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10  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  AND PLAN ADOPTION  

The Far West Texas Water Planning Group (FWTWPG) members recognized from the beginning the 

importance of involving the public in the planning process.  Chapter 10 contains an overview of the 

FWTWPG representation, the Groupôs commitment to public involvement, and specific activities that 

insured that the public was informed and involved in the planning process and the implementation of the 

plan.  Chapter 10 appendices contain responses to comments on the Initially Prepared Plan by the Public 

(Appendix 10A), TWDB (Appendix 10B), TPWD (Appendix 10C), and TSSWCB (Appendix 10D).    
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10.1  REGIONAL WATER PLANN ING GROUP  

The TWDB initially appointed a coordinating body for Far West Texas, based on names submitted by the 

public for consideration.  Senate Bill 1 provisions mandate that one or more representatives of the 

following water user groups be seated on each water planning group: agriculture, counties, electric 

generating utilities, environment, industries, municipalities, river authorities, public, small business, water 

districts, and water utilities.  The FWTWPG has since expanded its membership based on familiarity with 

persons who could appropriately represent industries, tourism, real estate and economic development.  

Because there is no river authority in Far West Texas, this sector is not represented; however, its function 

is maintained by El Paso County Water Improvement District #1, who is the primary representative of the 

Rio Grande Project. New to this planning period, additional voting members have been appointed to 

represent Groundwater Management Areas. 

In addition to these required interest groups, the FWTWPG added the following: travel and tourism, 

groundwater conservation districts, building and real estate, economic development, Fort Bliss Garrison 

Command and legislative representatives.  The voting members of the FWTWPG are only compensated 

for allowable travel expenses and have voluntarily devoted considerable amounts of their time and talent 

to develop the regional water plan.  Current Planning Group members and their alternates are listed in 

Table 10-1. 

Table 10-1.  Current Group Members and Their Alternates 

Water Use Category Committee Member County Alternate Member County 

Agriculture Rick Tate Presidio    

Agriculture Tim Leary Brewster   

Real Estate David Etzold El Paso Ray Adauto El Paso 

Counties Teresa Todd Jeff Davis Val Beard Brewster 

Counties Vacant    

Counties Vincent Perez El Paso Jose Landeros El Paso 

Economic Develop. Brad Newton Presidio John Anthony Razo Presidio 

Environment Jeff Bennett Brewster Kevin Urbanczyk Brewster 

Elec. Generating Util. Jessica Christianson El Paso Teresa Sosa El Paso 

GMA#4 Summer Webb Culberson   

Groundwater Dist. Randy Barker Hudspeth Talley Davis Hudspeth 

Groundwater Dist. Janet Adams Jeff Davis Jim Espy Jeff Davis 

Industries V.J. Smith El Paso   

Municipalities Becky Brewster Culberson   

Municipalities Scott Reinert El Paso John Belliew El Paso 

Municipalities Vacant    

Public Arlina Palacios El Paso Kathryn Hairston El Paso 

Public Dave Hall El Paso Darryl S. Vereen El Paso 

Public Sterry Butcher Presidio Patt Sims Presidio 

Small Business Dan Dunlap Presidio   

Travel/Tourism Mike Davidson Brewster David Crum Jeff Davis 

Water Districts Jim Ed Miller Hudspeth Bill Skov El Paso 

Water Districts Chuy Reyes El Paso Johnny Stubbs El Paso 

Water Utilities Albert Miller Jeff Davis Scott Adams Jeff Davis 
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In addition to the FWTWPG members, 13 non-voting members are appointed.  Their function is to 

provide advice and guidance, based on their respective areas of expertise or geographic areas.  Two non-

voting liaisons were assigned from Regions F and J adjacent to Far West Texas.  The non-voting 

members and their alternates are listed in Table 10-2, while Officers and Executive Committee Members 

are listed in Table 10-3. 

 

Table 10-2. Non-Voting Members and Their Alternates 

Non-Voting Member Agency/Organization Alternate Member Agency 

Filiberto Cortez USBR Woody Irving/Mike Landis USBR 

Michael Lemonds GLO   

William Finn IBWC Clifford Regensberg IBWC 

Hector Garza USGS   

Zhuping Sheng TX AgriLife Research   

Russell Martin TPWD Jonah Evans TPWD 

Rusty Ray TSSWCB   

Ryan Slocum Small Business   

Larissa Place TDA   

BJ Tomlinson Fort Bliss   

 

 

Table 10-3. Officers and Executive Committee Members 

Member Position 

Chuy Reyes Chairman 

Scott Reinert Vice-Chairman 

Janet Adams Secretary 

Teresa Todd EC Member 

Rebecca Brewster EC Member 

Dave Hall EC Member 

 

 

Interregional Planning Council 

The TWDB is required by Texas Water Code Section 16.052 to appoint an Interregional Planning Council 

made up of one member from each regional water planning group (RWPG). The purpose of the Council is 

to: 

¶ Improve coordination among the RWPGs, and between the RWPGs and the TWDB in meeting 

goals of the state water planning process; 

¶ Facilitate dialogue regarding regional water management strategies; and 

¶ Share operational best practices of the regional water planning process. 

The FWTWPG has appointed Scott Reinert to this position. 
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10.2  PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

During the first planning cycle, work on the Far West Texas Water Plan was divided along two parallel 

tracks; (1) an urban track representing the metropolitan portion of El Paso County, and (2) a rural track 

representing the other six rural counties and the eastern portion of El Paso County.  Work developed 

along the two-track approach was integrated at appropriate intervals to ensure a unified, coherent regional 

plan. During subsequent planning cycle, this approach was augmented, and the entire FWTWPG worked 

together on the Regional Plan from start to finish. However, the two tracks are still considered to ensure 

that voting membership is equally represented. 

The planning decisions and recommendations made in the Far West Texas Water Plan will have far-

reaching and long-lasting social, economic, and political repercussions on each community involved in 

this planning effort and on individuals throughout the Region. Therefore, involvement of the public is a 

key factor for the success and acceptance of the Plan. Open discussion and citizen input are encouraged 

throughout the planning process and helps planners develop a Plan that reflects community values and 

concerns.  Some members of the public participate almost as non-voting members.   

To insure public involvement, notice of all Planning Group and subcommittee meetings was posted in 

advance, mailed to a list of over 200 interested parties including mayors, county judges, water rights 

holders, public school superintendents, water districts, and concerned citizens; and e-mailed to an 

additional 350 interested parties.  All meetings were held in publicly accessible locations with sites 

rotating among rural and urban locations throughout the counties in the Region.  Special public meetings 

were held to gather input on the development of specific aspect of the Plan.  Prior to submittal of the 

Initially Prepared Plan to the TWDB, a copy of the Draft 2021 Far West Texas Water Plan was provided 

for inspection in the county clerkôs office and in at least one library in each county, and online on the Rio 

Grande COG website.  Following public inspection of the Initially Prepared Plan, one public meeting was 

conducted to present results of the planning process and gather public input and comments.   

To provide a public access point, an internet web site http://westtexaswaterplanning.org/ contains timely 

information that includes names of planning group members, bylaws, meeting schedules, agendas, 

minutes, meeting backup materials, and important documents, including groundwater conservation 

district management plans, technical reports, draft chapters for review, planning schedules and budgets, 

and links to water-related sites. Summaries of most of the planning group meetings were e-mailed to the 

full list of interested parties, to enable persons who were unable to attend to stay up to date on the 

planning process. Every document that was e-mailed or mailed to Planning Group Members for their 

review was also e-mailed to the interested parties list, made available on the FWTWPG website, and 

provided in hard copy at all public meetings. In addition, news stories concerning water planning-related 

issues were regularly distributed to all interested parties. 

http://westtexaswaterplanning.org/
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10.3  PLANNING GROUP MEETI NGS AND PUBLIC HEARI NGS 

All activities associated with the Regional Water Planning Process were performed in accordance with the 

State Open Meetings Act and in compliance with the Texas Public Information Act. All meetings of the 

FWTWPG, including committee meetings, were open to the public and visitors were encouraged to 

express their opinions and concerns, or to make suggestions regarding the planning process.  The 

locations of the meetings were originally rotated between all seven counties so that all citizens within the 

Region would have an equal opportunity to attend. However, because of increased public attendance, the 

meetings were held predominantly in Alpine, Marfa, Van Horn and Clint, where adequate facilities could 

be arranged.  

Meeting notices were posted in the following newspapers and were reported by the following radio 

stations: 

¶ El Paso Inc. 

¶ West Texas County Courier 

¶ Hudspeth County Herald 

¶ Van Horn Advocate 

¶ Alpine Avalanche 

¶ Jeff Davis County News/Mountain Dispatch 

¶ Presidio International 

¶ Big Bend Sentinel 

¶ Terrell County News Leader 

¶ KALP FM (Alpine) 

¶ KVLF AM (Alpine)  

A final public hearing was held in Clint, Texas on April 14, 2020 to receive comments on the Initially 

Prepared Plan.  Responses to all public, TWDB and TPWD comments are included in this chapter as 

Appendix 10A, Appendix 10B and Appendix 10C. 

Copies of the Initially Prepared Plan were available at the following locations: 

County Clerkôs Office: 

¶ Brewster County 

¶ Culberson County 

¶ El Paso County 

¶ Hudspeth County 

¶ Jeff Davis County 

¶ Presidio County 

¶ Terrell County 



2021 Far West Texas Water Plan Draft October 2020 

 

10-6 

Public Libraries: 

¶ Alpine Public Library, 805 W. Ave E, Alpine 

¶ Marathon Public Library, 106 N. 3rd, Marathon 

¶ Big Bend High School Library, 550 Roadrunner, Terlingua 

¶ Van Horn City-County Library, 410 Crockett St., Van Horn 

¶ El Paso Public Library, 501 N. Oregon, El Paso 

¶ Law Library, El Paso County Courthouse, 500 E. San Antonio 

¶ Clint ISD/Public Library, 12625 Alameda, Clint 

¶ Grace Grebing Public Library, 110 N. Main, Dell City 

¶ Ft. Hancock ISD/Public Library, 101 School Drive, Ft. Hancock 

¶ Jeff Davis County Library, 100 Memorial Square, Ft. Davis 

¶ Marfa Public Library, 115 E. Oak, Marfa 

¶ City of Presidio Library, 2440 OôReilly St., Presidio 

¶ Valentine Public Library, Valentine 

¶ Terrell County Public Library, 105 E. Hackberry, Sanderson 

The final 2021 Far West Texas Water Plan was adopted by the FWTWPG on October 15, 2020 and was 

delivered to the TWDB by November 4, 2020. The Plan is posted on the Planning Groups (Rio Grande 

Council of Governments) website: http://westtexaswaterplanning.org/.  

http://westtexaswaterplanning.org/
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10.4  COORDINATION WITH OT HER REGIONS 

The FWTWPG has exchanged liaisons with adjoining Region F and the Plateau Region (Region J).  The 

responsibility of the liaisons is to report on any issues of common interest between adjoining regions. The 

FWTWPG also coordinated with Region F on groundwater supplies in Jeff Davis County that were 

exported to Reeves County for municipal use. 
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10.5  PLAN IMPLEMENTATION  

Following final adoption of the 2021 Far West Texas Water Plan, copies of the Plan were provided to 

each municipality and county commissionerôs court in the Region.  An electronic copy of the Plan is also 

available on the RGCOG and TWDB web sites. 
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APPENDIX 10-A 

PUBLIC COMMENTS  AND 

RESPONSES
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PUBLIC COM MENTS AND RESPONSES 

The Far West Texas Water Planning Group (FWTWPG) hosted a virtual (in response to COVID 19) 

Public Hearing on the Far West Texas Initially Prepared Plan (IPP) on April 14, 2020 in Clint Texas. The 

Planning Group received the following two comments provided by Dr. Zhuping Sheng of the Texas 

AgriLife Research: 

 

1. There are studies or proposed work to assess feasibility of desalination of brackish water for 

irrigated agricultural production. Will this Plan consider this as one of the strategies for future 

water supplies in Region E? Should TWDB fund additional studies to evaluate this strategy for 

this region or other regions where brackish water could be an alternate source of water for 

agricultural irrigation? It may also help address elevated soil salinity issues on farm fields.  

 

FWTWPG Response ï The current 2021 Far West Texas Water Plan does not have a specific 

strategy pertaining to desalination of brackish water for agricultural irrigation use. However, the 

Planning Group recognizes the potential of this valuable resource and will consider its inclusion 

during the next planning period. Desalination of brackish groundwater for municipal supply is 

recommended and this concept should be expanded to the agricultural field. The FWTWPG 

agrees that additional funding for research is needed to expedite the introduction of this potential 

new source into the agricultural industry.  

 

2. With the economic slowdown resulting from the COVID 19 virus, are we expecting delays in the 

regional water planning process and delay or reduction in funding for implementation of selected 

(recommended) strategies?  

 

FWTWPG Response ï There is not expected to be any delays in completing the current 2021 Far 

West Texas Water Plan. The State Attorney Generalôs office has allowed for virtual meetings to 

maintain public safety while still providing for public open meeting requirements. It is also 

anticipated that the TWDB will still be able to function fully without delays or reduction in 

funding processes.  
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APPENDIX 10-B 

TWDB COMMENTS  AND RESPONSES 
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TWDB comments on the Initially Prepared 2021 Far West Texas    

(Region E) Regional Water Plan    

 

Level 1: Comments, quest ions, and data r evisions that must  be satisfactorily   

addressed in or der to  meet statuto ry, agency rule, and/or contra ct requir ements .   

 

1. Chapter 5 and the State Water Planning Database (DB22). The plan includes the   
following recommended water management strategies (WMS) by WMS type,   

providi ng supply in 2020 (not including demand management): one aquifer storage   
and recovery, 15 groundwater wells & other, four groundwater desalination, two   
other direct reuse, and two other surface water. Strategy supply  with an online   

decade of 2020 must be constru cted and delivering wa ter by January  5, 2023 .    

a) Please confirm that all strategies shown as providing supply in 2020 are   
expected to be providing water supply by January 5, 2023. [31 § TAC   

357.10(21); Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.2]   

b) Please provide the specific basis on which the planning group anticipates   

that it is feasible that the aquifer storage and recovery, four groundwater   
desalination, and two other surface water WMSs will all actually be online and   
providi ng water supply by January 5, 2023. For example, provide   

informat ion on actions taken by sponsors and anticipated future project   
milestones that demonstrate sufficient progress toward implementation. [31   

§ TAC 357.10(21); Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.2]   

c) In the event that the resulting adjustment of the timing of WMSs in the plan   
results in an increase in near-term unmet water needs, please update the   

related portions of the plan and DB22 accordingly, and also indicate whether   
ȬÄÅÍÁÎÄ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔȭ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ 7-3 used in the event of drought to   
address such water supply shortfalls  or if the plan will show these as simply    
ȬÕÎÍÅÔȭȢ )Æ ÍÕÎÉÃÉÐÁÌ shÏÒÔÁÇÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÌÅÆÔ ȬÕÎÍÅÔȭ and withoÕÔ Á ȬÄÅÍÁÎÄ   

ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔȭ strategy to meet the shortage, please also ensure that adequate   
justification is included in accordance with 31 TAC § 357.50(j). [TWC §   
16.051(a); 31 § TAC 357.50(j); [31 TAC § 357.34(i)(2); Contract Exhibit C,   
Section 5.2]   

d) Please be advised that, in accordan ce with Senate Bill 1 511, 85th Texas   
Legislatur e, the planning gr oup will be  expected to rely on its next   

planning cycle budget to amend its 2021 Regional Water Plan during   

development of the 2026 Regional Water P lan, if recommended WMSs   
or proje cts become infeasibl e, for example,  due to t iming of pro jects   
coming onlin e. Infeasible WMSs include those WMSs where proposed   
sponsors have not taken an affirmative vote or other action to make   
expenditures necessary to construct or fil e applications for permits required   
in connection with implementation of the WMS on a schedule in order for the   
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WMS to be completed by the time the WMS is needed to address drought in   
the plan. [Texas Water Code § 16.053(h)(10); 31 TAC § 357.12(b)]   

 

2. Chapter 1, Section 1.3.4, page 1-25. The definition of major water provider (MWP)   
presented in Section 1.3.4 refers to an old definition of a wholesale water provider.   

The correct definition of MWPs is presented in Section 2.2.1. Please update the   

Section 1.3.4 definition and list in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC §   
357.30(4)]   

3. Chapter 2, page 2-11, Table 2-3. Please revise the table header "Wholesale Water   
Provider" to "Major Water Provider" in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31   

TAC § 357.31(b)]   

4. Chapter 2, page 2-14, Table 2-5. Water demands presented for Terrell County-Other   

appear to be inconsistent with Board-adopted water demand projections. Table 2-5   
presents Terrell County-Other decadal water demands as 100 ac-ft/year in 2 020,   
112 ac-ft/yr  in 2030, 123 ac-ft/yr in  2040, 139 ac-ft/yr in 2 050, 153 ac-ft/yr in   

2060, and 166 ac-ft/yr  in 2070. TWDB Board-adopted water demands for Terrell   
County-Other are 21 ac-ft/ yr in 2020 and 2030 and 20 ac-ft/yr each decade from   
2040 to 2070. Please include Board-adopted water demands for Terrell County-  
Other in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.31(e)(1)]   

5. Pages 3-4 and 3-7. Total existing supplies presented in Table 3-2 for Culberson   
County and Region E Total appear to be inconsistent with total existing supplies   

reported in DB22. Please reconcile this information as necessary in the final,   
adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.32(g)]    

6. Page 3-7, Table 3-3. Direct reuse and Hueco-Mesilla Bolson Aquifer supplies   
presented for El Paso Water appear to be inconsistent with existing supplies for the   

entity reported in Table 3-2 and in DB22. Please review direct reuse and Hueco-  
Mesilla Bolson Aquifer supplies for El Paso Water and reconcile as necessary in the   

final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.32(g)]    

7. Page 3-7, Table 3-3. Please revise the column header "Wholesale Water Provider" to   
"Major Water Provider" in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC §   
357.32(g)]   

8. Section 3.4. It is not clear what methodology was used to calculate direct reuse   
supplies discussed in Section 3.4. Please provide a more detailed explanation of the   

methodology used to calculate reuse supplies in the final, including as relates to   
existing treatment capacity, in the final, adopted regional water plan. [Contract   
Exhibit C, Section 3.4]   

9. Chapter 3, page 3-25. Table 3-6 does not appear to include the methodology for   
estimating the West Texas Bolson Aquifer (Wild Horse, Michigan, and Lobo) non-  

modeled available groundwater volumes for Jeff Davis County. Please include the   

methodology used to estimate availability for this source in the final, adopted   
regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit C, Section 3.5.2]   
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10. Chapter 3. Please include a summary with in formation on the Water Availability   
Model (WAM) version, WAM simulation date, and WRAP version used for surface   

water simulations in the final, adopted regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit C,   
Section 3.2.1]   

11. Chapter 4. The plan does not appear to include identified water need volumes for   
MWPs reported by category of use including municipal, mining, manufacturing,   
irri gation, steam electric, mining, and livestock. Please report the results of the   
needs analysis for MWPs by categories of use as applicable in the region in the final,   
adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.33(b)]   

12. Chapter 4. The plan does not appear to include a secondary needs analysis for   
MWPs. Please present the results of the secondary needs analysis by decade for   

MWPs in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.33(e)]   

13. Page 4-4. Table 4.3 does not report  secondary water needs for El Paso County steam   

electric power and manufacturing as compared to the secondary needs reported in   
DB22. Please reconcile these items in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC   
§ 357.33(e)]   

14. Section 5.2.6, Tables 5-2 to 5-4, and Appendix 5A appears to present inconsistent   
informat ion on recommended and alternative WMSs for El Paso Water from what is   

reported in the DB22. For example, Section 5.2.6 notes seven alternate WMSs for El   

Paso Water, Tables 5-2 to 5-4 and Appendix 5A present six alternate WMSs for El   
Paso Water, and data reported in DB22 includes three alternate WMSs for El Paso   
Water. Please reconcile this information as necessary and ensure that all   
recommended or alternative strategies and projects are entered into DB22 in the   
final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.35(g)(1)]   

15. Pages 5-13, 5-15, and 5A-20. The strategy evaluation for E-25 reflects placeholder   
ÔÅØÔ Ȱ888ȱ or provides no information in the description  of quantity, reliability, and   

cost. Please provide this information in Appendix 5A, Table 5-2, and Table 5-3 in the   
final, adopted regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.6]   

16. Section 5A-1.1, page 5A-3. The evaluation for strategy E-2 makes clear that the   
project is primarily to reduce flooding and will  not provide reliable supply during   

severe drought conditio ns. Please either remove the strategy from the plan as   
presented since it clearly does not meet the requirement in 31 § TAC 357.34(b), or   
modify the strategy to provide reliable water supply during severe drought   
conditions and present the reliable yield and unit cost along with calculations   
showing the basis for the reliable yield calculation in the final, adopted regional   
water plan. [31 TAC § 357.34(b)]   

17. Section 5A-11, page 5A-34. Based on the information presented in the plan for   
strategy evaluation E-44, it is not clear if the 5,000 acre-ft yield is a net quantity of   

water saved from delivery efficiencies or a total delivery volume that may include   
existing supplies. Please clarify whether or not the reported yield includes existing   
supplies. If the yield includes existing supplies, please present the net yield   
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produced from the strategy in the final, adopted regional water plan and make any   
associated adjustments to DB22. [31 TAC § 357.34(e)(3)(A)]    

    

18. Page 5A-13, Strategy E-15. The plan does not appear to present separately the land   

costs associated with the reservoir. Please include separated reservoir-associated   
land costs or, if appropriate, indicate that land acquisition costs are not applicable,   
and why to this strategy in the final, adopted regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit   
C, Section 5.5]   

19. Page 5A-39, Strategy E-53. The strategy is indicated to be a conservation strategy   

and represented as demand reduction in DB22, even though the description states   

the WMS is to replace an old pipeline that needs major repair and includes a booster   
station and pumping station. The plan also states that the estimated water loss is   
only 3.8 percent. The primary purpose of water loss conservation WMSs must result   
in an immediate reduction in use or water loss, per contract guidance. Infrastructure   
costs primarily associated with maintenance are not allowed to be included in the   
plan. Please ensure that only infrastructure costs that are required to increase the   
volume of water supply are included in the final, adopted regional water plan and   
that operation and infr astructure maintenance projects and costs are not included.   
[Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.5.3]   

20. Page 5A-45. Please include a generally defined delivery point for water in the   
strategy evaluation for E-65, Additional Wells in the Edwards-Trini ty (Plateau)   

Aquifer, in the final, adopted regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.7]   

21. Appendix 5A. The plan in several instances, for example, evaluations E-45, E-47, E-  

49, E-57, and E-64, presents mining conservation strategies with zero costs and yet   
also notes an assumption that there are strategy costs and that these are assumed to   
be paid back within a year. Please report the initial one-time costs for these   
strategies against which cost savings are based in the final, adopted regional water   
plan. [31 TAC § 357.34(e)(3)(A); Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.5]   

22. Appendix 5A. The plan in some instances appears to include infrastructure   
components that are not directly required to increase the treated water supply   

either as new supply or through demand reduction. For example, E-1 appears to   
include costs for installation of an irrigation system and E-17 appears to include   
costs for rehabilitation of existing wells which is not allowed per contract guidance.   

Please ensure that only infrastructure costs that are required to increase the volume   
of water supply are included in the final, adopted regional water plan and that   
operation and infrastructure maintenance costs are not included. [Contract Exhibit   

C, Section 5.5.3]    

23. Page 5A-6. The evaluation for strategy E-8 notes that wells and booster stations are   
in critical need of system upgrades and alternate power supplies, in addition to old   
and undersized distribut ion lines. It is not clear if these items are included as project   
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components and how maintenance of this existing equipment would directly   
increase the water supply volumes. Please provide a breakout of project   

components with capital costs and do not include any costs for maintenance of, or   
upgrades to, or rehabilitation to existing equipment that do not directly increase the  
volumetric water supply in the final, adopted regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit   
C, Section 5.5.3]   

24. Page 5A-20. The evaluation for strategy E-25 appears to present a project to address   
distrib ution system pressurization requirements. Distribution-level projects are not   
appropriate for inclusion in the regional water plans per Contract Exhibit C, Section   

5.5.3. Please ensure projects not required to increase the volume of water supply   
that is delivered to a WUG (e.g., via transmission) are omitted from the final,   
adopted regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.5.3]    

25. Chapter 5. The plan presents the documented process for identifyi ng potentially   
feasible WMSs but does not appear to include the description of the process of   
selecting recommended WMS and WMS projects. Please include documentation of   
the process of selecting recommended WMSs and WMS projects in the final, adopted   
regional water plan. [Contract Scope of Work, Task 5A subtask 5]   

26. Chapter 5. Please include documentation of why seawater desalination was not   
selected as a recommended WMSs in the final, adopted regional water plan. [TWC §   

16.053(e)(5)(j); Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.2; 31 § TAC 357.34(g)]   

27. Chapter 5. It is not clear from the plan what methodology was used to estimate the   

amount of future direct reuse water available from such sources. Please describe the   
methodology in the final, adopted regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit C, Section   

3.4]   

28. Chapter 5. It is not clear from the plan if or how environmental flow criteria were   
taken into account in the evaluation of the Riverside Regulating Reservoir  strategy.   

Please confirm whether there would be a new appropriation  of surface water   
required for this strategy, and if so, please clarify how environmental flow criteria   
were considered in strategy evaluations and document this information in the final,   
adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.34(e)(3)(B); 31 TAC § 358.3(22); 31 TAC   

§ 358.3(23)]   

29. Chapter 5. It is not clear if thir d-party social and economic impacts resulti ng from   
voluntary redistribu tions of water, including impacts of moving water from rural   
and agricultural areas, were considered in the evaluation of potentially feasible   

WMSs. Please clarify how these impacts were considered (or clarify if there are no   
impacts) in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.34(e)(7)]   

30. Chapter 5. The plan does not appear to present management supply factors for   
MWPs. Please present management supply factors for MWPs by entity and decade in   

the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.35(g)(2)]   

31. Appendix 5A. The plan in some instances, presents WMSs as providing supplies in a   
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given planning decade but notes the strategy is not expected to come online until   
after the initial year of the decade. For example, strategy evaluations E-1, E-2, E-13,   
E-14, appear to come online after the initial decade year they are shown as   
providi ng supply in. Please modify the online decade of these strategies to ensure  
that WMSs shown as providing supply in a planning decade come online in or pri or   
to the initial decade year in the final, adopted regional water plan. In the event that   

the resulting adjustment of the timing of WMSs in the plan results in an increase in   
near-term unmet water needs, please update the related portions of the plan and   

DB22 accordingly [31 TAC § 357.10(21); Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.2]   

32. Chapter 5. The plan does not include the WMS project costing tool's output  report   

for projects or analogously present the capital cost for each project component.   
Please submit the costing tool's standardized cost output  report  or present capital   
cost estimates for each project component for each WMS evaluated in the final,   

adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.34(f); 31 TAC § 358.3(21); Contract   
Exhibit C, Section 5.5.1]   

33. Chapter 5 and Appendix 5A. From the information presented in the plan, it is not   
clear that all required capital cost components were evaluated for each strategy. For   

example, capital costs should consider the following as applicable: construct ion   
costs, engineering and feasibility studies, legal assistance, financing, bond counsel   
and contingencies, permitting and mitigation, land purchase not associated with   
mitigation, easement costs, and purchases of water rights. Please clarify the cost   

elements that were included in the strategy evaluations in the final, adopted   
regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.5]   

34. Units costs reported in DB22 appear notably high for the Hudspeth County -   
Hudspeth Co. WCID #1 - Replace Water Supply Line from Van Horn WMS. Unit costs   

are reported as $37,282 in 2020 and 2030. Please confirm that the calculated unit   
costs are correct in DB22 and that costs were considered in WMS recommendations   
in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.34(e)(2)]    

35. Page 5A-28. The plan appears to indicate that strategies E-37, E-38, and E-39 are   
intended to provide supplies for El Paso County-Other Vinton Hills Estates and   
County-Other Vinton Hills Subdivision. In DB22, strategy supplies for E-37, E-38,   
and E-39 appear to be assigned only to El Paso County-Other Vinton Hills Estates,   
leaving El Paso County-Other Vinton Hills Subdivision with unmet needs. Please   

reconcile the information presented in Table 4-4, Section 5A-10, and DB22 as   
necessary for the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.40(c)]    

36. Page 5-11. Section 5.2.7 notes that sufficient WMS supplies are recommended to   
meet the identified water needs of all WUGs except for irr igation needs in El Paso   

County. Table 4-4 and DB22 report unmet needs for several other WUGs including   

El Paso and Terrell County Mining and Culberson County Irrigation. Please reconcile   

this information as necessary in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC §   
357.40(c)]   

37. Section 5.4.7. The plan states that needs are met for all WUGs, however data   
reported in DB22 reflects unmet needs for Horizon Regional MUD and County-  
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Other, Vinton Hills Subdivision. Please reconcile this data as necessary in DB22 or   
provide an adequate justification of unmet needs for municipal WUGs as outlined in  
rule and contract guidance in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC §   
357.50(j); Contract Exhibit C, Section 6.3]   

38. Page 4-6, Table 4-4 and page 5-11, Section 5.2.7. It appears that identified unmet   
water needs are presented in Chapters 4 and 5 of the IPP. Please present discussion   

of unmet needs in Chapter 6 of the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC §   
357.40(c)]    

39. Chapter 6. The plan does not appear to include a description of third-party social   
and economic impacts resulti ng from voluntary redistribu tions of water, including   

analysis of thir d-party impacts of moving water from rural and agricultural areas.   
Please include this information (or clarify if th ere are no impacts) in the final,   
adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.40(b)(4)]   

40. Chapter 6. Please include a description of major impacts of recommended WMSs on   
key parameters of water quality in Chapter 6 of the final, adopted regional water   

plan. [31 TAC § 357.40(b)(5)]   

41. Chapter 7, Section 7.3, page 7-20. The plan appears to include potential emergency   

interconnects in Table 7-2 but does not appear to include existing emergency   
interconnects or the methodology used to collect such information. Please include,   

at a minimum, a description of the methodology used to collect the information and   
the number of existing and potential interconnects, including who is connected to   
whom, in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.42(d)]   

42. Section 7.4, page 7.21. Please confirm whether the entities evaluated for emergency   

responses to local drought conditions or loss of municipal supply were assumed to   
have 180 days or less of remaining supply. [Contract Exhibit C, Section 7.4]   

43. Page7-36, Section 7.5.4. The plan does not appear to include copies of the model   
drought contingency plans, and the referenced online link to the model plans do not   

appear to link to the referenced documents at the time of plan review. Please ensure   

operational links to the model plans if they are to be included only by online   
reference in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.42(j)]   

44. Chapter 7. Model drought contingency plans were not provided for review. Please   
ensure that model drought contingency plans submitted with  the final, adopted   
regional water plan at a minimum have triggers and responses to 'severe' and   
'critical/emergency' drought condit ions. [Contract Exhibit C, Section 7.6]   

45. Chapter 7. The plan does not appear to include a discussion of whether drought   
contingency measures have been recently implemented in response to drought   
conditions. Please describe this in the final, adopted regional water plan. [Contract   

Scope of Work, Task 7, subtask 3]   

46. Section 8.4, page 8-7. The plan describes stream segments that were recommended   

as ecologically unique in previous planning periods. Many of these stream segments   
have already been designated as unique by the Texas Legislature. Of the segments   
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included in the plan, please clearly distinguish between those segments that have   
already been designated and those segments which remain as recommended for   
designation in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.43(b); Contract   

Exhibit C, Section 8.1]    

47. Section 8.4, Page 8-7. It is not clear whether the planning group is intending to   
recommend unique stream sites that were recommended in a previous plan but not   

designated by the legislature (i.e. Alamito Creek in the Trans Pecos Water Trust and   
Terlingua Creek in Big Bend National Park (2017 State Water Plan, Chapter 2)). If   

the planning group is recommending these sites for consideration by the TWDB and   
potentially the legislature, a recommendation package must be submitted to Texas   

Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) for their written evaluation. A copy of the   
recommendation package, the status of the submittal, and TPWD's response to the   
request, must be included in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC §   
357.43(b)]   

48. Chapter 10. The plan notes that all meetings were held in accordance with the Texas   
Open Meetings Act but does not discuss compliance with the Texas Public   
Information Act. Please address how the planning group complied with the Texas   
Public Information Act in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC §357.21; 31   

TAC §357.50(f)]    

49. Chapter 11, Table 11-1. The plan did not include implementation survey data   
collected to date. Please ensure that the template and data used for the   

implementation survey in the final, adopted regional water plan are based on the   

survey template and data that the TWDB provided in June 2019. [31 TAC §   
357.45(a)]   

50. Page 11-6, Table 11-4. Groundwater source availability and total source supply   
values presented for the 2021 Plan in Table 11-4 appear to be inconsistent with   

availabilities presented in Table 3-1 and DB22. Please reconcile these items as   

necessary in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.45(c)(3)]   

51. Pages 11-9 through 11-11. Existing supply information presented in Table 11-6 for   
Brewster County, El Paso County, and Far West Texas total existing supplies appear   
to be inconsistent with total existing supplies presented in Table 3-2 and DB22.   

Please reconcile these items as necessary in the final, adopted regional water plan.   
[31 TAC § 357.45(c)(3)]     

52. Page 11-12, Table 11-8. Needs reported in Table 11-8 for Culberson County   
irrigati on, El Paso Water, Paseo Del Este MUD 1, and El Paso County irr igation   

appear to be inconsistent with needs reported in Table 4-1 and DB22. Please   
reconcile these items as necessary in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC   
§ 357.45(c)(3)]   

53. Section 11.2.6 and Section 5.2.5. The text in these sections present a total capital   
cost of all recommended WMSs in the 2021 Plan as $2,169,328,445.00. This appears   
inconsistent with the reported total capital cost in DB22 of $1,926,613,983. Please   
reconcile these numbers as necessary in the final, adopted regional water plan. [31   
TAC § 357.45(c)(4)]    
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54. Chapter 11, Section 11.2.6. Please provide a brief summary of how the 2016 Plan   
differs from the 2021 Plan with regards to alternative WMSs and WMS projects in   
the final, adopted regional water plan. [31 TAC § 357.45(c)(4)]   

55. ES-Appendix. The plan includes some DB22 reports that appear blank due to the   
region not having relevant data for these reports. Please provide a cover page to the   

DB22 report appendix indicating the reason for these report contents being blank.   
[Contract Exhibit C, Section 13.1.2]   

 

Level 2: Comments and suggestions for consideration that  may imp rove the  

readability and  overall understanding of th e regional water pla n.   

 

1. Page ES-12. The plan states "new to this 2016 plan..." Please consider updating the   
reference from the 2016 plan to the 2021 plan and update the information on   
recommended unique stream segments as appropriate.   

2. Page 1-42. Table 1-2 does not appear to include data for all of the utilities  provided   
in TWDB water loss audit reports. Please review the water loss audit report   
informat ion provided by the TWDB and consider presenting information for all   
utilities  with  2015-2016 water loss audit reports. Please also consider utiliz ing data   
from the 2017 water loss audit reports in the final plan.   

3. Chapter 2, page 2-11, Table 2-3. Please consider explaining what the percentages   
mean, as assigned to some entities in the Receiving Entity column, in the final plan.   

4. Pages 2-17 and 5-28. The plan appears to inconsistently present the total percent of   
water used for irrigated agriculture in the region in Sections 2.2.4 and 5.2.7. Please   

consider revising this information as necessary in the final plan.   

5. Page 3-25. The methodology presented in Table 3-6 for Other Aquifer (Balmorhea   
Alluvium) in Jeff Davis County appears to contain the following typo "22017   
reported use by GCD". Please consider revising as necessary in the final plan.   

6. Page 3-25, Table 3-6 notes the methodology for the Edwards-Trinity (Plateau) and   
Rustler aquifers as "GCD (non-relevant) TWDB modeled". Please consider clarifying   

if this includes pumping from the associated modeled available groundwater run   
that was compatible with the DFC, which was provided to planning groups for   
consideration.   

7. Page 3-25, Table 3-6. Please consider providing additional information on the   
methodology used to determine Hueco-Mesilla Aquifer availability by, for example,   

naming or citing models or reports used to determine aquifer availability. This could  be 

similar to the methodology information presented in item 14 of the 2018 Region   

E Technical Memorandum.   

8. Section 5.2.7, page 5-11. Please consider including discussion of the unmet mining   
needs in the final plan.   

9. Page 5A-4 states that the Study Butte Terlingua Water System is not an official WUG   
for regional water planning purposes, so that demand projections were not   



2021 Far West Texas Water Plan Draft October 2020 

 

10-24 

developed for them by TWDB. Please consider adding clarification that Study Butte   
Terlingua Water System is planned for, and demand projections accounted for   

under the Brewster County-Other WUG.   

10. Page 5A-9 states that reuse is considered a conservation strategy by the TWDB.   
While the TWDB acknowledges that the municipal conservation best practices guide   

includes reuse, for regional water planning purposes reuse is considered its own   
water source and should not be classified as conservation (with the exception of   
onsite mining recycling). Please consider clarifying this statement in the final,   

adopted regional water plan. [Contract Exhibit C, Section 5.6]   

11. Chapter 5, pages 5A-19 to 5A-20, WMS E-24. The plan recommends Public   

Conservation Education as a conservation strategy with a capital cost but does not   
provide detail on what would be included in such a cost. Please consider specifying   
the capitalized costs for this strategy.    

12. Chapter 5. In the electronic version of the plan, Section headings in Subchapter 5.5   
appear to relate to Subchapter 5.3. Please review the section numbering in   
Subchapter 5.5 and revise as necessary to correspond with the appropriate   
subchapter.    

13. Page 5-22. Please consider including that all entities with  3,300 or more connections   
and/or a financial obligation with TWDB greater than $500,000 are also required to   
submit water conservation plans.   

14. Chapter 7. Please consider including all of the potential emergency interconnects   
noted in Table 7-2 in the list of potential emergency interconnects in Table 7-3, if   
appropriate.   

15. Table of Contents. The section title for Section 5.2 in the table of contents has a typo.   
Please consider correcting EVAULATION to EVALUATION in the final plan.    

16. Table of Contents. The table of contents appears to contain inconsistent references   
for the contents of Section 5.2 in the draft plan. Please review and revise as   

necessary in the final plan.   

17. The GIS files submitted for WMS projects do not adhere to the contractually   
required naming convention. Please rename the GIS files following the naming   

convention outlined in Contract Exhibit D, Section 2.4.5 in the final GIS files   
submitted. [Contract Exhibit D, Section 2.4.5]   

18. The GIS files submitted for WMS projects do not include all of the required attribute   
fields listed in Table 1 of Contract Exhibit D, Section 2.4.5. Please include the   
following attribute fields in all submitted WMS project GIS data with the final GIS   
files submitted: Sponsor, Name, Location Description, Project Components, and   
Datum. [Contract Exhibit D, Section 2.4.5]   
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RESPONSE TO TWDB COMMENTS 

LEVEL 1:  

1a. The following ten strategies listed in the IPP have been changed to a starting decade of 2030 

(See response 1b below).  

¶ City of Alpine ï Modification of wastewater treatment facility --- 

¶ City of Alpine ï Irrigation and recharge application of captured rainwater 

¶ Lower Valley Water District ï Surface water treatment plant - - - 

¶ Lower Valley Water District ï Groundwater from proposed wellfield 

¶ Lower Valley Water District ï Groundwater from proposed wellfield 

¶ Lower Valley Water District ï Wastewater treatment facility and ASR 

¶ El Paso County Irrigation (EPCWID#1) ï Riverside regulating reservoir 

¶ Hudspeth County Other (Dell City) ï Brackish groundwater desal facility 

¶ Hudspeth County Other (Sierra Blanca) ï Replace water line from Van Horn 

¶ Fort Davis WSC ï Transmission line connecting to Fort Davis Estates 

 1b. The remaining strategies listed as starting in the 2020 decade could feasibly be implemented 

by January 5, 2023. 

¶ All conservation strategies can be implemented immediately at the discretion and need 

of the WUG. 

¶ All water loss audit and main-line repairs can be implemented in a very short time at 

the discretion of the WUG. 

¶ Groundwater well projects can be implemented within approximately one year at the 

discretion of the WUG.  

¶ Town of Anthony arsenic treatment and groundwater well are already partially funded 

and pre-engineering work is expected to commence soon. 

¶ El Paso Water Bustamante WWTP has commenced pre-engineering work. 

¶ Horizon Regional MUD is currently updating their facilities to meet anticipated 

demand growth.  

¶ All purchase water from EPW involves ongoing contracts with no interruption. 

¶ El Paso County Irrigation ï EPCWID#1 new Westway 32 river diversion point is in 

design and construction expected soon. 

1c. The only unmet need resulting from the above strategy starting decades being moved to 2030 

occurs with El Paso County Irrigation (EPCWID#1). The irrigation district experiences a 

shortage (unmet need) because of very little water passing down the Rio Grande during a 

drought of record. Even if the Riverside Regulating Reservoir strategy were left in place in 

2020, the District would still experience a shortage.  

1d. The Far West Texas Planning Group acknowledges that they will be expected to rely on its 

next planning cycle budget for any required Plan amendments.     

2. Definition of Major Water Provider in Ch 1 Sec 1.3.4 is revised. 

3. Ch 2 Table 2-3 header is revised to Major Water Provider.  
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4. Ch 2 Table 2-5 is revised to reflect correct demand for Terrell County-Other and for the Region 

Total. 

5. Ch 3 Table 3-2 Culberson Irrigation use from the Capitan Reef Aquifer is revised to show zero 

availability from 2040 to 2070. Total regional supply also revised for 2040 through 2070 

decades. 

6. Ch 3 Table 3-3 is revised to show correct direct reuse and Hueco-Mesilla Aquifer supplies for 

El Paso Water. Also, corrected incorrect Rio Grande Alluvium Aquifer supply for El Paso 

County WID#1. 

7. Heading in Ch 3 Table 3-3 is revised to show Major Water Provider. 

8. Methodology for calculating Reuse supply availability is provided in Ch 3 Sec 3.4. Also, Reuse 

supplies reported for the City of Alpine, Brewster County have been revised in Tables 3-1 and 

3-2. 

9. TWDB GAM Report (GAM Run 16-030 MAG) for Groundwater Management Area 4 (Feb. 

2018) page 32 does not list an availability from the Wild Horse, Michigan, and Lobo segments 

of the West Texas Bolsons Aquifer in Jeff Davis County. To avoid the confusion, these 

segments are eliminated from the West Texas Bolsons sub-aquifers in Jeff Davis County in Ch 

3 Tables 3-1 and 3-2. The remaining Green River Valley and Ryan Flat segments of the West 

Texas Bolsons Aquifer are correct. 

10. Rio Grande WAM descriptive information provided in second paragraph of Ch 3 Sec 3.1. 

11. A secondary water needs analysis by Major Water Provider category of use is presented in Ch 

4 Table 4-6. A similar analysis by Water User Group category of use is presented in Ch 4 

Table 4-4. 

12. A secondary water needs analysis is provided for Major Water Providers in Ch 4 Table 4-5. 

13. El Paso County Steam Electric Power secondary needs is added to Ch 4 Table 4-3. 

14. Database has been updated to reflect strategies listed in Table 5-2 (5 recommended and 9 

alternate). Ch 5 Sec 5.2.6 has also been updated to show nine EPW alternate strategies and one 

Terrell County mining alternate strategy.  

15. Lower Valley Water District Strategy E-25 is eliminated, and line deleted from Tables 5-2, 5-

3, and 5-4.  

16. Statement of ñThe project supply is considered interruptible during severe drought 

conditionsò is removed from Strategy J-2. Strategy name is changed to ñIrrigation and 

recharge application of captured rainwater runoffò. Reliability is changed from a 2 to a 1 in 

Table 5-2. Text is revised to indicate that the project is not primarily intended to reduce 

flooding, but rather to capture beneficial supply and encourage recharge. Calculations are 

shown that the three catchment basins with a total area of 70 acres will capture rainfall at a rate 

of 12 inches a year under drought conditions, which will generate approximately 70 acre-feet 

of supply per year. Unit cost is shown in Table 5-3. 

17. Ch 5 Strategy E-44 is revised to describe that the 5,000 acre-feet per year is ñadditional water 

supply as a result of delivery efficiencies.   
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18. EPCWID#1 has already purchased this property. Strategy E-18 is revised to state this 

purchase.   

19. Strategy E-53 for the City of Sierra Blanca is revised to describe only allowable infrastructure 

components and DB22 is corrected to show proper source. 

20. A general location of the central part of the county is added to Strategy E-65 description. 

21. Strategies E-24, 27, 49, 57 and 64 have been eliminated. Capital costs for these privately 

owned and operated WUGs are beyond the scope of this planning process. Unmet needs 

resulting from the elimination of these strategies will be discussed in Ch 5 Sec 5.2.8. 

22. Discussion in Strategies E-1 and E-17 is revised to describe only allowable infrastructure 

components.  

23. Strategy E-8 for the City of Anthony has been revised to not describe non-allowable 

infrastructure components. 

24. Lower Valley Water District Strategy E-25 is eliminated, and line deleted from Tables 5-2, 5-

3, and 5-4. 

25. A statement describing the selecting recommended strategies is added to Ch 5 Sec 5.2.5. 

26. A statement explaining why seawater desalination was not selected as a strategy is added to 

Ch 5 Sec 5.2.5. 

27. A discussion pertaining to direct reuse strategies is added in Ch 5 Section 5.5.5.  

28. EPCWID#1 Riverside Regulating Reservoir strategy estimates new supply based on increased 

delivery efficiency in the canal delivery system after diversion from the river, and therefore, 

environmental flow consideration is not required for this evaluation. Added language to the 

strategy text for clarity.    

29. A statement explain how third-party social and economic impacts of moving water from rural 

and agricultural areas is provided in Ch 5 Sec 5.2.5. 

30. Management Supply Factors for Major Water Providers is added to Ch 5 Sec 5.2.1. 

31. Text revisions are made to list the appropriate decade for strategies E-1, E-2, E-13 and E-14. 

Also, the starting decade for several other strategies have been changed to 2030 (see response 

1a). 

32. Response in progress 

33. A description of capital cost eligible elements are included in Ch 5 Sec 5.2.1.  

34. Unit costs for Strategy E-53 Sierra Blanca are confirmed. 

35. The Vinton Hills strategies have been revised to represent both VH Estates and VH 

Subdivision. Supply and cost have been split appropriately between the entities in DB22 such 

that no unmet needs will appear. 

36. Additional entities with water supply needs (as shown in Table 4-7) are provided in Ch 5 Sec 

5.2.8.  
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37. Ch 5 Sec 5.2.8 is revised to discuss unmet water needs that match DB22. 

38. A discussion on unmet water needs is added to the first page and paragraph of Ch 6.   

39. A statement explain how third-party social and economic impacts of moving water from rural 

and agricultural areas is provided in the first page of Ch 6. 

40. Impacts to key parameters of water quality are discussed in the last paragraph of Ch 6 Sec 6.1. 

41. Chapter 7 Section 7.3 and Table 7-2 are revised to describe existing emergency 

interconnections. 

42. Entities evaluated for emergency response with 180 days or less of remaining supply is stated 

in the second paragraph of Ch 7 Section 7.4. 

43. Model drought contingency plans are included in Appendix 7A. 

44. Triggers and responses are included in the Municipal and Wholesale model drought 

contingency plans, but not for the Irrigation DCP.  

45. A discussion on recently implemented drought contingency measures is provided in the fifth 

paragraph of Ch 7 Sec 7.2.  

46. A statement is added to Ch 8 Sec 8.4 that all recommended ecologically unique stream 

segments have been designated by the Texas Legislature except the Alamito Creek (Texas 

Pecos Land Trust) and Terlingua Creek (Big Bend National Park). 

47. Further explanation of the status of the Alamito and Terlingua segments is provided in Ch 8 

Sec 8.4. No new segments are being recommended. 

48. Compliance with the Texas Public Information Act is added to Ch 10 Sec 10.3.  

49. The 2016 strategy implementation survey results are provided in Ch 11 Table 11-1. 

50. 2021 Groundwater, Reuse, and Total Source Supply are corrected in Ch 11 Table 11-4. 

51. Existing supplies in 2021 Plan for Brewster and El Paso Counties and Total Regional supply 

is corrected in Ch 11 Table 11-6. 

52. Ch 11 Table 11-8 is corrected.  

53. Ch 5 Sec 5.2.6 and Ch 11 Sec 11.2.6 are revised with correct total capital cost. 

54. A comparison of recommended and alternate water management strategy projects in the 2016 

and 2021 Plans are compared in Ch 11 Sec 11.2.7 and in Tables 11-11 and 11-12. 

55. A listing of all TWDB data tables are now provided on the ES Appendix cover page. 
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LEVEL 2:  

1. The reference to the 2016 Plan was a mistaken carryover from the previous Plan. The sentence 

is omitted from this Plan. 

2. The FWTWPG choses to retain the existing Ch 1 Table 1-2 as is currently displayed, but 

corrected the table title and the paragraph above to qualify the entries in the table as those with 

more than a 10 percent loss. No entities reported more than a 10 percent loss in 2017. 

3. Ch 2 Table 2-3 - Percentage relabeled as (% of total demand). 

4. Ch 5 Page 5-28 ï Total percent of water used for irrigation revised to 65 percent. 

5. Date revised to 2017 for Balmorhea Aquifer use in Ch 3 Table 3-6. 

6. Methodology explanation revised for Edwards-Trinity (Plateau) and Rustler Aquifers in Ch 3 

Table 3-6.  

7. Reference for Hueco-Mesilla Aquifer availability is added to Ch 3 Table 3-6. 

8. Unmet mining needs are listed in Ch 5 Sec 5.2.7. 

9. Statement for Study Butte Terlingua Water System is corrected to state that demand is 

accounted for under Brewster County-Other in Ch 5 Sec 5A-1.2 Strategy E-3.  

10. EPWôs reuse program is redefined in Ch 5 Sec 5A-4 Strategy E-10. 

11. Strategy E-24 LVWD Public Conservation education capital cost has been revised in the Plan 

and the Database to $0. 

12. Heading number has been revised from 5.5 to 5.3.  

13. The suggested language is added to the last paragraph of Ch 5 Sec 5.3.1. 

14. Ch 7 Table 7-3 is updated. 

15. The spelling of Evaluation has been corrected in the Table of Contents Sec 5.2. 

16. Contents have been updated in the Table of Contents Sec 5.2. 

17. GIS ï Response in progress 

18. GIS ï Response in progress 
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TPWD COMMENTS  AND RESPONSES 
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