded by Mr. Cooper.  The motion 
to reconsider passed with 7 votes in favor, 2 votes in opposition cast by Mr. Massey and 
Mr. Ament, and 1 vote in abstention by Mr. Westbrook. 
  
The first aquifer up for reconsideration was the Trinity. 
 
Mr. Priddy made a motion to adopt the DFCs for the Trinity aquifer, seconded by Mr. 
Kroll.  The motion to adopt failed with 6 votes in favor, 3 votes in opposition, and 1 
abstention.  Opposing votes were cast by Mr. Bowers, Mr. Massey, and Mr. Ament.  Mr. 
Westbrook abstained. 
 
Mr. Bowers made a motion to table action on the DFCs for the four remaining aquifers 
(Trinity, Ellenburger-San Saba, Hickory, and Marble Falls) until the next meeting, 
seconded by Mr. Oliver.  The motion to table failed with 5 votes in favor and 5 in 



opposition.  The opposing votes were cast by Mr. Kroll, Mr. Hamilton, Mr. Grace, Mr. 
Massey, and Mr. Westbrook. 
 
The next aquifer up for reconsideration was the Ellenburger-San Saba. 
 
Mr. Hamilton made a motion to adopt the DFCs for the Ellenburger-San Saba aquifer, 
seconded by Mr. Priddy.  The motion to adopt failed with 4 votes in favor, 5 votes in 
opposition, and 1 abstention.  The opposing votes were cast by Mr. Bowers, Mr. Massey, 
Mr. Ament, Mr. Cooper, and Mr. Oliver.  Mr. Westbrook abstained. 
 
The Hickory aquifer was the next aquifer up for reconsideration. 
 
Mr. Bowers made a motion to deny adoption of the DFCs for the Hickory aquifer.  There 
was no second to the motion so the motion died.  
 
Mr. Hamilton made a motion to adopt the DFCs for the Hickory aquifer.  There was no 
second to the motion so the motion died. 
 
No motion was made to reconsider the DFCs for the Marble Falls aquifer.  
 
The committee returned to Item No. 8. 
 
8. Discussion and possible action to amend contract with TCB, Inc. to develop the desired 
future conditions for the aquifers in GMA 8. 
 
Mr. Kroll made a motion to amend the contract to reflect the pledged amounts and then 
see if the other districts can contribute funds to compensate TCB, Inc. for the rest of their 
expenses, seconded by Mr. Priddy.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
9. Discussion and possible action on renewal of interlocal agreement. 
 
Mr. Hamilton advised the committee that his District will be voting against this.  Mr. Kroll and 
Mr. Ament also advised that their Districts would not be supporting the interlocal agreement as 
well. (No other action was taken.) 
 
10. Committee member comments. 
 
There were no comments.  
 
11. Discuss agenda items for next meeting 
 
Discuss DFCs for the remaining aquifers. 
 
12. Set date, time, and place of next meeting. 
 
Next meeting to be determined. 
 
Referring back to Agenda Item No. 7, Mr. Westbrook suggested the committee clarify that the 
administrator is to work with TCB, Inc. to submit the adopted DFCs to the Texas Water 
Development Board by the January 1, 2008. 



Mr. Hamilton made a motion directing the GMA 8 administrator to submit the approved 
DFCs to the TWDB by January 1, 2008, seconded by Mr. Westbrook.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
13. Closing comments. 
 
No closing comments. 
 
14. Adjourn. 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 1:20pm. 
 
(A digital recording of this meeting is available upon request.) 
 
The GMA 8 Board unanimously approved the minutes on this 19th day of May, 2008. 







































 

 

Meeting of the  
Groundwater Management Area 8 

May 19, 2008 in Bellmead, TX 
 

Minutes 
 
The Groundwater Management Area 8 consisting of the Central Texas Groundwater Conservation 
District (GCD), Clearwater Underground Water Conservation District (UWCD), Fox Crossing Water 
District (WD), McLennan County GCD, Middle Trinity GCD, Northern Trinity GCD, Post Oak 
Savannah GCD, Saratoga UWCD, Tablerock GCD, and Upper Trinity GCD held a meeting on Monday, 
May 19, 2008 in the City of Bellmead City Council Room, located at 3015 Bellmead Drive, Bellmead, 
Texas. 
 

Groundwater District Representatives Present: 
Central Texas GCD:  Richard Bowers Northern Trinity GCD:  Jim Oliver 
Clearwater UWCD:  Horace Grace  Post Oak Savannah GCD:  Dwayne Jekel 
Fox Crossing WD:  Jerry Priddy  Saratoga UWCD:  Dave Hamilton 
McLennan Co. GWCD:  Rodney Kroll Tablerock GCD:  Wyllis Ament 
Middle Trinity GCD:  Joe Cooper  Upper Trinity GCD:  Mike Massey 
 
1.  Invocation 
 
Mike Massey gave the invocation 
 
2. Call meeting to order and establish quorum. 
 
The Groundwater Management Area 8 meeting was called to order at 10:08 a.m. at the City of Bellmead 
City Council Chambers.  Horace Grace called roll and established that a quorum was present. All 
districts were represented. 
 
3. Welcome and introductions. 
 
Horace Grace gave an overview of the GMA process to the members of the audience.  Members of the 
audience were then asked to introduce themselves. 
 
4.  Public Comments. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Joe Cooper announced that he was proud of the progress GMA 8 has made toward moving ahead with 
reporting desired future conditions (DFC) to the Texas Water Development Board. 
 
Mike Massey expressed gratitude to the GMA 8 board for the time that they have given for he and his 
board, along with the other newly established districts, to become educated on their respective district’s 
water issues and needs. 
 
5. Approve minutes of December 17, 2007 GMA 8 meeting. 
 



 

 

Richard Bowers moved to approve the minutes of the December 17, 2007 GMA 8 meeting, seconded by 
Joe Cooper.  The motion carried unanimously, 10-0. 
 
6. Update from the Texas Water Development Board on the GMA joint planning process. 
 
Robert Bradley with the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) addressed the GMA 8 board and 
announced that GMA 10 was moving forward with establishing DFCs for their region including setting 
the public hearing date in June to adopt DFCs.  He also noted that there were several GMAs waiting for 
GAM runs from TWDB.  GMA 7 was reviewing runs; GMA 9 was establishing stakeholder groups at 
UT at Austin; GMA 12 has had to postpone meetings due to health issues; and GMA 11 districts were 
getting together to start work on developing DFCs. 
 
Overall the TWDB reported that they currently had 50 groundwater availability models (GAM) to 
review. 
 
7. Presentation on proposed desired future conditions for the following minor aquifers within 

GMA 8:  Ellenburger-San Saba, Hickory, and Marble Falls. 
 
Randy Williams addressed the committee and reported that in the past the committee has used the 2 
dimensional (2-D) model to determine DFCs and this method has worked well in the GMA 8 area.  
However, it does not seem to be the case for the Paleozoic aquifers.  He noted that in order for the 2-D 
model to be effective in determining the DFC it needs to be near or in the recharge zone. 
 
In regards to the Mills and Brown Counties aquifers, there are tips or “slivers” that are not addressed in 
these 2-D models.  Therefore, Mr. Williams developed four (4) options for the board to consider. 
 
These options as presented were: 

1. Declare those areas as downdip slivers. 
2. Follow the DFCs set by another GMA that the aquifer is in.  (Mr. Williams asked the board to 

consider that there was uncertainty about GMA 7 making the state deadline and at this point they 
do not know what the DFC would be.) 

3. Follow or extend the DFC adopted for GMA 7 except for Burnet and Lampasas Counties (use 
the 2-D model based DFC previously developed by GMA 8). 

4. Determine that the 2-D model-based DFCs previously developed by GMA 8 for the Ellenburger-
San Saba aquifer in Burnet and Lampasas Counties and Burnet County in the Hickory aquifer 
would be used.  The GMA could then specify a DFC for the remaining areas in the Ellenburger-
San Saba and Hickory aquifers to be submitted to TWDB.  TWDB would then determine the 
MAG using other methodology than the 2-D models. 

 
Randy Williams recommended that the committee approve option 4. 
 
The committee discussed options and moved forward to the public hearing item. 
 
8. Public hearing on proposed desired future conditions for the minor aquifers described above. 
 
Horace Grace clarified that the committee had entered a public hearing at 10:39 a.m. and explained the 
purpose of the public hearing. 
 
No comments or questions were made by the public on this item. 



 

 

 
Horace Grace closed the public hearing at 10:40 a.m. 
 
9. Discussion and possible action to adopt proposed desired future conditions for the minor 

aquifers described above. 
 
Dave Hamilton moved to adopt the DFCs for the Marble Falls, Ellenburger-San Saba and 
Hickory aquifers as previously stated, seconded by Richard Bowers.  The motion carried, 10-0. 
 
Dave Hamilton then moved to use option #4 to develop DFCs for those areas where the 2-D models 
could not be applied, with a goal of maintaining 90% of the available drawdown in these aquifers, 
seconded by Richard Bowers.  The motion carried, 10-0. 
 
10. Discussion regarding status of desired future conditions for the Trinity aquifer. 
 
Joe Cooper commented that he would like to revise his numbers and redistribute pumping before 
making a decision on the Trinity DFC for his area. 
 
 (Joe Cooper left meeting at approximately 10:57 a.m.) 
 
Mike Massey noted that Northern Trinity and Upper Trinity GCDs need to work on their numbers and 
have planned to meet on June 12th for that purpose. 
 
Horace Grace pointed out that the numbers are not permanent and that the GAM runs are models, just 
tools, not actual data to aid in the DFC determination process. 
 
Wyllis Ament said that he appreciated the workshop that was held with the surrounding counties to help 
out in his determination of DFCs for his area. 
 
Mike Massey gave a brief explanation of the origin of their numbers. 
 
Cindy Ridgeway, TWDB, commented that the GMA 8 committee’s decision on the Trinity may affect 
the Woodbine due to intermingling.  
 
Sam Beaumont, Fox Crossing WD, noted that all of the district that are involved with the GMA 8 
process are developing the DFCs for the whole GMA 8 area and if there is a water shortfall then there 
are two options.  Option one is that the districts will stop permitting within that aquifer and the second 
option is that the Regional Water Planning Group (RWPG) will have to find a solution and develop a 
strategy to resolve the shortfall. 
 
Horace Grace reiterated that setting the DFC is the first stage of the planning process.  Not getting 
everything exactly right on the first trial is okay.  The GMA 8 committee will be required to review 
these figures in five years and can opt to review it sooner than that at any time if they so desire.  He 
stated that it is the job of the committee to protect the recharge area of these aquifers. 
 
11. Update on managed available groundwater figures for the Edwards BFZ aquifer. 
 
Randy Williams, TCB Inc., reported that he would get these figures to Clearwater to review and then 
make available to GMA 8. 



 

 

 
12. Discussion and possible action to amend contract to approve additional work previously 

conducted by TCB, Inc. to develop the desired future conditions for the aquifers in GMA 8. 
 
Richard Bowers moved to amend the contract to approve additional work previously conducted 
by TCB, Inc. to develop the desired future conditions for the aquifers in GMA 8, seconded by Jim 
Oliver.  The motion carried, 9-0. 
 
13. Committee member comments. 
 
Rodney Kroll reported that the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) has been holding 
meetings with counties in the proposed Central Texas Priority Groundwater Management Area (PGMA) 
and informing them that the plan is to form one or two multi-county districts within the PGMA and that 
they plan to create more PGMAs in the Metroplex area.  Wyllis Ament commented that he certainly 
foresees having to join a multi-county district sooner rather than later. 
 
Rodney Kroll noted that McLennan County GCD would not be holding a confirmation election due to 
the high election cost. 
 
Wyllis Ament said that Tablerock GCD is still planning on moving forward with a confirmation 
election. 
 
Richard Bowers commented that he attended the meetings in Waco and urges the McLennan County 
GCD to get confirmed.  Wyllis Ament supported Mr. Bowers’ comment and added that the confirmation 
would get the district out of the PGMA, therefore giving the district more options and allow them more 
control. 
 
Mike Massey reported that Upper Trinity GCD formed due to PGMA designation and encouraged 
McLennan County GCD to confirm. 
 
Jerry Priddy announced that this would be his last time to represent Fox Crossing WD on this 
committee. 
 
Wyllis Ament commented on his appreciation for the committee’s patience in allowing the new district 
to get a handle on some of their individual challenges. 
 
14. Discuss agenda items for next meeting 
 
Trinity figures for new GAM run. 
 
15. Set date, time, and place of next meeting. 
 
Next meeting to be determined. 
 
16. Adjourn. 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 12:06 p.m. 
 
The GMA 8 Committee unanimously approved the minutes on this 17th day of September, 2008. 



















































































Meeting of the  

Groundwater Management Area 8 
September 17, 2008 in Goldthwaite, TX 

 
Minutes 

 
The Groundwater Management Area 8 consisting of the Central Texas Groundwater Conservation 
District (GCD), Clearwater Underground Water Conservation District (UWCD), Fox Crossing Water 
District (WD), McLennan County GCD, Middle Trinity GCD, Northern Trinity GCD, Post Oak 
Savannah GCD, Saratoga UWCD, Tablerock GCD, and Upper Trinity GCD held a meeting on 
Wednesday, September 17, 2008 in the City of Goldthwaite in the Mills County State Bank Community 
Room, located at 1101 Parker Street, Goldthwaite, Texas.  
 

Groundwater District Representatives Present: 
Central Texas GCD:  Richard Bowers Northern Trinity GCD:  Jim Oliver 
Clearwater UWCD:  Horace Grace  Post Oak Savannah GCD:  Gary Westbrook 
Fox Crossing WD:  Sam Beaumont  Saratoga UWCD:  Dave Hamilton 
McLennan Co. GCD:  Rodney Kroll  Tablerock GCD:  David Freeman 
Middle Trinity GCD:  Joe Cooper  Upper Trinity GCD:  Mike Massey 
 
1.  Invocation 
 
Gary Westbrook gave the invocation 
 
2. Call meeting to order and establish quorum. 
 
The Groundwater Management Area 8 (GMA 8) meeting was called to order at 10:03 a.m. at the Mills 
County State Bank in Goldthwaite.  Horace Grace called roll and established that a quorum was present. 
Nine Districts were present at the time of roll call.  Jim Oliver, Northern Trinity GCD Representative 
arrived at approximately 10:20 a.m. 
 
3. Welcome and introductions. 
 
Horace Grace asked members of the audience to introduce themselves.  Sam Beaumont welcomed 
everyone on behalf of the City of Goldthwaite.  Joe Cooper gave a brief overview of the creation of 
GMA 8, contracting with engineers, use of groundwater availability models (GAM), and desired future 
conditions (DFC) utilization to develop managed available groundwater (MAG) figures.  He summated 
that there has been a lot of hard work by the groundwater conservation districts to get GMA 8 to this 
point of approving the Trinity aquifer DFCs.  He also made note of the diligence administratively made 
by Clearwater UWCD to keep GMA 8 moving forward in the development of DFCs. 
 
4.  Public Comments. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
5. Approve minutes of May 19, 2008 GMA 8 meeting. 
 
Sam Beaumont moved to approve the minutes of the May 19, 2008 GMA 8 meeting, seconded by 
Richard Bowers.  The motion carried unanimously, 9-0. 



 
6. Presentation of proposed desired future conditions for the Trinity aquifer based on the Texas 

Water Development Board GAM Runs 07-30 and 08-06. 
 
Sam Beaumont reported that Fox Crossing is concerned with the current figures in the Regional Water 
Plan (RWP).  He noted that the current numbers underestimate the water needs and potential growth of 
Mills County.  Due to this misrepresentation, Fox Crossing WD is hopeful that GMA 8 will approve the 
Trinity aquifer DFCs at this meeting and meet the deadline to include the new figures in the upcoming 
RWP review. 
 
(Jim Oliver, Northern Trinity GCD, arrived at approximately 10:20 a.m.) 
 
Randy Williams, TCB/AECOM, presented information on proposed DFCs for the Trinity aquifer based 
on Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) GAM runs 07-30 and 08-06.  He noted that there were 
two GAM runs still pending with TWDB (08-64 and 08-66).  If GMA 8 were to meet the timeline for 
their MAG numbers to be included in the revision of the RWP, then the committee would need to move 
forward with adopting DFCs based off of GAM runs already processed by TWDB.   
 
Randy Williams then noted that GAM runs 07-30 and 08-06 pumping amounts for each county differ in 
only three counties; Coryell, Comanche and Erath.   
 
Joe Cooper inquired on the status and dates of completion for the two GAM runs that are currently being 
processed by TWDB.  Cheryl Maxwell responded that the estimated MAG delivery date for 08-64 is 
December 5, 2008 and for 08-66 is January 30, 2009.  The board discussed the overall changes in the 
area numbers between 08-06 and 08-66.   
 
Horace Grace noted that if GMA 8 did decide to move forward and approve a DFC for the Trinity 
aquifer so as to meet the deadline to have the MAGs included in the RWP, they could go back at any 
time and update or modify the DFCs for the Trinity with GMA 8 approval.  Horace Grace commented 
that unlike other GCDs who are looking to increase their MAGs the Upper Trinity GCD is working to 
lower their MAG. 
 
Mike Massey spoke to the reasoning behind the Upper Trinity GCD’s desire to lower their MAG.  He 
noted that after extensive study by a contractual hydro-geoscientist, reports were submitted to their 
board indicating that the counties within the Upper Trinity GCD were already exceeding pumping and 
would not sustain the DFC in their area for the Trinity aquifer.  Therefore, the Upper Trinity GCD board 
decided to reduce their pumping requests for each county in their district. 
 
Sam Beaumont explained that setting this DFC is only one step in the process.  Once the DFCs for the 
aquifer are set then they can be sent to the Regional Water Planning Groups (RWPG) so they can 
establish areas where strategies may need to be established to plan for additional water supplies to those 
areas of concern. 
 
Joe Cooper commented on the necessity of complete honesty with the RWPG so that they are able to 
address those water needs.  Terry Kelley with the Brazos G RWPG reported that they are just trying to 
gather all of the data from the Water User Groups (WUG) and GCDs to establish what is going on and 
where additional planning is needed. 
 
The committee discussed whether they should approve a processed GAM run or a pending GAM run.  
Several GCDs voiced concern with inappropriate representation in the RWP as well as some of the 



individual concerns for the water issues within the different GCDs.  No conclusions were made at this 
time. 
 
7. Public hearing and possible action to adopt desired future conditions for the Trinity aquifer as 

described above. 
 
Horace Grace clarified that the committee had entered a public hearing at 11:00 a.m. and explained the 
purpose of the public hearing. 
 
Richard Bowers recommended that the committee approve the most current and processed GAM run at 
this time. 
 
Terry Kelley, Johnson County, inquired on the MAG for Johnson County.  Randy Williams responded 
that the accumulative MAG for Johnson County between the Trinity aquifer and the Woodbine aquifer 
was 17,767 acre feet/year based on GAM run 08-06 which was the most current and processed GAM 
run at this time. 
 
Gary Westbrook noted that the GMA 8 committee tried to avoid causing any encumbrance upon any 
other counties that currently have no representation due to an absence of a GCD.  The committee 
adopted the figures from the RWP for those counties unless those numbers adversely affected an 
existing GCD within GMA 8. 
 
Horace Grace closed the public hearing at 11:07 a.m. 
 
Joe Cooper moved to adopt DFCs based on GAM run 08-06 for the Trinity aquifer, seconded by 
Sam Beaumont.  Mike Massey asked the committee for their assurance to support Upper Trinity in the 
adoption of DFCs based on GAM run 08-66 once TWDB processed the GAM and returns the MAG to 
GMA 8.  The committee responded that they would not oppose Upper Trinity lowering their pumping 
figures.  The motion carried, 10-0. 
 
8. Discussion regarding proposed schedule for GMA 8 to complete initial phase of the joint 

planning process. 
 
Cheryl Maxwell referred the committee to a handout outlining the GMA 8 original scope of work under 
the 2007 contract with TCB, Inc. along with additional services requests (ASR) outside of the contract 
parameter and their corresponding costs.  ASR#1 for $4,250 covered services provided in addition to the 
original contract services from May 2007 through October 2007.  ASR#2 for $2,750 covered services 
provided from August 2008 through the September 17, 2008 meeting.  ASR#3 covered $7,800 for any 
services beyond the September 17, 2008 meeting. 
 
Horace Grace commented that he had met with TCB, Inc. to negotiate the listed costs.  He noted that 
although these amounts are not currently covered or included in any contract with TCB, Inc. the GMA 8 
committee had charged TCB, Inc. to produce the work. 
 
GMA 8 committee members discussed and proposed financial support to cover the costs of the ASRs 
#1, #2, and #3. 
 
Randy Williams, TCB/AECOM, Inc. noted that the additional work outlined under ASR #3 may range 
anywhere from $1,500 to the full $7,800 depending on the amount of labor necessary to complete the 
task. 



 
Dave Hamilton left the committee meeting at 11:25 a.m.  
 
9. a. Discussion and possible action to amend contract with TCB, Inc. to develop the desired future 

 conditions for the aquifers in GMA 8; 
 
Joe Cooper moved to amend the contract with TCB, Inc. to develop the desired future conditions 
for the aquifers in GMA 8, seconded by Mike Massey.  The motion carried 9-0. 
 
 b. Discussion and possible action on how future work conducted by TCB, Inc. will be funded by 

the committee. 
 
Committee members proposed financial support as Agenda Item No. 8 was discussed above.  
 
10. Discussion regarding TWDB 30 day default approval statement for draft managed available 

groundwater (MAG) reports. 
 
Sam Beaumont noted that the GMA 8 committee doesn’t meet every 30 days.  Robert Bradley, TWDB, 
noted that other GMAs are modifying the statement to say “30 day or the next board meeting”.   The 
committee discussed the concern.  The consensus of the committee was that TWDB has been flexible 
and considerate enough not to enforce that deadline with other groups and therefore there was no need to 
change the statement.  
 
11. Committee member comments. 
 
Sam Beaumont thanked the committee for approving a DFC for the Trinity aquifer. 
 
Rodney Kroll reported that McLennon County GCD has been placed in the Central Texas Priority 
Groundwater Management Area (PGMA), therefore requiring them to merge with several other districts 
by the TCEQ. 
 
Joe Cooper extended thanks to Fox Crossing WD for their generosity as hosts of this meeting.  He also 
noted that Senator Kip Averitt projects that there will be regional level groundwater management in the 
future. 
 
David Freeman commented that changes in water regulation and planning are on the very near horizon 
in Texas. 
 
Richard Bowers asked that the committee have an update by a representative of the TWDB on how 
GMA 8 is progressing and how other GMAs are progressing across the state. 
 
Mike Massey extended gratitude to the GMA 8 committee for their patience in allowing Upper Trinity 
the time to get up to speed on the needs of their district. 
 
Horace Grace thanked Fox Crossing WD for hosting the meeting and commended GMA 8 for being able 
to come together and develop a plan for their area.  He encouraged the committee to continue diligently 
to maintain control at the local levels in the management and planning processes. 
 
Robert Bradley, TWDB noted that it was a very good achievement to have passed DFCs for the Trinity 
aquifer as well as all other aquifers within GMA 8.  He said that TWDB is overwhelmed with submittals 



at this time but are working diligently to process all GAMs submitted by all of the GMAs.  Robert 
Bradley commented that official GAMs were priority over non-official GAMs, therefore the GMA 8 
GAM would take precedent over those non-official GAM submittals.   
 
Horace Grace extended the invitation to pass the administrative duties for GMA 8 to another district for 
a time. 
 
12. Discuss agenda items for next meeting 
 
No future agenda items were determined at this time. 
 
13. Set date, time, and place of next meeting. 
 
Next meeting to be determined. 
 
14. Closing comments. 
 
No additional comments were made. 
 
15. Adjourn. 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 12:00 noon. 
 
 
The GMA 8 Committee unanimously approved the minutes on this  16th day of March, 2009. 
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The results of water-level monitoring of the Blossom aquifer appear to show little change 
over the period of record and suggest that annual aquifer use (pumping) is 
approximately equal to annual aqUifer recharge. (Bradley. 2008) If annual pumping Is 
approximately equal to annual recharge; the factors for recharge and discharge in the 
aquifer will cancel each other and the relationship may be simplified to: 

O(t) = dS/dt 

If it is assumed that the annual amount of recharge to the aquifer is approximately equal 
to the most recent (2004) TWDB estimates for groundwater use from the aquifer in each 
County. The step-by-step description of the process to develop the DFC for each county 
is as follows: 

1. The total area occupied by the aquifer in each county is subdivided by river basin 
and then by aquifer zone (confined or unconfined). 

2. Within each County; the area of each aquifer sub-zone is divided by the total 
area occupied by the aquifer in the County to give the percentage of the total 
aquifer area in the County represented by each sub-zone. 

3. The estimate of annual recharge (assumed to be equal to the estimate annual 
aquifer pumping) for each County is divided by the percentage value of the total 
aquifer area in the County represented by each aquifer sub-zone in the County to 
give an estimate of recharge to each aquifer sub-zone (in acre-feet per year). 

4. The area (in acres) of each aquifer sub-zone in each County is multiplied by an 
estimated amount of aquifer draw-down (in feet) 1 and then multiplied by the 
storage coefficient of the aquifer sub-zone (expressed as a decimal fraction) 2 to 
give an estimate of the amount of water (in acre-feet) that could be removed from 
the aquifer if the estimated amount of aquifer draw-down occurred. 

5. The estimated volume of water that could be produced from each aquifer sub .. 
zone with the specified estimate of aquifer draw-down is divided by 50 (years) to 
estimate the amount of water that could be produced each year from the aquifer 
sub-zone over a 50-year period to result in the estimated amount of aquifer draw­
down at the end to the 50-year time period. 

6. The estimated annual amount of water that could be produced from each aquifer 
sub-zone in each County (in acre-feet per year) is added to the estimate of 
annual recharge for the sub-zone (in acre-feet per year) to give the estimated 
MAG value for the aquifer sub-zone (in acre-feet per year). 

7. Tna MAG Values (in acre-feet per year) of the several aquifer sub­
zones in each County are summed to give a total estimated MAG value for the 
aquifer in each County. (Table 2) 

Notes: 
1. The estimated average aquifer draw-down values were kept constant for the 

several sub-zones of the confined and unconfined zones of the aquifer within 
each Cou nty. 

2. The storage coefficient values for the confined and unconfined zones were kept 
constant for all sub-zones in the aquifer zone in all Counties. 
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Table 1, Identif icat ion of Blossom AqUifer Sub-zones by County, SUb-zone Area, 
Percentage of Each Sub-zone of the Tota l Aquifer Area in the County, Estimated Annual 
Aqu ife r Use by County, Estimated Annual Recharge by Aquifer Sub-zone, Estimated 
Average Aquifer Draw Down in Each Sub-zone, Estimated Tota l Water Withdrawal by 
Sub-zone, Estimated Annual W ater Withdrawal by Sub-zone and Estimated MAG by 
Sub-zone 

County Sum of Blossom Aquifer Sum of Blossom Aquifer 
RWP Groundwater Sub-zone 
Availability Values Estimated MAG Values 

(ae·1I pe; year) lac·jt oer vear 

Lamar 39 1 394 
Red River 1,679 1,678 
Bowie 200 201 
Table 2, Sum of Reg ional Water Plan Blossom AqUifer Avarlabillty Values by County and 
Sum of Blossom Aquifer Estimated MAG Values by County 

GMA-8 Desired Future Conditions for the Blossom Aqui fer 

Bow ie County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, IIle average draw down of the unconfined 

zone 01 the Blossom aquifer should not exceed approx imately 5,4 feet alter 50 
years. 

• From estimated year 2009 conditions, til e average draw down of tile confined 
zone of the Blossom aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 
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Lamar County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of tfle Blossom aquifer should not exceeo approximately 2.4 feet after 50 
years. 

• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the confined 
zone of the Blossom aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 

Red River County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Blossom aquifer should not exceed approximately 6.5 feet after 50 
years. 

• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the confined 
zone of the Blossom aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 

Note: The observations and assessments made in this report were based on data supplied by GMA-8 members. TWOB. 
or available from referenced published SOurces available at the time of the report preparation. The conclusions drawn in 
the report are based on the available data and reasonable methods 01 assessment. The Desired Future Conditions 
presented in this report reflect policy decisions made by GMA-8. If new or different data is made available. the 
conclusions 01 this report may change. 
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Desired Future Conditions 

Nacatoch Aquifer 
Bowie, Delta, Ellis, Franklin, Hopkins, Hunt, Kaufman, Lamar, 

Navarro, Rains, Red River and Rockwall Counties 



AECor.1 
400 West 151h Streel. SUite 500. Austin. Te~as 78701 
T 512.472.4519 F 512.472.7519 w\wl.tcb.aecom.com 

Memorandum 

To: Cheryl Maxwell, Adminis trative Manager 
Clearwater Underground Water Conservation District 

From: Charles R. Williams, P.G. No. 526 

Date: March 30, 2009 

Ae: Ae-Defined Desired Future Condition of Nacatoch Aquifer 

Introduction 

Groundwater Management Area B (GMA-8) is a groundwater management area of the 
State of Texas as defined by Statute with responsibility for developing a desired futu re 
condition (DFC) lor aquilers within an approximately 46-County area. Membership of the 
GMA is composed 01 the groundwater conservation districts (GCDs) that occur all or in 
part within the GMA boundary. (Fig. 1) At the request of GMA-8, AECOM USA Group 
tnc. (AECOM) (fka TCB Inc.) developed statements describing DFCs for the portions of 
the Nacatoch aquifer recognized by the Texas Waler Development Board (TW OB) to 
occur in whole or in part within GMA-B. (Fig. 2) 

Methodology 

To predict the effects of pumping in the Nacalocll aquifer a spreadsheet model was 
developed. The model uses estimates of: the area of the aq uifer recharge (unconfined) 
and the artesian (confined) zones; the annual amount of aquifer use (pumping); and the 
coefficient of storage of the aquifer in the conf ined and unconfined zones to predict the 
annual vo lume of water that could be produced from the aquifer and result in a specified 
amount of aquifer draw-do'wn after 50 years. Predictions are made for each of the sub­
zones of the Nacatoch aquifer established in the unconfined and conf ined zones of the 
aquifer within each river basin in each County in which the aquifer occurs in GMA-B. 
Predictions of the estimated annual amount of groundwater tha t could be produced for 
the several sub-zones in the unconfined zone and confined zone of the aquifer in each 
County are summed for presentation. Aquifer-zone area estimates are from the TWDB 
geographic information system (GIS) coverages. Estimates of the annual aquifer use by 
County are from the TWDB Annual Water Use Survey data. The storage coefficients 
used in the projections are the values for the Nacatoch aquifer given in TWOB Aeport 
305. (Ashworth, 1988) 
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Discussion 

The GMA-8 intent in developing a Nacatoch aquifer DFC is to describe a DFC resulting 
in a Managed Available Groundwater (MAG) value approximately equal to .the sum of 
the County values (highest value after year 2000) for Regional Water Plan (RWP) 
availability for the aquifer in each County where the aquifer occurs. GMA-8 determined 
to take this course of action because its solicitations for public involvement brought only 
limited attendance with few comments and because the RWP values were adopted 
through a previous public process with local involvement. 

i ! 

In GMA-8, the Nacatoch aquifer occurs in Bowie, Delta, Ellis, Franklin, Hopkins, Hunt, 
Kaufman, Lamar, Navarro, Rains, Red River and Rockwall Counties. GMA-8 initially 
developed DFCs for the Nacatoch aquifer using a spreadsheet model to predict the 
percentage of estimated aquifer saturated thickness maintained after 50 years. 
(Williams, 2007) This DFC development approach resulted in a draft MAG value from 
TWDB significantly less than the intended amount. (Bradley, 2008) GMA-8 then 
determined to rescind the originally stated OFCs for the Nacatoch aquifer and re-adopt a 
revised DFC to achieve the intended MAG values. 

The revised GMA-8 approach to DFC development for the Nacatoch aquifer is to 
describe a DFC in terms of the average draw down (in feet) for the unconfined and 
confined zone of the aquifer in each County where the aquWer occurs. GMA-8 maintains 
the hiteht to describe a DFC for the Nacatoch aquifer that will result in a MAG 
approximately equal to the sum of the County values (highest value after year 2000) for 
RWP availability value for the aquifer in Bowie, Delta, Ellis, Franklin, Hopkins, Hunt, 
Kaufman, Lamar, Navarro, Rains, Red River and Rockwall Counties. 

DFC Development Approach 

The purpose of the spreadsheet model is to conveniently predict the estimated amount 
of water that could be produced annually for 50 years without exceeding a specified level 
6f maw doWn. The models are used to aid in the OFC development process for aquifers 
where a TWOB GAM is not available. Iterative trials of a range of draw down values 
were made until the desired amount of annual water use was achieved for each aquifer 
sub-zone in County. (Table 1) The results of the annual water use values from the final 
iteration for each aquifer sub-zone within each County were summed for comparison to 
the RWP availability values. (Table 2) The spreadsheet model project the effects of 
pumping using the following relationships: 

O(t) = R(t) - OCt) + dS/dt 

Where: 
Q(t) = the total rate of groundwater withdrawal (ac-ftlyr) 
R(t) = the total rate of groundwater recharge to the basin (aquifer) (ac-ftlyr) 
OCt) = the total rate of groundwater discharge from the basin (aquifer) (ac-ftlyr) 
dS/dt = change in aquifer storage of groundwater over time (draw down in feet) 
(Freeze and Cherry, 1979) 

3 



The results of water-level monitoring of the Nacatoch aquifer appear to show little 
change over the period of record and suggest that annual aquifer use (pumping) is 
approximately equal to annual aquifer recharge. (Bradley, 2008) If annual pumping is 
approximately equal to annual recharge; the factors for recharge and discharge in the 
aquifer will cancel each other and the relationship may be simplified to: 

aCt} = dS/dt 

If it is assumed that the annual amount of recharge to the aquifer is approximately equal 
to the most recent (2004) TWOB estimates for groundwater use from the aquifer in each 
County. The step-by-step description of the process to develop the DFC for each county 
is as follows: 

1. The total area occupied by the aquifer in each county is subdivided by river basin 
and then by aquifer zone (confined or unconfined). 

2. Within each County; the area of each aquifer sub-zone is divided by the total 
area occupied by the aquifer in the County to give the percentage of the total 
aquifer area in the County represented by each sub-zone. 

3. The estimate of annual recharge (assumed to be equal to the estimate annual 
aquifer pumping) for each County is divided by the percentage value of the total 
aquifer area in the County represented by each aquifer sub-zone in the County to 
give an estimate of recharge to each aquifer sub-zone (in acre-feet per year). 

4. The area (in acres) of each aquifer sub-zone in each County is multiplied by an 
estimated amount of aquifer draw-down (in feet) 1 and then multiplied by the 
storage coefficient of the aquifer sub-zone (expressed as a decimal fraction) 2 to 
give an estimate of the amount of water (in acre-feet) that could be removed from 
the aquifer if tM estimated amount bf aquifer draW-down occurred. 

5. The estimated volume of water that could be produced from each aquifer sub­
zone with the specified estimate of aquifer draw-down is divided by 50 (years) to 
estimate the amount of water that could be produced each year from the aquifer 
sub-zone over a 50-year period to result in the estimated amount of aquifer draw­
down at the end to the 50-year time period. 

6. The estimated annual amount of water that could be produced from each aquifer 
sub-zone in each County (in acre-feet per year) is added to the estimate of 
annual recharge for the sub-zone (in acre-feet per year) to give the estimated 
MAG value for the aquifer sub-zone (ir'l ac~e-feet per year). 

7. The estimated MAG values (in acre-feet per year) of the several aquifer sub­
zones in each County are summed to give a total estimated MAG value for the 
aquifer in each County. (Table 2) 

Notes: 
1. The estimated average aquifer draw-down values were kept constant for the several sub­

zones of the confined and unconfined zones of the aquifer within each County. 
2. The storage coefficient values for the confined and unconfined zones were kept constant 

for all sub-zones in the aquifer zone in all Counties. 
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county Sum of Nacatoch Sum of Nacatoch Difference Between 
Aquifer Aquifer Sub-zone Estimated MAG and 

RWP Groundwater Estimated MAG RWP Availability 
Availability Values Values Values 

(ac-It per year) . lac-fl Der year) lac-It Der year) 
Bowie 3936 3941 5 
Delta 282 293 11 
Ellis 0 1 1 
Franklin 10 10 0 
Hopkins 915 922 7 
Hunt 2956 2966 10 
Kaufman 318 317 -1 
Lamar 45 45 0 
Navarro 229 234 5 
Rains 10 10 0 
Red River 700 708 8 
Rockwall 1 1 0 .. - - - - - . - - - . .... Table 2, Sum of Regional Water Plan Nacatocn Aquifer Availability Values by County and Sum of 
Nacatoch Aquifer Estimated MAG Values by County 

GMA-8 Desired Future Conditions for the Nacatoch Aquifer 

Bowie County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 10.4 feet after 50 
years. 

• From estimated year 2009 conditiohS, the average draw down of the confined 
zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 

Delta County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 3 feet after 50 
years. 

Ellis County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 5 feet after 50 
years. 

Franklin County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the confined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 
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Hopkins County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 5.5 feet after 50 
years. 

• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the confined 
zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 

Hunt County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 8.1 feet after 50 
years. 

• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the confined 
zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 

Kaufman County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 0.6 feet after 50 
years. 

• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the confined 
zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 

Lamar County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 3.1 feet after 50 
years. 

Navarro County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 1.2 feet after 50 
yeats. 

• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the confined 
zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 

Rains County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the confined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 

Red River County 
• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the unconfined 

zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 1.1 feet after 50 
years. 

• From estimated year 2009 conditions, the average draw down of the confined 
zone of the Nacatoch aquifer should not exceed approximately 20 feet after 50 
years. 
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Meeting of the  
Groundwater Management Area 8 

March 16, 2009 in Bellmead, TX 
 

Minutes 
 
The Groundwater Management Area 8 consisting of the Central Texas Groundwater Conservation 
District, Clearwater Underground Water Conservation District, Fox Crossing Water District, McLennan 
County Groundwater Conservation District, Middle Trinity Groundwater Conservation District, 
Northern Trinity Groundwater Conservation District, Post Oak Savannah Groundwater Conservation 
District, Saratoga Underground Water Conservation District, Tablerock Groundwater Conservation 
District, and Upper Trinity Groundwater Conservation District held a meeting on Monday, March 16, 
2009 in the City of Bellmead City Council Room, located at 3015 Bellmead Drive, Bellmead, Texas. 
 
 

Groundwater District Representatives Present: 
Central Texas GCD:  Clyde Waters  Northern Trinity GCD:  Absent  
Clearwater UWCD:  Horace Grace  Post Oak Savannah GCD:  Gary Westbrook 
Fox Crossing WD:  Sam Beaumont  Saratoga UWCD:  Randy McGuire 
McLennan Co. GCD:  Rodney Kroll  Tablerock GCD:  David Freeman 
Middle Trinity GCD:  Joe Cooper  Upper Trinity GCD:  Mike Massey 
 
1.   Invocation 
 
Gary Westbrook gave the invocation 
 
2.   Call meeting to order and establish quorum. 
 
The Groundwater Management Area 8 (GMA 8) meeting was called to order at 10:40 a.m. at the City 
Council Room in Bellmead, TX.  Horace Grace called roll and established that a quorum was present. 
Nine Districts were present at the time of roll call.   
 
3.   Welcome and introductions. 
 
Horace Grace asked members of the audience to introduce themselves.  Joe Cooper gave a brief 
summary of the GMA creation through Senate Bill 1763, the GMA process, the development of desired 
future conditions (DFC) utilization to develop managed available groundwater (MAG) figures.  Gary 
Westbrook reported on a meeting he had with Senator Averitt.  Horace Grace noted that the GMA 8 
process is ongoing and adjustments can be made at any time. 
 
4.   Public Comments. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
5.   Approve minutes of September 17, 2008 GMA 8 meeting. 
 
Joe Cooper moved to approve the minutes of the September 17, 2008 GMA 8 meeting, seconded 
by Mike Massey.  The motion carried unanimously, 9-0. 

 



6. Texas Water Development Board presentation on joint planning process and petition process. 
 
Robert Bradley distributed a handout and gave a presentation on the Texas Water Development Board 
(TWDB) joint planning and petition process.  He opened the presentation with a brief history of the 
TWDB in relation to Regional Water Plans (RWP) and GMAs and DFCs.  He continued that once the 
groundwater conservation districts (GCD) within a GMA adopt a DFC for an aquifer and submit the 
DFC to the TWDB, the TWDB calculates estimates of managed available groundwater (MAG) for each 
GCD within the GMA.  
 
Mr. David Nabors inquired how an area would be able to regulate groundwater use in a county without a 
GCD and the significance, if any, of the RWP for that same county.  Robert Bradley, Horace Grace, and 
Gary Westbrook responded jointly that there were no direct regulations, however, TWDB funding for 
projects in areas without a recommended water management strategy would be considered as not 
consistent with the approved regional water plan, the GCD is the regulatory manager for the county’s 
groundwater resources, and the GCD is the only mechanism by which to implement the MAGs. 
 
7.    Summary of GMA8 progress and status of pending Managed Available Groundwater figures. 
 
Horace Grace commented that most of this information had already been covered in previous items.  He 
asked Randy Williams to use this time to give a brief explanation of an aquifer’s saturated thickness.  
Randy Williams, AECOM, explained that the saturated thickness is the measurement by distance 
between the water table and bottom of the aquifer.  Mr. Williams also explained various geographical 
characteristics of an aquifer such as the confined and unconfined portion of an aquifer and how those 
characteristics affect the potential drawdown of the saturated thickness.   
 
Mr. Nabors inquired on what to do once the DFC is exceeded within the District.  Horace Grace 
responded that the District must limit production and discontinue issuing new permits until the aquifer 
has recharged above the DFC.  Mr. Nabors asked about how to provide for the water needs of the 
District if they exceed what is permissible by the DFC.  Gary Westbrook noted that the enabling 
legislation for the District should contain direction for responding to such a situation.  He also noted that 
there might be a potential for interlocal agreements between GCDs and then reiterated Mr. Grace’s 
comments on promoting conservation within the District.  Joe Cooper added that depending on the 
geographic location of the GCD, the DFCs look very different.  He illustrated that some GCDs find 
themselves more in the position of managed depletion rather than preservation. 
 
8.   Discussion and possible action to rescind desired future conditions for the Blossom and Nacatoch 

aquifers adopted at the December 17, 2007 GMA8 meeting. 
 
Randy Williams explained that the MAG figures from TWDB have come back considerably different 
than what GMA8 projected when setting the DFCs for the Blossom and Nacatoch aquifers.  He stated he 
has conferred with members of TWDB and proposes rescinding the DFCs for these two aquifers.  The 
proposed revised DFCs would more closely reflect what is currently published in the Regional Water 
Plan (RWP).   
 
9.   Presentation of revised desired future conditions for the Blossom and Nacatoch aquifers. 
 
Randy Williams presented the proposed revised DFCs for the Blossom and Nacatoch aquifers to the 
Board.  He noted that the DFCs would need to be defined by the confined and unconfined portions of 
each aquifer.   
  



10. Public hearing and possible action to adopt revised desired future conditions for the Blossom 
and Nacatoch aquifers. 

 
Horace Grace clarified that the Board had entered a public hearing at 12:08 p.m. and explained the 
purpose of the public hearing. 
 
Mr. David Nabors expressed that Delta County is considering the creation of a GCD and questioned 
whether the creation of a GCD would help them in the planning process.  He stated that Delta County is 
trying to understand the DFC but would also like to protect its residents in the process of protecting its 
resources. 
 
Joe Cooper responded that Mr. Nabors and others in Delta County may want to study Chapter 36 of the 
Texas Water Code and the provisions for historic use and “Grandfather” existing well use. 
 
Mr. Wendel Davis, Red River Water Supply Corporation, commented that they are currently utilizing 
more groundwater resources than is represented in the Regional Water Plan and have not seen the 
drawdown as projected by the TWDB.   
 
Gary Westbrook asked if the Red River Water Supply Corporation would be willing to share the water 
level readings they take on their wells with GMA 8 and or TWDB to compare information and utilize 
the actual reading to refine the GAM model.  Mr. Davis responded that Red River Water Supply 
Corporation would be glad to share that information. 
 
Gary Westbrook reassured Mr. Davis that these DFCs may be adjusted by GMA8 at any time and are 
required to be reviewed every five years.  He noted that due to current time constraints GMA8 would 
prefer to rescind these DFCs but expressed direct interest to utilize any further information that could be 
provided to help refine these figures to meet actual planning needs. 
 
Horace Grace closed the public hearing at 12:25 p.m. 
 
Item # 8. 
Sam Beaumont moved to rescind the desired future conditions for the Blossom and Nacatoch 
aquifers, seconded by David Freeman.  The motion carried, 9-0. 
 
Item # 10. 
Joe Cooper moved to adopt the revised desired future conditions for the Blossom and Nacatoch 
aquifers and submit these to the Texas Water Development Board, seconded by Gary Westbrook.  
The motion carried, 9-0. 
 
11.   Discussion and possible action on results of the Texas Water Development Board Groundwater 

Availability Model (GAM) simulation requests 08-64 and 08-66 for the Northern 
Trinity/Woodbine aquifers. 

 
Mike Massey moved to table this item until the next board meeting, seconded by Gary Westbrook.  The 
motion carried, 9-0. 
 
12.   Discussion of funding needed to continue and support joint planning process. 
 
Cheryl Maxwell, Clearwater UWCD, informed the Committee that $3,251.03 is needed to cover current 
outstanding invoices from TCB/AECOM.   



 
Mike Massey inquired of the status of the previous commitment from Northern Trinity GCD of $3,000.  
Cheryl Maxwell responded that no funding had been received to date.  Rodney Kroll, McLennan County 
GCD, noted that if they survive the possible dissolution of their District, they may be able to contribute 
another $500.  Gary Westbrook, Joe Cooper, and Horace Grace committed to contribute an additional 
$1,000 from each of their respective districts.  Mike Massey, Upper Trinity GCD, commented that he 
would consult with his Board about making an additional contribution of $750. 
 
Fox Crossing, Saratoga, and Tablerock GCDs all responded that with no revenue stream available to 
them, no contributions could be committed by their districts. 
 
Clyde Waters, Central Texas GCD Representative, commented that he would speak with Richard 
Bowers, General Manager, about a $1,000 contribution. 
 
13. Committee member comments. 
 
No comments were made. 
 
14. Discuss agenda items for next meeting 
 
No future agenda items were determined at this time. 
 
15. Set date, time, and place of next meeting. 
 
Next meeting to be determined. 
 
16. Closing comments. 
 
Gary Westbrook extended his gratitude to the City of Bellmead for hosting the GMA 8 meeting and 
thanked the public for their interest and involvement. 
 
Joe Cooper thanked Cheryl Maxwell for all of her diligence in functioning as the Administrative Officer 
for GMA 8.   
 
Horace Grace thanked Cheryl Maxwell and Randy Williams for all of their support and hard work for 
GMA 8. 
 
Cheryl Maxwell announced that there was an upcoming Region G Meeting on April 15, 2009. 
 
17. Adjourn. 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 12:48 p.m. 
 
 
The GMA 8 Committee unanimously approved the minutes on this 10th day of March, 2010. 
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