
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

MEETING MATERIALS 
 

February 5, 2014 
 

San Jacinto River Authority 
 
 





Region H Water Planning Group 

10:00 AM Wednesday 

February 5, 2014 

San Jacinto River Authority Office 

1577 Dam Site Rd, Conroe, Texas 

 

AGENDA 

1. Introductions. 

2. Review and approve minutes of November 6, 2013 meeting. 

3. Receive public comments on specific issues related to agenda items 4 through 13.  (Public 

comments limited to 3 minutes per speaker) 

4. Receive report on renewal of errors and omissions policy for Region H Planning Group members. 

5. Receive update from Consultant Team regarding the schedule and milestones for the 

development of the 2016 Region H Regional Water Plan. 

6. Receive update from Consultant Team and Water Management Strategies Committee regarding 

status of investigation of water supply alternatives for the 2016 Region H Regional Water Plan. 

7. Receive update from Consultant Team and Water Management Strategies Committee regarding 

the prioritization of water plan projects for use by the Texas Water Development Board in 

administering loan funding to implement water projects. 

8. Consider and take action on authorizing the Consultant Team to complete the draft TWDB 

prioritization scoring template for Region H water management strategies included in the 2011 

Regional Water Plan and authorizing the Water Management Strategies Committee to review 

and provide comment on the draft prioritization. 

9. Consider and take action authorizing the San Jacinto River Authority to execute an agreement 

with the Texas Water Development Board for additional funding and scope of work related to 

prioritization of projects in the 2011 Regional Water Plan and the 2016 Regional Water Plan. 

10. Discuss schedule for planning group efforts and meetings for 2014. 

11. Consider and take action on the resignation of Harold Wallace as a voting member of the Region 

H WPG representing Water Utilities. 

12. Consider and take action on the resignation of Glynna Leiper as a voting member of the Region 

H WPG representing Industry. 

13. Receive report regarding recent and upcoming activities related to communications and 

outreach efforts on behalf of the Region H Planning Group. 

14. Agency communications and general information. 

15. Receive public comments.  (Public comments limited to 3 minutes per speaker) 

16. Next Meeting:  TDB. 

17. Adjourn 

Persons with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting and would like to request auxiliary aids or 

services are requested to contact Jodi Chaney at (936) 588‐3111 at least three business days prior to the 

meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made. 





Agenda Item 2 
 

Review and approve minutes of November 6, 2013 meeting.  

 





MINUTES 
REGION H WATER PLANNING GROUP MEETING 

10:00 A.M. 
November 6, 2013 

SAN JACINTO RIVER AUTHORITY 
GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

1577 DAM SITE ROAD 
CONROE, TEXAS 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  David Bailey, John R. Bartos, Robert Bruner, Jun Chang, Judge Mark Evans, Bob 
Hebert, Judge Art Henson, John Hoffman, Jace Houston, John Howard, Robert Istre, Kathy Jones, Gena 
Leathers, Ted Long, Carl Masterson, Jimmie Schindewolf, William Teer, Steve Tyler,  J. Kevin Ward, 
Pudge Willcox  
 
DESIGNATED ALTERNATES:  Charles Dean for John Blount, Zach Holland for James Morrison, Mike Turco 
for Ron Neighbors, Robert Thompson for Marvin Marcell 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT:  Glynna Leiper, C. Harold Wallace 
 
NON-VOTING MEMBERS PRESENT:  Temple McKinnon and Scott Hall 
 
PRESIDING:  Judge Mark Evans, Chair 
 
CALL TO ORDER REGULAR MEETING AT 10:05 A.M. 
 
A quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Mr. Mark Evans welcomed everyone and alternates were announced.  Mr. Mike Turco, the new General 
Manager of the Harris-Galveston Subsidence District, was introduced. 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVE MINUTES OF JULY 3, 2013 MEETING 
 
The minutes for the July 3, 2013, meeting were presented.  Motion was made by Jace Houston, 
seconded by Jun Chang, to approve the minutes.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC ISSUES RELATED TO AGENDA ITEMS 4 THROUGH 10 
 
No public comments. 
 
DISCUSS AND CONSIDER ACTION TO APPROVE SUBMITTAL OF A LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR THE 
HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL’S PURSUIT OF A GRANT APPLICATION THROUGH THE 
NATIONAL OCEANIC & ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION FOR THE PURPOSE OF STUDIES RELATED TO 
DROUGHT PREPARATION FOR COMMUNITIES RESPONDING TO, AND PREPARING FOR, DROUGHT 
 
Andrew Pompay, Regional Planner with the Houston-Galveston Area Council, addressed the board 
requesting a letter of support for a proposed grant application for the purpose of studies related to 



drought preparation for communities.  Mr. Pompay further explained that the project would include an 
advisory group with experts in water management, climatology, public policy, agriculture, and 
environmental protection, ensuring results are realistic and scientifically based in approaching drought 
preparation. 
 
Motion was made by Mr. John Bartos to approve the letter of support, seconded by Mr. Robert Bruner.  
The motion carried unanimously.   
 
RECEIVE UPDATE FROM CONSULTANT TEAM REGARDING THE SCHEDULE AND MILESTONES FOR THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE 2016 REGION H REGIONAL WATER PLAN 
 
Mr. Jason Afinowicz gave a short update on the schedule and milestones.  Mr. Afinowicz gave an 
overview of the last meetings’ approvals of the revised population and non-population based water 
demand projections that were submitted to TWDB and approved along with the funding of phase 2 Task 
4D strategies.  
 
Mr. Evans suggests a May meeting be considered with an upcoming aggressive timeline for approving 
the draft projects before submission. 
 
DISCUSS AND TAKE ACTION TO INITIATE PREPARATION OF A WORK PLAN TO MEET THE OBJECTIVES 
OUTLINED IN HOUSE BILL 4 RELATED TO THE PRIORITIZATION OF WATER PLAN PROJECTS FOR USE BY 
THE TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD IN ADMINISTERING LOAN FUNDING TO IMPLEMENT 
WATER PROJECTS 
 
Mr. Afinowicz began a discussion of the process for House Bill 4 Project Prioritization outlining the 
proposed criteria, including the decade of need, project feasibility, project viability, project 
sustainability, and project cost effectiveness.  
 
Mr. Evans noted that a committee of the planning group chairs was charged with developing uniform 
standards for scoring projects with a due date of December 1, 2013, to submit the standards to the 
TWDB. 
 
DISCUSS SCHEDULE FOR PLANNING GROUP EFFORTS AND MEETINGS FOR 2013-2014 
 
Upcoming meeting dates are scheduled for February 5, May 7, and August 6, 2014. 
 
June 1, 2014 - Draft due for prioritization of projects from the 2011 Regional Water Plans to TWDB 
 
September 1, 2014 – Final due for prioritization of projects from the 2011 Regional Water Plans to 
TWDB 
 
December 1, 2014 – TWBD submission to the state 
 
CONSIDER AND TAKE ACTION ON THE RESIGNATION OF TED LONG AS A VOTING MEMBER OF THE 
REGION H WPG REPRESENTING ELECTRIC GENERATING UTILITIES 
 
Motion was made by Judge Art Henson to accept the resignation of Ted Long, seconded by Carl 
Masterson.  The motion carried unanimously.   



CONSIDER AND TAKE ACTION ON THE SELECTION OF GENE FISSELER AS A VOTING MEMBER OF THE 
REGION H WPG REPRESENTING ELECTRIC GENERATING UTILITIES 
 
Motion was made by Carl Masterson to Gene Fisseler as a new voting member of the Region H WPG 
representing electric utilities.  Seconded by Jace Houston.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Mr. Evans stated that Gene Fisseler would be appointed to serve on any Region H committees on which 
Ted Long previously served.   
 
NEXT MEETING 
 
February 5, 2014 
San Jacinto River Authority 
General  & Administration 
1577 Dam Site Road 
Conroe, TX  77304 
 
ADJOURNED AT 11:16 A.M. 





Agenda Item 4 
 

Receive report on renewal of errors and omissions policy for 
Region H Planning Group members.

 





































Agenda Item 5 
 

Receive update from Consultant Team regarding the 
schedule and milestones for the development of the 2016 

Region H Regional Water Plan.  
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Agenda Item 5
2016 RWP Schedule and Milestones

Receive update from Consultant Team regarding the 
schedule and milestones for the development of 

the 2016 Region H Regional Water Plan.

Receive update from Consultant Team regarding the 
schedule and milestones for the development of 

the 2016 Region H Regional Water Plan.

Schedule

Date Scheduled Events/Tasks

11/6/2013 RWPG Meeting – discussion and action on project prioritization

02/05/2014 RWPG Meeting

03/18/2014 WMS Committee Meeting

05/07/2014 RWPG Meeting (tentative)

06/01/2014 DUE DATE:  RWPG Draft 2011 Project Prioritization to TWDB

07/02/2014 RWPG Meeting (tentative)

08/01/2014 DUE DATE: Technical Memorandum to TWDB

08/06/2014 RWPG Meeting (tentative)

09/01/2014 DUE DATE:  RWPG Final 2011 Project Prioritization to TWDB

05/01/2015 DUE DATE: Initially Prepared Plan to TWDB

11/02/2015 DUE DATE: Final Adopted Plan to TWDB





 
Agenda Item 6 

 
Receive update from Consultant Team and Water 

Management Strategies Committee regarding status of 
investigation of water supply alternatives for the 2016 

Region H Regional Water Plan.  
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Agenda Item 6
Water Management Strategies

Receive update from Consultant Team and Water 
Management Strategies Committee regarding 

status of investigation of water supply alternatives 
for the 2016 Region H Regional Water Plan.

Receive update from Consultant Team and Water 
Management Strategies Committee regarding 

status of investigation of water supply alternatives 
for the 2016 Region H Regional Water Plan.

Allens Creek Reservoir:
Study Progress

 Estimate timeline and 
identify critical factors

 Identify potential users and 
stakeholders

 Update quantity and cost 
estimates

 Prepare summary report

‒ Model yield and storage 
properties in WAM

 Estimate timeline and 
identify critical factors

 Identify potential users and 
stakeholders

 Update quantity and cost 
estimates

 Prepare summary report

‒ Model yield and storage 
properties in WAM
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Allens Creek Reservoir:
Summary

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

New Surface Water Source

99,650 ac‐ft/yr
(89 mgd)

2030 (2028)

15 years

$316,226,894 (Sept 2013)

$231 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$33 per ac‐ft (after loan)

New Surface Water Source

99,650 ac‐ft/yr
(89 mgd)

2030 (2028)

15 years

$316,226,894 (Sept 2013)

$231 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$33 per ac‐ft (after loan)

Description:  Development of a new Brazos River Basin reservoir in 
Austin County
Description:  Development of a new Brazos River Basin reservoir in 
Austin County

Regional Return Flows:
Study Progress

 Characterize discharge

 Consider impacts 
from other reuse projects

 Recommended potential 
permitting volume

 Planning‐level cost estimates

 Prepare summary report

 Characterize discharge

 Consider impacts 
from other reuse projects

 Recommended potential 
permitting volume

 Planning‐level cost estimates

 Prepare summary report
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Regional Return Flows:
Summary

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

Reuse

62,658 ‐ 165,428 ac‐ft/yr
(55.9 ‐ 147.7 mgd)

2020

5 years

$0 (Sept 2013)

$0 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$0 per ac‐ft (after loan)

Reuse

62,658 ‐ 165,428 ac‐ft/yr
(55.9 ‐ 147.7 mgd)

2020

5 years

$0 (Sept 2013)

$0 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$0 per ac‐ft (after loan)

Description:  Indirect reuse of effluent discharged between Lake 
Conroe and Lake Houston
Description:  Indirect reuse of effluent discharged between Lake 
Conroe and Lake Houston

City of Houston Reuse:
Study Progress

 Identify discharges associated with COH permit 5827

 Consider future discharge trends, diversion points, 
and anticipated availability

 Identify potential users

Develop planning‐level cost estimates

 Prepare summary report

 Identify discharges associated with COH permit 5827

 Consider future discharge trends, diversion points, 
and anticipated availability

 Identify potential users

Develop planning‐level cost estimates

 Prepare summary report



4

City of Houston Reuse:
Summary

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

Reuse

Varies by option and decade

To Be Determined

5 ‐ 10 years

$134,169,397 (Sept 2013)

$0 ‐ 149 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$0 ‐ 29 per ac‐ft (after loan)

Reuse

Varies by option and decade

To Be Determined

5 ‐ 10 years

$134,169,397 (Sept 2013)

$0 ‐ 149 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$0 ‐ 29 per ac‐ft (after loan)

Description:  Effluent reuse from implementation of City of Houston’s 
Permit 10‐5827
Description:  Effluent reuse from implementation of City of Houston’s 
Permit 10‐5827

Brackish Groundwater Desalination:
Study Progress

Develop areas with brackish 
groundwater

 Estimate favorable 
development areas

‒ Compare against needs

‒ Develop cost estimates

‒ Prepare summary report

Develop areas with brackish 
groundwater

 Estimate favorable 
development areas

‒ Compare against needs

‒ Develop cost estimates

‒ Prepare summary report
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Brackish Groundwater Desalination:
Summary

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

New Groundwater Source

TBD

TBD

1 ‐ 5 years

TBD

TBD

New Groundwater Source

TBD

TBD

1 ‐ 5 years

TBD

TBD

Description:  Development of brackish groundwater supplies in the 
Carrizo‐Wilcox and/or Gulf Coast Aquifers
Description:  Development of brackish groundwater supplies in the 
Carrizo‐Wilcox and/or Gulf Coast Aquifers

Lone Star Lake:
Study Progress

Develop characteristics 
from catchment

Model yield and storage 
properties in WAM

 Examine permitting 
requirements

Develop cost estimates

 Prepare summary report

Develop characteristics 
from catchment

Model yield and storage 
properties in WAM

 Examine permitting 
requirements

Develop cost estimates

 Prepare summary report
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Lone Star Lake:
Summary

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

New Surface Water Source

6,030 ac‐ft/yr
(5.4 mgd)

2040

30 years

$95,194,853 (Sept 2013)

$1,031 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$47 per ac‐ft (after loan)

New Surface Water Source

6,030 ac‐ft/yr
(5.4 mgd)

2040

30 years

$95,194,853 (Sept 2013)

$1,031 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$47 per ac‐ft (after loan)

Description:  Development of an on‐channel reservoir in the San 
Jacinto River basin in western Montgomery County
Description:  Development of an on‐channel reservoir in the San 
Jacinto River basin in western Montgomery County

Irrigation Conservation:
Study Progress

 Identify crop acreage 
and conservation 
status

Quantify potential 
irrigation water savings

Develop cost estimates

 Prepare summary 
report

 Identify crop acreage 
and conservation 
status

Quantify potential 
irrigation water savings

Develop cost estimates

 Prepare summary 
report
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Irrigation Conservation:
Spatial Acreage Analysis 

Irrigation Conservation:
Overview

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

WMS Type:

Potential Supply Quantity
(Rounded):

Implementation Decade:

Development Timeline:

Strategy Capital Cost:

Unit Water Cost
(Rounded):

Conservation

86,123 ac‐ft/yr
(76.9 mgd)

2020

1 ‐ 3 years

$1,155,709 canal lining (Sept 2013)

$113 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$112 per ac‐ft (after loan)

Conservation

86,123 ac‐ft/yr
(76.9 mgd)

2020

1 ‐ 3 years

$1,155,709 canal lining (Sept 2013)

$113 per ac‐ft (loan period)
$112 per ac‐ft (after loan)

Description:  Canal lining and various on‐farm water conservation 
practices
Description:  Canal lining and various on‐farm water conservation 
practices
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Other Funded Studies

Industrial Conservation

Continuation of Accelerated Task 4D 
Effort

Update and Reallocation of Strategies 
to WUGs

Seawater Desalination

Interbasin Transfers

Municipal Conservation

Expanded Use of Groundwater

DOW Off‐Channel Reservoir

Other Brazos River Off‐Channel 
Reservoir Projects



Agenda Item 7 
 

Receive update from Consultant Team and Water 
Management Strategies Committee regarding the 

prioritization of water plan projects for use by the Texas 
Water Development Board in administering loan funding to 

implement water projects.  
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Agenda Item 7
Project Prioritization

Receive update from Consultant Team and Water 
Management Strategies Committee regarding the 
prioritization of water plan projects for use by the 
Texas Water Development Board in administering 

loan funding to implement water projects.

Receive update from Consultant Team and Water 
Management Strategies Committee regarding the 
prioritization of water plan projects for use by the 
Texas Water Development Board in administering 

loan funding to implement water projects.

Project Prioritization Overview

• RWPGs must consider:

– Decade of need

– Feasibility

– Viability

– Sustainability

– Cost‐effectiveness

• Uniform standards from 
Stakeholder Committee

• TWDB prioritization will 
consider other factors 

June 1, 2014
RWPGs submit draft prioritization for 

2011 RWP projects

September 1, 2014
RWPGs submit final prioritization for 

2011 RWP projects

March 1, 2015
Deadline for TWDB adoption of rules

November 2, 2015
RWPGs submit 2016 RWPs with 

prioritized projects
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Development of Uniform Standards

• Consensus process with 
RWP Chairs

• Submitted to TWDB 
11/25/2013

• Approved by TWDB 
12/5/2013

• Must be used by all 
Regions

• Consensus process with 
RWP Chairs

• Submitted to TWDB 
11/25/2013

• Approved by TWDB 
12/5/2013

• Must be used by all 
Regions

TWDB Scoring Template

• TWDB amending contracts to add scope and budget

• WMS at “project” level

• Ex: Municipal conservation >200 projects

• Region H has 829 entries

• Need TWDB approval to condense

• WMS committee has discussed assumptions and 

logistics

• TWDB amending contracts to add scope and budget

• WMS at “project” level

• Ex: Municipal conservation >200 projects

• Region H has 829 entries

• Need TWDB approval to condense

• WMS committee has discussed assumptions and 

logistics
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Additional Data Needed

• Year of funding need

• Status of rights to water

• Level of 

engineering/planning

• Design lifespan

• Additional project progress

• Year of funding need

• Status of rights to water

• Level of 

engineering/planning

• Design lifespan

• Additional project progress

Looking Forward….

• Similar process with 
2016 RWP strategies

• Written request by 
project sponsors

• Similar process with 
2016 RWP strategies

• Written request by 
project sponsors
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November 25, 2013 
 
The Honorable Carlos Rubinstein, Chairman 
The Honorable Bech Bruun, Director 
The Honorable Mary Ann Williamson, Director 
Texas Water Development Board 
1700 North Congress Avenue  
P.O. Box 13231  
Austin, Texas 78711-3231  
 
Dear Chairman Rubinstein and Directors Bruun and Williamson: 
 
The Stakeholder Committee (SHC), created by the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) and 
enabled by House Bill 4 (HB 4),  is pleased to submit the attached uniform standards for 
prioritizing regional water plan projects for the TWDB’s consideration.  Upon approval, these 
standards will guide the regional water planning groups in prioritizing projects under Section 
15.346, Texas Water Code.   
 
The SHC, comprised of chairs or their designees from each of the 16 regional water planning 
groups, developed these uniform guidelines in a short time frame to meet the December 1 
deadline set out in HB 4.  The SHC wishes to express its appreciation to the TWDB for launching 
this process in advance of the November 5 voter approval of Proposition 6, which triggered the 
December 1 deadline.  The early start, able assistance of TWDB staff, and the TWDB’s financial 
support for travel and a facilitator, enabled the Committee to complete its charge in the time 
allotted.  The Committee also applauds the Board members’ willingness to discuss their views of 
this process with our committee during TWDB work sessions.  The committee members would 
caution that the rushed process and the flexibility of the statutory language could mean that 
upon the Board’s comprehensive review and the appropriate testing, the template may need 
refinement.  The SHC will be prepared to revisit the template should the Board request. 
 
We also note several principles upon which the standards were developed.  We determined to 
stay close to the statutory guidance, to keep the template simple, to minimize subjective 
questions, and to provide standards that could be scored consistently across the state.   
 
The attached report provides a summary of our process, decisions, and finally, our uniform 
standards.  The SHC developed these uniform standards over a period of time commencing with 
a September 17 webinar organized by TWDB staff.  The September 17th call provided 
foundational material, allowed SHC members to formulate questions, and provided a strong 
basis for the first face-to-face meeting held on October 8-9.  The Committee met subsequently 
on November 4-5, and November 13-14.  In addition, members conducted work between 
meetings, including conference calls on October 21 and 22.   The Committee’s aggressive work 
schedule moved the process forward resulting in the Committee completing its work and 
submitting the report before the December 1 deadline.   
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Report of the HB 4  

Regional Water Planning Group Stakeholder Committee 

Stakeholder Committee’s Development of Uniform Standards 
 
The passage of HB 4 by the 83rd Texas Legislature launched a process of prioritization for 
funding projects from the Texas Water Development Board (Board or TWDB).   Under 
the bill, prioritization for project funding occurs in two ways:  first by the state’s 16 
regional water planning groups (RWPGs) for projects in their respective regional water 
plans, and by the Board for projects in the state water plan which seek its funding.  HB 4 
requires, in Texas Water Code Section 15.436(c) for the Board to: 
 

“create a stakeholders committee composed of the presiding officer or a person 
designated by the presiding officer of each regional water planning group to 
establish uniform standards to be used by the regional water planning groups in 
prioritizing projects under this section.  Uniform standards established under this 
subsection must be approved by the board.  The board shall consult the 
stakeholders committee from time to time regarding regional prioritization of 
projects.“ 

 
This stakeholders committee (SHC) is required to provide these uniform standards to 
TWDB by December 1.   
 
The provisions requiring the SHC to develop uniform standards were contingent on the 
passage of Proposition 6 by Texas voters on November 5.  Recognizing that it would be 
very difficult for the SHC to accomplish its task between November 5 and December 1, 
the Board took the initiative to create the SHC earlier, starting with a conference 
call/webinar on September 17, 2013.   The SHC has maintained a Decision Document, 
which is attached at Appendix 1, summarizing all major decisions of the SHC and 
containing the Uniform Standards.  The following provides a brief summary of the SHC’s 
work in developing the attached uniform standards: 
 
 
September 17, 2013.  SHC members participated in a teleconference/webinar, at which 
members were provided general background and orientation materials regarding their 
HB 4 tasks, and during which they began the process of organizing and planning for the 
next meeting.  The SHC chose to not select a chair so that all members could participate 
on an equal footing, and indicated they would like to have a facilitator to assist with 
their process.  SHC members developed questions for which they wanted TWDB input, 
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and continued development of further questions following the call via email and phone.  
Following that call: 
 

• TWDB secured facilitation services from the Center for Public Policy Dispute 
Resolution at the University of Texas School of Law.  The facilitator interviewed 
most of the SHC members before the October 8-9 meeting, and drafted a 
summary of the main themes from the calls including expectations of success, 
central issues including fairness, balancing rural and urban needs, understanding 
how the SHC standards interact with TWDB funding decisions, balancing the 
need for simplicity in administration of the standards and differentiation of 
scoring, and also concerns and information needs.   

• On October 1, the Texas Water Conservation Association provided Sen. Troy 
Fraser and Rep. Allan Ritter a draft template developed at the request of those 
legislators to help provide information for the SHC as it began development of 
standards in its short timeframe.  This was provided to the SHC in advance of the 
October 8-9 meeting, along with recommendations for criteria from Regions G 
and K. 
 

October 8-9, 2013.  The SHC met in Austin, beginning at 1 p.m. on October 8.  They 
spent the afternoon reviewing their charge, developing meeting protocols, and 
formulating additional questions they wanted to discuss with TWDB board members at 
the next morning’s work session.  The SHC also agreed to use the TWCA five-criteria 
ranking sheet (Alternative 1) as its starting point for developing uniform standards, and 
to move through development by selecting considerations within each criteria, then 
weighting and then scoring.  SHC members attended the TWDB work session on the 
morning of October 9, participating in a discussion with Board members.  That 
afternoon, the SHC continued to make adjustments to its meeting protocols, and 
reached agreement to use one list to rank all projects, but with projects identified by 
type so they could be further sorted if needed.  They also agreed to keep six of the 42 
TWCA considerations (found in decade of need and feasibility), and rejected one of the 
TWCA considerations.  Other TWCA considerations either were identified for potential 
inclusion, or were not reviewed at this meeting. Members agreed that they wanted to 
review the totality of the uniform standards they developed before final approval.   
 

• SHC members received and twelve completed a survey that sought their input on 
the TWCA considerations, with the goal to determine if there were trends in 
agreement on which to keep and which to delete, thus focusing their discussion 
at the next meeting.   

• October 21-22:  SHC members participated in one of two conference calls 
designed to answer questions about the survey, discuss scheduling of future 
meetings, discuss the agenda and goals for the November 4-5 meeting, and 
discuss their willingness to perform interim work to better understand the ways 
scoring could be developed.  Following the calls, background materials on 
scoring and an exercise were provided to the SHC members. 
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• November 4-5, 2013.  The SHC met in Austin beginning at 1 p.m. November 4.  
The SHC used as a starting point three documents:  the compiled survey results 
about SHC member preferences regarding the TWCA considerations; a draft 
template for prioritization of regional water plan projects produced by Region O; and 
example scoring sheets from Region I.  Over the course of the November 4-5 
meeting, the SHC developed by consensus a set of draft uniform standards based 
on the five statutory criteria in Texas Water Code Section 15.436.  The only non-
consensus decisions were supermajority votes to not include the following two 
items in the uniform standards:   

o Under feasibility:  a consideration relating to the status of mitigation 
under federal law; and 

o Under viability, a consideration relating to support from both the 
community receiving the water and community giving water. 
 

The SHC agreed to beta test the standards template by: (1) using it to score projects in 
their regional water plans; and (2) scoring generic, hypothetical projects to determine if 
the template can be applied consistently by different users.  Members also agreed to 
provide desired wording changes for clarification in advance of the next meeting. 

• SHC members used the time before the November 13-14 meeting to seek input 
from their RWPG members or consultants, and to beta test the scoring model 
and review language.  

November 13-14, 2013.   Over the course of the two-day meeting, the SHC modified 
individual standards and added some additional standards.  Before discussing specific 
standards from the template, several SHC members noted some overarching concerns 
about the impact of the draft uniform standards on the following projects:  
groundwater, conservation, county other, agricultural, ongoing projects without a 
decade of need; and integrated water management strategies.  Some members also 
expressed interest in whether ways could be found to allow regions to express their 
sense of the importance of projects, such as by allowing them to adjust a portion of the 
weighting to reflect their specific regional concerns and sense of prioritization.  Some 
members expressed a desire to have up to 50 percent of the weighting determined by 
the individual regions, while others were concerned that this would allow manipulation 
of the results.  Rather than attempting to solve these issues separately, the SHC agreed 
to use the review of each specific standard to see if adjustments could be made to 
address these overarching concerns.  Members were satisfied at the end of the meeting 
that their concerns about these matters were addressed.   
 
An additional scoring element relating to the cost of the project to others beside the 
ratepayers was proposed to and considered by the SHC.  When the SHC was unable to 
reach consensus on this scoring element, the SHC voted to suspend consensus and then 
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voted to reject the proposed standard.  Pursuant to the meeting guidelines of the SHC, 
members favoring this provision may submit a minority report to the Texas Water 
Development Board.   The Minority Report is provided as Appendix 2. 

 

At 3:00PM on November 14, 2013, the SHC members agreed by consensus to adopt 
the uniform standards embodied in the template in Appendix 1: Decision 
Document/Uniform Standards and to submit them to the Texas Water Development 
Board, without further change.   
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APPENDIX 1:  DECISION DOCUMENT/ UNIFORM STANDARDS   
 

 

Final Decision Document 
 

83rd Texas Legislature, House Bill 4  
Stakeholder Committee 
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Summary of Key Stakeholder Committee (SHC) Decisions  
 

Operational 
 

A) The SHC decided by consensus that: 
1. Notes/record of meeting.  No audio recording of SHC meetings; notes to be 

on flip charts by facilitator or TWDB staff, and also manually by TWDB staff to 
assist facilitator in creating SHC meeting minutes. The SHC agreed it could 
modify this decision.   

2. Chair or designee participation in meetings:   
a. It is the Chairs’ jobs to go back and communicate with their respective 

regions.  
b. Region N Co-Chairs can both participate on the Committee, but they 

will be counted as only one for purposes of voting or determining a 
quorum. 

c. An RWPG Chair’s “designee” may change for each meeting; no single 
“designee” must be named.  RWPG participants in the process should 
communicate with each other to assure continuity and efficiency.   

3. Decision making:  SHC will be using consensus as the primary decision-
making process.  If consensus cannot be reached, then the backup process is: 

a. A 75% vote of SHC members present is required to move away from 
the consensus process to a vote; 

b. A 75% vote of SHC members present is required to make a voting-
based decision; 

c. The SHC will require a 75% vote of members present to change its 
operating rules.  

4. Quorum will be a simple majority (greater than 50 percent) of total SHC 
members = 9 members) 

5. No time will be allotted for public comment during SHC meetings. Members 
will receive input during their RWPG meetings, and TWDB will receive input 
when the standards are being approved at the TWDB level. 

 
B) The SHC agreed by consensus to begin development of uniform standards using 

the TWCA five-criteria ranking sheet (Alt. 1) as a starting point for developing the 
SHC standards.  Once the criteria are fully developed, the group may wish to 
reevaluate whether this is sufficient and serves the needs noted above. 

 
C) The SHC agreed by consensus that a RWPG chair may only designate a voting 

member of the RWPG to participate in lieu of the chair at a SHC meeting. 
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General decisions to guide development of uniform standards 
(All decisions by consensus unless otherwise noted) 

A) Use the following order in which to proceed in developing standards: 
• Agree on considerations 
• Agree on weightings 
• Agree on scoring 

 
B) Use one list to rank all projects, but identify projects that qualify as 

agriculture, rural, conservation, reuse, etc. for further sorting.  
 

C) Use the TWCA five-criteria (statutorily required) ranking sheet as a 
starting point for developing the SHC standards.  Once the criteria are 
fully developed, the group may wish to reevaluate whether this is 
sufficient and serves the needs noted above.  
 

D) Seek a general and informal (non-consensus) agreement on specific 
considerations within the criteria, with the understanding that a formal 
consensus would be sought once the full picture of the standards was 
developed.  

 
E) Not to revisit considerations from the “red” category once a consensus 

decision had been made to delete it (Nov. 4-5 meeting.  This decision 
applies to elimination of considerations that a significant number of the 
SHC favored be eliminated from responses to a stakeholder survey tool.)   

 
 

Uniform Standards  
Table 1 reflects the uniform standards, including their scoring and weighting, as 
adopted by consensus of the stakeholder committee.  Most of the information 
needed to complete the scoring for individual projects either (1) can be found 
directly in the regional water plans or in the state water plan data base, or (2) 
can be based upon information in them.  An ** by one of the scoring items 
indicates that additional data may have to be collected by regional water 
planning groups in order to score projects. For each project, scoring should be 
completed on each question of the uniform standards. 
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Table 1: Template for Applying Uniform Standards  
 

The template for Applying Uniform Standards is provided in two formats: 

• As an  embedded excel  spreadsheet , which calculates scores in accordance with the SHC 
decisions and which shall be used as the basis for scoring projects in accordance with this 
submission; 

• As a pdf document. 

 Excel spreadsheet template 
 

20131115 3PM - 
Final Formatted SHC U     

 
  

http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/swift/doc/Applying_Uniform_Standards_worksheet.xlsx
http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/swift/doc/Applying_Uniform_Standards_worksheet.xlsx�
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APPENDIX   2:  Minority Report 
 
November 25, 2013 
 
Hon. Carlos Rubinstein, Bech Bruun, and Mary Ann Williamson 
Members, Texas Water Development Board 
1700 North Congress Avenue 
P.O. Box 13231 
Austin, Texas 78711-3231 
 
Dear Board Members: 
 
This addendum is to inform you of the shortcomings that I and my region feel that the 
document drafted has.  The issues that were not addressed in this document that we 
feel are important to us and all of Texas are:  Private Property Rights, Environmental 
Concerns, and Socioeconomic Effects that projects may have if implemented. 
The three branches of our state government have been clear that these issues are 
important, and we wanted to inform you that they are important to us as well. 
We have never posed the idea that we have the right to hoard our water wealth, but 
would like to see projects that have the least impact to our Private Property Rights, 
Environmental Concerns, as well as Our Local Economy.  Our board, administrators, and 
engineers appreciate what you do and look forward to working with you and your staff 
in the future. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bret McCoy 
Chairman Region D 
 
 





Agenda Item 10 
 

Discuss schedule for planning group  
efforts and meetings for 2014.  
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Agenda Item 10
2014 Meeting Schedule

Discuss schedule for planning group efforts and 
meetings for 2014.

Discuss schedule for planning group efforts and 
meetings for 2014.

2014 Meeting Schedule





Agenda Item 12 
 

Consider and take action on the resignation of Glynna Leiper 
as a voting member of the Region H WPG representing 

Industry.  

 





January 29, 2014 
 
 
 
 

Mark Evans, Chair 
Region H Water Planning Group 
Texas Water Development Board 
 
 
Region H Water Planning Group: 
 
Effective January 1, 2014 I retired from the Exxon Mobil Corporation so therefore I must 
resign my position with the Region H Water Planning Group. 
 
I recommend as my replacement, someone from one of the ExxonMobil Environmental 
groups in the Houston area, such as Otis Dickinson.   
 
I enjoyed the time I spent with the Region H Group and I learned so much about the 
water usage planning process.  I appreciate everyone’s time and effort and I applaud 
each member’s dedication to water conservation in Texas.  
 
Thank you for allowing me to serve.   
 
 
Glynna D. Leiper  





Agenda Item 13 
 

Receive report regarding recent and upcoming activities 
related to communications and outreach efforts on behalf of 

the Region H Planning Group.  
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Agenda Item 13
Outreach

Receive report regarding recent and upcoming 
activities related to communications and outreach 
efforts on behalf of the Region H Planning Group.

Receive report regarding recent and upcoming 
activities related to communications and outreach 
efforts on behalf of the Region H Planning Group.

Outreach Efforts

• Houston Gulf Coast Irrigation Association
December 10th

• Gulf Coast Water Conservation Symposium
January 23rd

• Houston Gulf Coast Irrigation Association
December 10th

• Gulf Coast Water Conservation Symposium
January 23rd





Agenda Item 14 
 

Agency communications and general information. 

 









www.facebook.com/twdboard @twdb

Date/Time Location
January 31, 10 a.m., staff-led stakeholder meeting Stephen F. Austin Bldg., #170,  

1700 N. Congress, Austin

February 11, 10:30 a.m., Board work session San Jacinto River Authority,  
1577 Dam Site Road, Conroe

February 19, time TBD, staff-led stakeholder meeting Stephen F. Austin  Bldg., #170,  
1700 N. Congress, Austin

February 24, time TBD, Board work session Texas Tech University School of Law, Board of 
Barristers, 1802 Hartford Ave., Lubbock

March 24, time TBD, Board work session Texas State Technical College,  
1902 N. Loop 499, Harlingen

On Nov. 5, 2013, Texas voters approved Proposition 6. This legislation enables the state to create two funds—the 

State Water Implementation Fund for Texas (SWIFT) and the State Water Implementation Revenue Fund for Texas 

(SWIRFT)—that will be dedicated to financing water projects by providing low-interest loans. 

Over the next year, the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) will be developing administrative rules on the 
following:

•	 Prioritizing projects that are seeking financial assistance

•	 Determining the minimum SWIFT application requirements and procedures for application processing

•	 Defining standards for rural, conservation, and reuse projects

In Texas, water planning happens from the ground up. So we’re relying on local and regional groups—including 
the public, utilities, groundwater conservation districts, regional planning groups, nonprofit and professional 
organizations and others—to provide vital input to this rulemaking process. We encourage you to participate in 
meetings we’re hosting around the state. 

If you’re a Texan, you should know where your water comes from and be concerned about whether you’ll have 

enough in years to come. Ensuring Texas’ future water supply is vital to our state’s continued economic growth. Be 

part of the planning process to make sure your community is represented.

For more information, visit www.twdb.texas.gov/swift or contact Kathleen Ligon at kathleen.ligon@twdb.texas.

gov.

What will the
 SWIFT

mean for
TEXAS WATER?

www.twdb.texas.gov/swift




	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	07b_HB_4_SHC_Uniform_Standards.pdf
	Stakeholder Committee’s Development of Uniform Standards
	APPENDIX 1:  DECISION DOCUMENT/ UNIFORM STANDARDS
	Summary of Key Stakeholder Committee (SHC) Decisions
	Operational
	General decisions to guide development of uniform standards
	Uniform Standards
	Table 1: Template for Applying Uniform Standards

	APPENDIX   2:  Minority Report

	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page

