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Texas Water Development Board
State Water Plan Amendment Process Timeline
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and makes decision on 
request for amendment  

REGIONAL PROCESS 

TWDB PROCESS 
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type of 

amendment 

Regional Water Planning 
Group (RWPG) considers  
and makes decision on 
request for amendment  

30 day hearing notice Hearing 30 day comment period 

RWPG considers  
comments and makes 
decision on adopting 

amendment  

30 day hearing notice 
TWDB reviews 
RWPG adopted 

amendment 

submit to 
TWDB 

TWDB to 
validate 

classification 
as "minor", 
may take up 
to 45 days 

14-day notice 
period 

RWPG considers  
comments and makes 
decision on adopting 

amendment  

Hearing 

TWDB considers  
comments and makes 
decision on adopting 

amendment 

14-day follow-up 
comment period 

62+ days 45 - 75 days 

30 - 45+ days 45 - 75 days 

MAJOR  

MINOR  

TWDB considers and  
approves of RWPG 

adopted amendment  

Please note: the Regional Process timeline outlined above is exclusive of any 
additional days needed to accommodate scheduling for public meetings, posting of 
public notice, or other variables. Also, the timeline does not reflect the additional 
days needed by the Regional Water Planning Group (RWPG) to prioritize the 
amended regional plan. 

Example:  If amendments to the 2012 State Water Plan are required to be 
adopted by the TWDB Board by May 1, 2015; then RWPGs would need to 
submit their final adopted 2011 Regional Water Plan amendments to 
TWDB no later than February 10, 2015. * 
*This example timeframe is provided as a guide for RWPGs to use as a resource when considering the submission of 
amendments and providing supporting documentation to TWDB. Please note the dates set forth are not intended to 
represent actual deadlines. Rather, the dates are being provided only to illustrate the minimum amount of time 
necessary to process an amendment in accordance with all statutory and regulatory requirements. The dates do not 
account for additional time that may be needed by TWDB staff to review amendments based on the number of  
amendments received or complexity of major amendments. 









ATTACHMENT D 

Summary of Proposed Changes to the 2016 Region K Water Plan 

Chapter 5 

Modifications to Page 5-13 of 2016 Region K Water Plan (Underlined- new text; and [ ] showing 
deleted text… 

Burnet County-Other did not fall under the above criteria, but is recommended to receive water from the 
Buena Vista Regional Project (Section 5.2.1.5.1) through an interbasin transfer, requiring that the highest 
practicable level of achievable water conservation be considered.  Therefore, municipal conservation is 
recommended for Burnet County-Other, Brazos Basin, based on the achievement of 130 gpcd by 2020 
and 125 gpcd by 2030. This strategy is recommended using these criteria, and is shown in Table 5.7. 

Also, Creedmoor-Maha WSC (CMWSC) did not fall under the above criteria and methodology since its 
current system per capita (about 100 gpcd) demands are below the criteria described above. CMWSC has 
been experiencing unaccounted for water losses in its water mains of between 18-26% of the total 
metered flows. CMWSC has worked with an engineering consultant to develop a phased approach to 
strategically replace old, undersized and leak prone water mains and to improve the fire flow capability in 
its system. Therefore, municipal conservation (water main line replacement) is recommended for 
CMWSC based on a goal of lowering its overall unaccounted water losses to 10% of total metered flows. 
This strategy is recommended using information from an engineering report submitted by CMWSC 
[using the criteria above], and is shown in Table 5-7.   

The City of Austin Water Conservation is a separate strategy and is discussed in Section 5.2.2.2; 
therefore, it is not included in this table. 

Examples of measures that can be implemented to meet this strategy include the following:  
  

Utility water loss audits and repair.  System water audits are required every five years for all retail utilities 
and every year for utilities over 3,300 connections.  To maximize the benefits of this measure, a utility 
would use the information from the water audit to revise meter testing and repair practices, reduce 
unauthorized water use, improve accounting for unbilled water, and implement effective water loss 
management strategies.  Water loss…. 

 

Modifications to Table 5-7  (Highlighted in Yellow) 

Table 5-7: Municipal Water Conservation Savings (ac-ft/yr) 

WUG Name  County  River Basin 
Conservation Water Savings (ac-ft/yr) 

2020  2030  2040  2050  2060  2070  
AQUA WSC BASTROP BRAZOS 6 9 10 11 15 20 
AQUA WSC BASTROP COLORADO 619 895 960 1,128 1,499 1,992 
AQUA WSC BASTROP GUADALUPE 5 7 8 9 12 14 
BASTROP BASTROP COLORADO 195 440 688 1,084 1,459 1,958 
COUNTY-OTHER BASTROP BRAZOS 1 2 4 7 8 10 
COUNTY-OTHER BASTROP COLORADO 89 191 337 403 515 663 
COUNTY-OTHER BASTROP GUADALUPE 2 3 3 4 4 4 
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WUG Name  County  River Basin 
Conservation Water Savings (ac-ft/yr) 

2020  2030  2040  2050  2060  2070  
CREEDMOOR-MAHA 
WSC BASTROP COLORADO 2 3 4 4 6 7 
CREEDMOOR-MAHA 
WSC TRAVIS COLORADO 57 62 68 76 83 90 
CREEDMOOR-MAHA 
WSC TRAVIS GUADALUPE 3 3 3 4 4 4 
SMITHVILLE BASTROP COLORADO 44 72 76 88 117 155 
BLANCO BLANCO GUADALUPE 19 32 28 26 27 27 

 
 
Modifications to Table 5-8 (Modifications Highlighted in Yellow) 

Table 5-8: Cost Estimate for Municipal Conservation Strategies 

WUG Name County River Basin 
Total 

Construction 
Cost 

Total 
Capital 

Cost 

Largest 
Annual 

Cost 

Unit Cost 
($/ac-ft) 

AQUA WSC BASTROP BRAZOS $12,126 $12,126 $2,126 $352 
AQUA WSC BASTROP COLORADO $1,217,517 $1,217,517 $217,485 $352 
AQUA WSC BASTROP GUADALUPE $8,625 $8,625 $1,691 $352 
BASTROP BASTROP COLORADO $224,866 $224,866 $59,136 $303 
COUNTY-OTHER BASTROP BRAZOS $2,918 $2,918 $391 $374 
COUNTY-OTHER BASTROP COLORADO $225,540 $225,540 $33,303 $374 
COUNTY-OTHER BASTROP GUADALUPE $4,278 $4,278 $707 $374 
CREEDMOOR-MAHA 
WSC** 

BASTROP COLORADO $530,091 $589,275 $49,310 $24,655 

CREEDMOOR-MAHA 
WSC** 

TRAVIS COLORADO $11,798,706 $13,116,018 $1,097,540 $19,255 

CREEDMOOR-MAHA 
WSC** 

TRAVIS GUADALUPE $568,783 $632,287 $52,909 $17,636 

SMITHVILLE BASTROP COLORADO $109,412 $109,412 $16,524 $376 
BLANCO BLANCO GUADALUPE $47,867 $47,867 $7,181 $378 
 
…. 
 
After end of Table 5-8 add: (Underlined- new text) 
 
**Note: The cost estimates for Creedmoor-Maha WSC (CMWSC) shown in Table 5-8 Cost Estimate for 
Municipal Conservation Strategies shown above are significantly higher than the other proposed water 
conservation strategies listed in the table. This significant difference in costs appears to be due to: 
CMWSC’s service area covers a large suburban/rural area with fewer meters per mile of main line as 
compared to a more compact municipal system;  CMWSC has to rely on three different sources of supply 
(groundwater wells, City of Austin and Aqua Water Supply Corp.), therefore it has three different source 
water systems which needs to be rehabilitated which adds to overall project costs; a portion of the 
CMWSC service area is located in Region L and the additional savings associated with that portion of the 
service is not part of the calculation of unit cost in this region; and lastly, the per capita (gpcd) usage in 
the CMWSC system is already well below other systems and therefore the overall return in savings is 
much less. 
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Environmental Impact 

Conservation has other potential impacts for WUGs that are served by groundwater.  Communities that 
are served by surface water will divert less water from streams, meaning more water will remain in 
channels for downstream uses. However, groundwater communities contribute to streamflow by 
discharging treated groundwater into streams… 
 
Table 5-A-1 Region K Water Management Strategies Considered and Evaluated 
Page 1 of 2 
 
What is shown below is just the portion of Table 5-A-1 which was modified; all other elements and 
values in the table were left unchanged.  
 
Table 5A-1:  Region K Water Management Strategies Considered and Evaluated 

Every WUG Entity with an 
Identified Need 

WMSs REQUIRED TO BE CONSIDERED BY STATUTE  

Water User Group Name 

Maximu
m Need 
2020-
2070 
(af/yr) 

Conservation 
Drought 
Management 

Reuse 
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Aqua WSC 26,269 PF PF nPF nPF nPF 

Bastrop 6,390 PF PF PF nPF nPF 

Bastrop County WCID #2 644 nPF PF nPF nPF nPF 

County-Other, Bastrop 1,490 PF PF nPF nPF nPF 

Creedmoor-Maha WSC 609 PF PF nPF nPF nPF 

Elgin 4,124 nPF PF nPF nPF nPF 

Smithville 721 PF PF nPF nPF nPF 

Manufacturing, Bastrop 199 nPF nPF nPF nPF nPF 

 
 
The only change on this table was to change the “nPF” in the Conservation column to “PF” for 
Creedmoor-Maha WSC. 
 
Table 5-A-2 Region K Potentially Feasible WMS Screening  
 
Adding an Item 136 at end of Conservation Projects to include the Creedmoor-Maha WSC and the adding 
the following highlighted information into the screening matrix table:  
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No. Water 
Management 
Strategy 

WUG Strategy  
Description 

Addressing 
A Need 

Total 
Strategy 
Costs $ 

136 Conservation Creedmoor-
Maha 
WSC 

Conservation- Water Main Line 
Replacement and Installation  
of Booster Pump 

 
Yes 

 
$14,337,580 

Continued… 
 
Annual 
Strategy 
Costs ($) 

Cost 
Of Water 
($) 

Max 
Yield 
AFY 

Starting 
Decade 

Basin Interbasin 
Transfer 
(Yes/No) 

Cost Yield Location 

$1,199,759 $19,351.00 62 2020 Colorado &  
Guadalupe 

No -1 0 1 

Continued… 
 
Water  
Quality 

Environmental 
And Natural  
Resources 

Local 
Preference 

Institutional 
Constraints 

Impacts 
On Water 
Resources 

Impact on  
Agricultural 
Resources 

Impacts 
on  
Recreation 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Continued… 
 
Impacts on 
Other  
Management 
Strategies 

Total 
Of  
Screening 
Factors 

Quantified Environmental Impacts Quantified Agriculture 
Impacts 

0 1 Negligible impacts to streamflow and 
bay 

Negligible agricultural impacts 

End. 
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Appendix 5-B Recommended and Alternative Water Management Strategies Tables 
 
Adding the Creedmoor-Maha WSC’s project information (highlighted) on pages 2 (Bastrop County) and 
16 (Travis County) of the Excel spreadsheet and the adding of this information into the table changed the 
“Remaining Surplus/Shortage” totals which is also highlighted in yellow:  
 
 
WUG Name County River 

Basin 
Water Management Strategy 
Name 

Source Name 

Surplus/(Shortage) 
Creedmoor-
Maha 
WSC 

Bastrop Colorado Drought Management 5% 

Creedmoor-
Maha 
WSC 

Bastrop Colorado Conservation blank 

Remaining Surplus/Shortage 
 

Surplus/(Shortage) 
Creedmoor-
Maha 
WSC 

Travis Colorado Drought Management 5% 

Creedmoor-
Maha 
WSC 

Travis Colorado Saline Edwards ASR Project Saline Edwards 
ASR 

Creedmoor-
Maha 
WSC 

Travis Colorado New LCRA Contract LCRA System 

Creedmoor-
Maha 
WSC 

Travis Colorado Conservation blank 

Creedmoor-
Maha 
WSC 

Travis Guadalupe Conservation blank 

Remaining Surplus/Shortage 
Continued… 
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Water Management Strategies (ac-ft/yr) 
2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 

16 12 5 0 0 0 
1 1 2 2 3 4 
2 3 4 4 6 7 

19 16 11 6 9 11 
      

160 (182) (284) (412) (550) (686) 
28 31 34 38 41 45 
0 300 300 300 300 300 
0 400 400 400 400 400 

57 62 68 76 83 90 
3 3 3 4 4 4 

248 614 521 406 278 153 
End. 
 
 

Chapter 9 
 
Table 9.1 Region K Recommended Water Management Strategies with Capital Costs 
 
Adding the following highlighted information into Table 9.1 on page 9-3 of the current 2016 Region K 
Water Plan. No other changes are proposed for this table.  
 
WMS  
Project 
Sponsor 
Region 

Project 
Name 

Project  
Sponsor 
Entity 

Capital Cost 

K City of Austin –Rainwater  Harvesting AUSTIN $690,167,000 
K City of Austin Conservation AUSTIN   $41,434,437 
K Creedmoor-Maha WSC - Conservation CREEDMOOR-MAHA 

WSC 
  $14,337,580 

K Development of New Carrizo-Wilcox 
Aquifer Supplies – Bastrop 

BASTROP     $2,976,000 

K Development of New Carrizo-Wilcox 
Aquifer Supplies – Bastrop County Mining 

MINING, BASTROP     $3,391,000 

 
 
NOTE: There will need to be some additions/changes made to the TWDB database. CMWSC’s 
consultants will work with AECOM, Region K’s consultant, to provide any needed information to 
accomplish that task.  




