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Overview of Stakeholder Process 
DEVELOPMENT OF A REGIONAL WATER QUALITY PROTECTION PLAN FOR THE 

BARTON SPRINGS SEGMENT OF THE EDWARDS AQUIFER AND ITS CONTRIBUTING 
ZONE  

Initial Meeting 
Administrative Items (introductions, announcements, restroom 
locations, etc.) 
First Combined Session 

Orientation 
Basic 
Process and Objectives 

Information Exchange 
Project Area 
Hydrology/Geology 
Current Regulatory/Policy Issues 
Future Regulatory/Policy Issues (e.g. TPDES Storm Water) 
Available Technical Information/Existing Studies 

Organization 
Committee Make-up (Even number between 28 & 32) 
Participation 
Public Comment/Input Opportunities 

Roles and Responsibilities of Stakeholder Representatives 
Meeting Attendance 
Representation of Identified Groups 
Possible Outcomes/Expectations 

Categories of Stakeholders 
Environmental Organizations 
Governmental Entities (Federal, State & Local) 
Homeowners/Landowners (Associations, Individuals, Agriculture) 
Development Interests 
Others by Consensus of Participants 
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Overview of Stakeholder Process (Continued) 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs 

Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone  
 

Breakout Sessions (Split out by Category) 
Consulting Team Member Serves as Facilitator for each Session 
Nominate and Elect Representatives to Stakeholders Committee 

Equal number from each group (between 5 and 8) representatives and 
alternates 
From representatives, select 1 spokesperson and 1 alternate 

Review examples of Goals for Process/Plan 
Develop/Prioritize Category Goals for Process/Plan 

Itemization of goals from floor – all participate 
Prioritize – each participant 5 votes (dots) 
Consensus goals selected for Category’s Goals, to be presented in Second 
Combined Session 

Second Combined Session 
Presentations by each Break-out Session outlining Category’s prioritized 
Goals for Process and Plan and relevant view-points/comments 
All Participants (everyone participating in a Break-out session) votes on 
prioritizing Goals for Process/Plan 

Participants vote to rank (prioritize) Goals of other three break-out sessions 
Each participant gets nine total votes (three per stakeholder category) 

Identify Date/Time and General format for Second Meeting 

Second Meeting 
Administrative Items 
Review/Adopt Bylaws (Governing Operation of Stakeholders) 
Progress Report/Review of Milestones 
Canvas/Prioritize Goals from First Meeting 
Confirmation of Body of Information to be used as Basis for Plan 
Presentation of Comparison Matrix for previously submitted plans 
Discuss Consensus Items from Comparison Matrix 
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Overview of Stakeholder Process (Continued) 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs 

Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone  
 
Additional Meetings 

Administrative Items 
Progress Report/Review of Milestones 
Discuss Consensus Items from Comparison Matrix 
Identify Implementation Elements 
Align Implementation Elements with Goals 
Prioritize Implementation Elements 
Develop Draft Plan based on Implementation Elements 
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Outline for Future Activities of the Stakeholder Committee  
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – July 21, 2004 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

Outline for Future Activities of the Stakeholder Committee 
(Items in brackets [*] are reflected on the “Project Tasks and Overview of Planning 

Process” Chart) 

1. Organization Meeting – June 30, 2004 
2. Second Meeting – July 21, 2004 

a. Confirm Stakeholder Representatives 
b. Review and Approve Minutes 
c. Review and Approve Bylaws 
d. Review and Discuss Issues Summary/Voting Tabulation [“Summarize Issues and 

Challenges”] 
e. Governmental Entity Authority Briefing [“Identify Implementing Entities”] 
f. Review and approval of technical information bibliography [“Compile Existing 

Scientific Studies”] 
g. Review of comparison matrix of existing plans [“Identification of Water Quality 

Protection Strategies”] 
h. Schedule discussion 

3. Third Meeting - TBA 
a. Discussion of overlaps/gaps of governmental entity authority and identification of 

possible solutions [“Identify Implementing Entities”] 
b. Regulatory briefing to identify universe of existing federal and state regulations 

governing water quality in the planning region [“Identify Implementing Entities” 
and “Identification of Water Quality Protection Strategies”] 

c. Presentation and discussion of proposed water quality protection measures 
identified in the draft plans [“Identification of Water Quality Protection Strategies”] 

d. Presentation and discussion on additional water quality protection measures not 
previously identified [“Identification of Water Quality Protection Strategies”] 

e. Develop Prioritized List of Issues/Goals for Plan, based on Issues/Voting 
Summary from Second Meeting [“Summarize Issues and Challenges”] 

4. Fourth Meeting – TBA 
a. Review and discuss draft water quality protection measures compiled by 

consulting team [“Identification of Water Quality Protection Strategies” and 
“Develop Water Quality Protection Plan”] 

b. Review and discussion on draft implementation measures compiled by consulting 
team [“Identify Implementing Entities” and “Develop Implementation Plan”] 

 - 1 - July 10, 2004 



Outline for Future Activities of the Stakeholder Committee  
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – July 21, 2004 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

Outline for Future Activities 
 of the Stakeholder Committee  - 2 - July 10, 2004 

5. Fifth Meeting – TBA 
a. Review and discuss draft water quality protection plan document compiled by 

consulting team [“Identification of Water Quality Protection Strategies” and 
“Develop Water Quality Protection Plan”] 

b. Review and discussion on draft implementation plan document compiled by 
consulting team [“Identify Implementing Entities” and “Develop Implementation 
Plan”] 

 



Planned Topics - Remaining Meetings to Complete Water Quality Protection Plan 
 
Tues Jan 11 at OH UMC 
Full SHC     Philosophical Issues: 
 

1. What is Standard for Selecting Water Quality Protection Measures? 
• Basis for Recommendation? 
• Enhance & Maintain? 
• No net increase? 
• Non-degradation? 
• Other? 
 

2. Where are the Measures to be applied? 
• Basis for Recommendation? 
• New development only? 
• New development and Retrofit? 
• Recharge vs. Contributing Zones? 
• Basin specific? 
• Other? 

 
 
Wed Jan 19 at ACC 
Full SHC divided into 3 Sub-groups     Technical Issues: 
 

1. Sub-Group 1.  Impervious Cover Limits 
• Basis for Recommendation? 
• Net vs. Gross Site Area? 
• Too high, too low, or just right? 
 

2. Sub-Group 2.  Buffer Zones 
• Basis for Recommendation? 
• Too high, too low, or just right? 
 

3. Sub-Group 3.  Mitigation and Conservation Easements 
• Basis for Recommendation? 
• Voluntary or mandatory? 
• TDRs? 
• Correlative Rights? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Wed Jan 26 at OH UMC 
Full SHC       More Philosophical Issues: 

 
1. Adoption of Decisions from previous meeting regarding Technical Issues 
 
2. USFWS and TCEQ agreement on optional Edwards Aquifer rules to protect 

Endangered Species 
 
3. Rights and Responsibilities in connection with New and Existing Development 

and Water Quality Protection Measures? 
• As Citizens 
• As Land Owners and Developers 
• As Governments 

 
4. Who receives the Benefits and should pay the Costs of: 

• New Development? 
• Water Quality Protection Measures? 

 
 
Wed, Feb 2 at OH UMC (TBC) 
Full SHC Divided into 3 Sub-Groups    More Technical Issues: 
 

1. Subgroup 1 - Performance Measures 
2. Subgroup 2 - Implementation Details 
3. Subgroup 3 - Economic Implications 
 
 

Wed, Feb 9 at OH UMC (TBC) 
 

1. Adoption of Decisions from Previous Meeting regarding Technical Issues 
2. Full SHC Review of Plan 

 
 
Wed, Feb 16 – additional SHC meeting if needed 
 
 
Wed, Feb 23 – SHC Presentation of Final Plan to Executive and Core Committees 
(rescheduled monthly meeting of EC/CC) 



Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Wednesday, February 16, 2005 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

- 1 -                         February 16, 2005 
 

Planned Topics - Remaining Meetings to Complete the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan 
Revised Feb 15, 2005 

 
 
Wed, Feb 16 – SHC Meeting 
 

1. Review of 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan (RWQPP) 
 
2. Discussion of the following topics: 

• Economic Implications 
• Transferable Development Rights (TDRs) 
• Implementation Details 
• Economic Implications 

 
3. Identification of Remaining “Showstopper” Issues 
 
4. Identification of Remaining “Important” Issues 

 
 
Wed, Feb 23 – SHC Meeting  [tentative date] 
 

1. Identification/Resolution of Remaining “Showstopper” Issues 
 
2. Identification/Resolution of Remaining “Important” Issues 
 
3. Discuss/Finalize the Stakeholder Committee Preface to the RWQPP 

 
 

Wed, Mar 2 – SHC Meeting  [tentative date] 
 

1. Presentation of Final RWQPP to the Stakeholder Committee 
 
2. Stakeholder Committee Approval of the Final RWQPP 

 
3. Stakeholder Committee Approval of the Preface to the RWQPP 
 
4. Identification of any typos, or minor changes needed to the RWQPP 
 
5. Discussion and organization of SHC/Consulting Team Presentation to the EC/CC  

 
 
Wed, Mar 9 – SHC Presentation of Final Plan to Executive and Core Committees (rescheduled Feb 
meeting of EC/CC)  [tentative date] 
 

1. Presentation of Final Regional Water Quality Protection Plan to the Executive and Core Committees 
 
 
Wed, Feb 16 to Wed, Mar 2 – Various Meetings (subcommittees?) of SHC Members (as needed) 
 

1. SHC Members will work with the Consulting Team and the Executive Director to resolve any remaining 
contentious issues in an effort to finalize a consensus-based plan by March 2, 2005 (for adoption by the 
entire Stakeholder Committee. 

 
2. SHC Members will work with the Executive Director to develop a preface to the RWQPP. 
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Stakeholder Committee Meeting Information 
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Presentation Outline for Stakeholder Committee 
Organizational Meeting 

1. Greeting (Terry Tull – 5 minutes) 
a. Thanks for coming to the meeting 
b. Reminder to sign in, pick up agenda and information packet 
c. Layout of facilities, restroom locations, and thanks to Waldorf School 

for hosting this meeting 
d. Introductions (Executive/Core Committee members, local public 

officials, members of consulting team) 
2. Background (Terry Tull – 15 minutes) 

a. How the process started. 
b. Where we have been including initial efforts by the Core Committee 

and Executive Committee, Settlement Agreement between LCRA and 
USFW, hiring of the consultant team. 

c. Source of the funding for the study including LCRA funds, TWDB 
grant and in-kind contributions.  Reminder that registration helps the 
Project meet its in-kind match requirement for the TWDB grant. 

d. Work orders and timeline for completion of the plan. 
3. Communication (Terry Tull – 15 minutes) 

a. There has been a web-site established for this planning process and 
is located at www.waterqualityplan.org 

b. A Stakeholder list is being developed with e-mail addresses and 
mailing   addresses for notices of meetings and other information 
dealing with the planning process. 

c. This web site will contain information on meetings, documents, 
minutes from the Core Committee and Executive Committee, 
Stakeholder Committee, lists of reports being used by the Consultant 
Team for this plan, as well as the milestone reports filed by the 
Consultant Team. 

d. Persons that do not have access to the internet may review 
documents and information through designated locations including: 
i)  the Executive Directors office 
ii) Travis County Precinct 3 office 
iii) The Sunset Valley City Hall 
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iv) The Rollingwood City Hall 
v) Buda City Hall 
vi) The Austin Central Library 
vii) Naismith Engineering, Inc. 

4. Review of Participant Information Handout (Grant Jackson – 10 
minutes) 
a. Summary of Goals/Objectives for this meeting. 
b. Guidelines for conducting the meeting. 
c. Expectations for Participants in the Initial Meeting. 
d. Expectations for Stakeholder Committee Members. 
e. Expectations for Stakeholder Committee Members. 
f. Other Opportunities for Involvement. 
g. Evaluation Forms. 

5. Outline of the Planning Process (Tom Brown – 20 minutes) 
a. Graphic showing the planning process. 
b. Purpose of developing the plan is to provide a guide for the 

development of water quality standards that can be implemented by 
the local governments and be voluntarily adopted by private interests 
to assist in water quality protection. 

c. The development of the plan is to actively involve stakeholders that 
are interested in water quality and the impacts associated with 
development within the project area. 

d. The Stakeholder Committee will identify the key issues to be 
addressed and will oversee, review and comment on the work 
products produced by the Consulting Team 

e. Given the large number of interested persons in this planning 
process we feel that it will be necessary to develop a Stakeholder 
Committee to work with the Executive Director, as the representative 
of the Core Committee, and the Consultant Team. In order to have a 
manageable size the Committee will be limited to 24-32 
representatives and represent between 6-12 communities of interest 
identified by the Stakeholders at this meeting.  

f. Based on previous Stakeholder meetings and those attending the 
Executive Committee and Core Committee meetings the following 
community of interests were identified: 
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i) Property Owners which include large and medium size landowners and 
agricultural interests. 

ii) Development Interests which include persons or groups interested in 
platting and subdividing property for the developmental purposes. 

iii) Neighborhood Interests which include Home Owner Associations, 
Property Owner Associations, Neighborhood Associations. 

iv) Public Interest Organizations which include organized groups that 
advocate positions on growth and development, environmental issues 
or other resource conservation issues. 

v) Environmental Interest/Preservation groups which include local groups 
primarily interested in the protection of local resources as well as 
conservancy of land for open space and habitat protection. 

vi) Governmental Entities which include affected cities, counties, special 
purpose districts, as well as other utility providers. 

vii) Economic Development interests including local business owners, 
business or economic development associations including chambers of 
commerce, real estate interests, and home builders associations. 

viii) Concerned Citizens include those individuals that are interested in 
water quality protection but do not feel that their interests do not 
coincide with other identified interest groups. 

ix) Additionally, there are agency and institutional resources available to 
the stakeholders that have a direct impact on water quality issues 
including the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW), Texas Department of Transportation 
(TXDOT), Texas Parks and Wildlife (TPW), Lower Colorado River 
Authority (LCRA), Guadalupe Blanco River Authority (GBRA), and state 
and local elected officials. 

6. Identification of Stakeholder Categories (Leonard Olson – 20 
minutes) 
a. Listing of Categories developed from previous involvement 
b. Nominations from the floor for adding additional categories or 

deleting previously identified categories, with justification. 
c. Voting instructions 

7. Break-Out Group Instructions (Grant Jackson – 5 minutes) 
a. Listing of Final Stakeholder Categories, including changes from 

voting 
b. Identification of Floating Moderators for each Break-out Session 

i) Property Owners - Leonard 
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ii) Development Interests – Grant 
iii) Neighborhood Interests – Terry 
iv) Public Interest Organizations – Tom 
v) Environmental Interest/Preservation – Grant 
vi) Governmental Entities – Tom 
vii) Economic Development – Leonard 
viii) Concerned Citizens - Terry 

c. Objectives for Break-out Sessions 
i) Discuss stakeholder process and how your category fits 
ii) Identify your category’s Top 10 (or fewer) key issues 
iii) Get to know the other participants in your category 

d. Deliverables for Break-out Sessions 
i) List of participants in the session 
ii) List of key issues 
iii) Collected Evaluation Forms 

e. Thanks again for participation.  The meeting is concluded after the 
break-out sessions and the building closes at 9:30 pm.  

8. Props 
a. Powerpoint Projector (backup?) 
b. Screen 
c. Nametags and Holders (Suggest recyclable materials) 
d. Markers & Pens 
e. Rip Charts with easels (8?) 
f. Stakeholder Handouts (300?) 
g. Stakeholder Category Voting Dots (300?) 
h. Notepads for Moderators 
i. Refreshments 
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MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: June 8, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location: The Waldorf School, off U.S. Highway 290, between Austin and Dripping 
Springs, in Travis County, Texas 

Contact Information:  Terry Tull, Executive Director 
       Regional Water Quality Planning Project 
       P.O. Box 384 
       Dripping Springs, Texas  78620 
       Telephone: (512) 858-2148  Fax: (512) 858-5646 
       E-mail: regionalplan@zeecon.com 
 
       Tom Brown 
       Naismith Engineering, Inc. 
       600 West Eighth Street, Suite 300 
       Austin, Texas  78701 
       Telephone: (512) 708-9322  Fax: (512) 708-9014 
       E-mail: tbrown@naismith-engineering.com 
 
Website:     www.waterqualityplan.org 

AGENDA 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Welcome/Opening Remarks – Terry Tull, Executive Director, Regional 
Water Quality Planning Project 

6:35 pm Review of Participant Information Handout – Grant Jackson, Naismith 
Engineering 

6:45 pm Overview of the Planning Process – Tom Brown, Naismith Engineering 

7:05 pm Question/Answer Session on the Planning Process 

7:15 pm Identification of Stakeholder Categories – Leonard Olson, Good 
Company Associates 

7:35 pm Break 

7:45 pm Break-out Group Instructions – Grant Jackson, Naismith Engineering 

7:55 pm Begin Break-out Sessions 

8:45 pm End of Break-out Sessions 

9:00 pm Building Closed 
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WELCOME 

Welcome to the Stakeholder Committee Organizational Meeting for the Development of a Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone (the “Project”).  On behalf of the Executive and Core Committees, “Thank 
You” for your attendance and participation.  The purpose of this initial meeting is to identify 
categories of stakeholders for participation in a stakeholders committee.  The following 
objectives will help achieve that purpose: 

• Provide some general background information on the Project, including the goals 
established for the Project. 

• Identify some initial categories of stakeholders based on previous involvement in the 
Project. 

• Identify additional categories of stakeholders based on input from participants. 
• Break-out into the identified categories of stakeholders to discuss issues and goals for the 

process. 
• Outline the process and agenda for the next stakeholder meeting. 

In consideration of your valuable time, we will follow the scheduled beginning and ending times 
shown on the meeting agenda.  Please be sure to sign the registration sheet, since your participation 
counts towards an in-kind match for some of the grant funds secured for the Project.  Your 
attendance, participation and enthusiasm are appreciated. 

GUIDELINES 

To help maintain an effective and productive meeting, please observe a few simple guidelines:  

• Focus on the purpose and objectives of the meeting. 
• Be courteous and considerate of others. 
• Please turn off all cell phones, pagers, etc. to avoid disrupting the meeting. 
• Provide honest, straightforward input. 
• Be willing to rationally discuss all points of view, even those with which you personally 

disagree. 
• Be positive. 
• Resist the urge to monopolize the discussion.  Express your ideas, then allow others to do 

the same. 
• Listen to the other participants and digest their input. 
• Remember that this is an initial “set-up” session.  Give the process an opportunity to work.  

Some of the concepts presented and discussed will be good, while others may be 
inappropriate for various reasons.  You may even personally disagree with some concepts.  
However, this is not the appropriate forum for a critical evaluation of these concepts.  The 
critical evaluation of ideas and concepts will occur later in the process. 

By following these simple guidelines, we can all be assured a successful meeting. 
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EXPECTATIONS FOR PARTICIPANTS IN THE STAKEHOLDER 
COMMITTEE ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING 

During this initial meeting you will be requested to: 

• Register and wear a name tag.  By registering, you will have your time credited as an in-kind 
match that helps the Project fulfill its requirements under a grant obtained from the Texas 
Water Development Board.  You will also have the option of being placed on the electronic 
notification list for the Project. 

• Attend the entire meeting, including the initial presentations and the break-out sessions. 
• Select the stakeholder category that you feel most closely represents your role and concerns, 

and participate in the break-out session for that category. 
• Be willing to assist the break-out session moderator.  Each session will be moderated by a 

member of the consulting team.  However, volunteers will be needed to assist the 
moderator. 

• Follow the Guidelines for conducting the meeting (presented on the previous page). 

EXPECTATIONS FOR STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

The selection of representatives to the Stakeholder Committee will be made at the next Stakeholder 
Meeting.  If you are selected as a representative to the Stakeholder Committee by your category, you 
will be expected to do the following: 

• Carefully consider the requirements (in time and effort) before agreeing to serve as a 
representative on the Stakeholder Committee. 

• Attend the remainder of the stakeholder meetings.  Current plans are to conduct four (4) 
additional stakeholder meetings over the next eight (8) months.  Each meeting will be 
approximately four (4) hours in length and will take place at a location within the region, on 
a date and time established at the previous meeting. 

• Review and evaluate materials submitted to you prior to the meetings, to facilitate informed 
discussion. 

• Communicate and meet with members of your stakeholder category to develop input for the 
Stakeholder Committee meetings. 

• Represent the views and interests of your stakeholder category on the Stakeholder 
Committee. 

• Participate in Technical Working Groups outside of the regular Stakeholder Committee 
meetings. 

• Work with the Project Executive Director and Consulting Team to provide input and 
feedback on issues and resolutions presented.  

• Follow the Guidelines for participating in the meetings. 

INVOLVMENT FOR STAKEHOLDERS OUTSIDE THE COMMITTEE 

• Offering public comment at future Stakeholder Committee meetings. 
• Participation in Technical Working Groups reporting to the Stakeholder Committee. 
• Regular communication with a Stakeholder Committee Representative.  
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate 
your participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a 
focus on how we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The stakeholder involvement opportunities were 
clearly outlined 

� � � � 

The stakeholder process outlined will allow 
adequate input 

� � � � 

The stakeholder process outlined will address 
your individual concerns/goals 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please place this form in the designated box as you leave the meeting.  Thanks again for 
your participation! 
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Waldorf School
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 

Aquifer and its Contributing ZoneAquifer and its Contributing Zone

Or theOr the

“Regional Water Quality Planning Project”“Regional Water Quality Planning Project”

WelcomeWelcome
RegisterRegister

SignSign--in Sheetin Sheet
AgendaAgenda
Information PacketInformation Packet
SignSign--up for Notification Listup for Notification List
Privacy PolicyPrivacy Policy

Waldorf School FacilitiesWaldorf School Facilities
Please turn off all cell phones, pagers, etc. Please turn off all cell phones, pagers, etc. 
IntroductionsIntroductions
Our Topic: WATER QUALITY PROTECTION Our Topic: WATER QUALITY PROTECTION 
PLANNINGPLANNING
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Project AreaProject Area

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Why are we here?Why are we here?
How did we get here?How did we get here?
Where are we going?Where are we going?
How do we get there?How do we get there?
When do we get there?When do we get there?

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Why are we here?Why are we here?

Start creating a WATER QUALITY PROTECTION Start creating a WATER QUALITY PROTECTION 
PLANPLAN
Create a common understanding of PURPOSECreate a common understanding of PURPOSE
Create a common baseline of KNOWLEDGECreate a common baseline of KNOWLEDGE
Begin MEANINGFUL STAKEHOLDER Begin MEANINGFUL STAKEHOLDER 
PARTICIPATIONPARTICIPATION
Establish PROCESS and PROCEDURESEstablish PROCESS and PROCEDURES

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

How did we get here?How did we get here?
Need for water quality protection plan Need for water quality protection plan 
highlighted by US 290 Pipeline project, other highlighted by US 290 Pipeline project, other 
eventsevents
Local governments want resolutionLocal governments want resolution
InterInter--local agreement to create planlocal agreement to create plan
Stakeholders demanded involvement in the Stakeholders demanded involvement in the 
processprocess
September 2003 Stakeholder MeetingSeptember 2003 Stakeholder Meeting
Naismith Engineering hired to produce planNaismith Engineering hired to produce plan
Executive Director hired to manage processExecutive Director hired to manage process

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Where are we going?Where are we going?

Effective water quality protection planEffective water quality protection plan
Will ensure aquifer protectionWill ensure aquifer protection
““ImplementableImplementable” by jurisdictions” by jurisdictions
Voluntary measures includedVoluntary measures included

Stakeholder acceptance and supportStakeholder acceptance and support
Recognizes diverse stakeholder interestsRecognizes diverse stakeholder interests
Real stakeholder role in creating the planReal stakeholder role in creating the plan

Provide local governments with basis for Provide local governments with basis for 
decisionsdecisions

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

How do we get there?How do we get there?

Executive Committee: Executive Committee: funding and oversightfunding and oversight
Core Committee: Core Committee: process guidanceprocess guidance
Stakeholder Committee: Stakeholder Committee: consensus agreement: consensus agreement: 
issues, process & outcomeissues, process & outcome
Executive Director: Executive Director: process managementprocess management
Naismith Engineering, Inc.: Naismith Engineering, Inc.: plan developmentplan development
Local governments: Local governments: plan implementationplan implementation
Individual stakeholders: Individual stakeholders: voluntary voluntary 
implementationimplementation

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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ResourcesResources

LCRA grant:LCRA grant: $100,000$100,000
TWDB grant:TWDB grant: $128,000 matching funds$128,000 matching funds

Matched against:Matched against:
•• LCRA fundingLCRA funding
•• Other inOther in--kind support providedkind support provided
•• Volunteer effortVolunteer effort
•• Public participationPublic participation

Opportunities for Support & RecognitionOpportunities for Support & Recognition
PublicPublic
PrivatePrivate

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

CommunicationsCommunications

Website: Website: www.waterqualityplan.orgwww.waterqualityplan.org
Email: Email: regionalplan@zeecon.comregionalplan@zeecon.com
Phone: (512) 858Phone: (512) 858--21482148
Mail: Mail: Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

c/o City of Dripping Springsc/o City of Dripping Springs
P.O. Box 384P.O. Box 384
Dripping Springs, Texas  78620Dripping Springs, Texas  78620

Public repository locationsPublic repository locations
SIGN UP FOR NOTIFICATION LIST!SIGN UP FOR NOTIFICATION LIST!

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Participant Information Handout Participant Information Handout –– Page 1Page 1

Meeting InformationMeeting Information
Project Executive Project Executive 
DirectorDirector
Consultant Team Consultant Team ––
Naismith EngineeringNaismith Engineering
Website: Website: 
waterqualityplan.orgwaterqualityplan.org

AgendaAgenda

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Participant Information Handout Participant Information Handout –– Page 2Page 2

WelcomeWelcome
Purpose: Identify Purpose: Identify 
Categories of Categories of 
StakeholdersStakeholders
BreakBreak--out Groupsout Groups

GuidelinesGuidelines
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Participant Information Handout Participant Information Handout –– Page 3Page 3

Expectations for Expectations for 
Participants in the Participants in the 
Stakeholder Stakeholder 
Committee Committee 
Organizational Organizational 
MeetingMeeting
Expectations for Expectations for 
Stakeholder Stakeholder 
Committee MembersCommittee Members
Involvement for Involvement for 
Stakeholders Outside Stakeholders Outside 
the Committeethe Committee

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Participant Information Handout Participant Information Handout –– Page 4Page 4

Evaluation FormEvaluation Form
CompleteComplete
Turn in at conclusion Turn in at conclusion 
of breakof break--out sessionout session

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Overview of the Planning ProcessOverview of the Planning Process

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Overview of the Planning Process Overview of the Planning Process 
(Continued)(Continued)

Purpose: Purpose: to provide a guide for to provide a guide for 
developing water quality protection developing water quality protection 
standards that can be implemented standards that can be implemented 
by local governments and be by local governments and be 
voluntarily adopted by private voluntarily adopted by private 
interestsinterests
Will reflect consensus agreement Will reflect consensus agreement 
among stakeholdersamong stakeholders

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Overview of the Planning Process Overview of the Planning Process 
(Continued)(Continued)

Large Number of StakeholdersLarge Number of Stakeholders
Stakeholder CommitteeStakeholder Committee

Work with the Executive Director, as the Work with the Executive Director, as the 
representative of the Core Committee, and the representative of the Core Committee, and the 
Consultant TeamConsultant Team
Manageable Size: 24Manageable Size: 24--32 Representatives32 Representatives
Representing approximately 6Representing approximately 6--12 communities 12 communities 
of interest, identified by the Stakeholdersof interest, identified by the Stakeholders

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Overview of the Planning Process Overview of the Planning Process 
(Continued)(Continued)

Based on previous Stakeholder meetings and those Based on previous Stakeholder meetings and those 
attending the Executive Committee and Core Committee attending the Executive Committee and Core Committee 
meetings the following communities of interests have meetings the following communities of interests have 
been identified:been identified:

Property Owners Property Owners -- large and medium size landowners large and medium size landowners 
and agricultural interestsand agricultural interests
Development Interests Development Interests –– persons/groups interested in persons/groups interested in 
platting, subdividing and constructing new residential platting, subdividing and constructing new residential 
and commercial developmentsand commercial developments
Neighborhood Interests Neighborhood Interests -- existing home owners existing home owners 
associations, property owner associations, and associations, property owner associations, and 
neighborhood associationsneighborhood associations
Public Interest Organizations Public Interest Organizations -- organized groups that organized groups that 
advocate regional and/or national policies on advocate regional and/or national policies on 
environmental protection and resource conservation.environmental protection and resource conservation.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Overview of the Planning Process Overview of the Planning Process 
(Continued)(Continued)

Communities of Interest (Continued) :Communities of Interest (Continued) :
Environmental Preservation/Local Interest groups Environmental Preservation/Local Interest groups --
local groups primarily interested in the protection of local groups primarily interested in the protection of 
local resources as well as conservancy of land for local resources as well as conservancy of land for 
open space and habitat protection, and groups open space and habitat protection, and groups 
advocating effective local governance.advocating effective local governance.
Governmental Entities Governmental Entities -- affected cities, counties, affected cities, counties, 
special purpose districts, and other utility providers.special purpose districts, and other utility providers.
Economic interests Economic interests -- existing local business owners, existing local business owners, 
business or economic development associations, business or economic development associations, 
chambers of commerce, and real estate interests.chambers of commerce, and real estate interests.
Concerned Citizens Concerned Citizens -- those individuals that are those individuals that are 
interested in water quality protection but do not feel interested in water quality protection but do not feel 
that their interests coincide with other identified groups.that their interests coincide with other identified groups.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Other Entities With An Interest in the Other Entities With An Interest in the 
Final PlanFinal Plan

Agency and Institutional Resources with:Agency and Institutional Resources with:
An interest in the planning processAn interest in the planning process
A direct impact on water quality issuesA direct impact on water quality issues

Examples:Examples:
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW)US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW)
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)
Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT)Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT)
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)
Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA)Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA)
Guadalupe Blanco River Authority (GBRA)Guadalupe Blanco River Authority (GBRA)
State and local elected officialsState and local elected officials

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Questions on the Planning ProcessQuestions on the Planning Process

Terry Terry TullTull, Executive , Executive 
Director, Regional Director, Regional 
Water Quality Water Quality 
Planning ProjectPlanning Project
Grant Jackson, Grant Jackson, 
Naismith EngineeringNaismith Engineering
Tom Brown, Naismith Tom Brown, Naismith 
EngineeringEngineering
Leonard Olson, Good Leonard Olson, Good 
Company Associates Company Associates 
(NEI Team Member)(NEI Team Member)

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Identification of Stakeholder CategoriesIdentification of Stakeholder Categories
Property Owners Property Owners -- large and large and 
medium size landowners and medium size landowners and 
agricultural interestsagricultural interests
Development Interests Development Interests ––
persons/groups interested in persons/groups interested in 
platting, subdividing and platting, subdividing and 
constructing new residential and constructing new residential and 
commercial developmentscommercial developments
Neighborhood Interests Neighborhood Interests -- existing existing 
home owners associations, property home owners associations, property 
owner associations, and owner associations, and 
neighborhood associationsneighborhood associations
Public Interest Organizations Public Interest Organizations --
organized groups that advocate organized groups that advocate 
regional and/or national policies on regional and/or national policies on 
environmental protection and environmental protection and 
resource conservation.resource conservation.
Environmental Preservation/Local Environmental Preservation/Local 
Interest groups Interest groups -- local groups local groups 
primarily interested in the protectionprimarily interested in the protection

of local resources as well as of local resources as well as 
conservancy of land for open space conservancy of land for open space 
and habitat protection, and groups and habitat protection, and groups 
advocating effective local advocating effective local 
governance.governance.
Governmental Entities Governmental Entities -- affected affected 
cities, counties, special purpose cities, counties, special purpose 
districts, and other utility providers.districts, and other utility providers.
Economic interests Economic interests -- existing local existing local 
business owners, business or business owners, business or 
economic development economic development 
associations chambers of associations chambers of 
commerce, and real estate commerce, and real estate 
interests.interests.
Concerned Citizens Concerned Citizens -- those those 
individuals that are interested in individuals that are interested in 
water quality protection but do not water quality protection but do not 
feel that their interests coincide with feel that their interests coincide with 
other identified groups.other identified groups.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Review of Stakeholder CategoriesReview of Stakeholder Categories

Nominations for adding categories, Nominations for adding categories, 
with justification offered.with justification offered.
Voting instructions:Voting instructions:

Each participant allowed up to three Each participant allowed up to three 
votes.votes.
Each vote must be used on only one Each vote must be used on only one 
category.category.
May be either “add” or “don’t add”.May be either “add” or “don’t add”.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

BreakBreak--out Group Identificationout Group Identification

Final listing of Stakeholder CategoriesFinal listing of Stakeholder Categories
ModeratorsModerators

Property Owners Property Owners –– Leonard OlsonLeonard Olson
Concerned Citizens Concerned Citizens –– Leonard OlsonLeonard Olson
Development Interests Development Interests –– Grant JacksonGrant Jackson
Environmental Preservation/Local Interest groups Environmental Preservation/Local Interest groups ––
Grant JacksonGrant Jackson
Neighborhood Interests Neighborhood Interests –– Tom BrownTom Brown
Public Interest Organizations Public Interest Organizations –– Tom BrownTom Brown
Governmental Entities Governmental Entities –– David FusilierDavid Fusilier
Economic interests Economic interests –– David FusilierDavid Fusilier

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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BreakBreak--out Group Instructionsout Group Instructions

Objectives:Objectives:
Get to know the other participants in your category.Get to know the other participants in your category.
Identify your category’s key issues.Identify your category’s key issues.
Participate in the discussion to determine if this Participate in the discussion to determine if this 
category represents a forum for issues important to category represents a forum for issues important to 
you.you.
Offer input on the stakeholder process.Offer input on the stakeholder process.

Deliverables:Deliverables:
List of participants.List of participants.
List of key issues.List of key issues.
Evaluation Forms.Evaluation Forms.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

BreakBreak--out Group Instructions (Continued)out Group Instructions (Continued)

Procedures:Procedures:
Moderator will appoint a volunteer Moderator will appoint a volunteer 
stenographer.stenographer.
Stenographer will direct discussion around the Stenographer will direct discussion around the 
room, providing each participant the room, providing each participant the 
opportunity to identify one key issue.opportunity to identify one key issue.
Proceed around the room, allowing each Proceed around the room, allowing each 
participant to bring up additional issues (one participant to bring up additional issues (one 
per round), as time permits.per round), as time permits.
Stenographer records issues on ripStenographer records issues on rip--chart chart 
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BreakBreak--out Group Instructions (Continued)out Group Instructions (Continued)

Things to Avoid:Things to Avoid:
Critical commentary on issues raised by other Critical commentary on issues raised by other 
participants.participants.
Breaking the Guidelines.Breaking the Guidelines.

Future BreakFuture Break--out Sessions:out Sessions:
Sessions at the next Stakeholder Meeting will distill Sessions at the next Stakeholder Meeting will distill 
and prioritize the issues.and prioritize the issues.
Stakeholder Committee representatives will be Stakeholder Committee representatives will be 
selected at the next Stakeholder Meetingselected at the next Stakeholder Meeting
Stakeholder Committee may also conduct additional Stakeholder Committee may also conduct additional 
breakbreak--out and/or technical working group sessions .out and/or technical working group sessions .

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Closing RemarksClosing Remarks

Thanks again for participation.Thanks again for participation.
This meeting is concluded after the breakThis meeting is concluded after the break--
out sessions.out sessions.
Building closes at 9:00 p.m.Building closes at 9:00 p.m.
Please turn in Evaluation FormsPlease turn in Evaluation Forms
Tentative Date for next Stakeholder Tentative Date for next Stakeholder 
Meeting: Saturday, June 26, 2004Meeting: Saturday, June 26, 2004

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004



Participant Information  Stakeholder Committee Organizational Meeting 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and 
its Contributing Zone 

Executive/Core Committee Meeting - 1 - June 9, 2004 

MEETING SUMMARY 

MEETING INFORMATION 

The meeting was held at the Waldorf School, off U.S. Highway 290, between Austin and Dripping 
Springs, on June 8, 2004, from 6:00 to 9:00 pm 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION 

• 61 people registered participate.  Approximately 10 additional people attended but didn’t 
register (e.g. reporters, etc.) 

• 4 members of the consulting team and Executive Director Terry Tull conducted the 
meeting. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

• Presentations on the history of the process, the purpose for the meeting, and outlines of 
what to expect at future meetings. 

• Question and answer session. 
• 8 tentative Stakeholders categories were presented by the consulting team and confirmed by 

the participants: 
- Property Owners           - Concerned Citizens 

 - Environmental Preservation/Local Interest Groups  - Development Interests 
 - Public Interest Organizations        - Neighborhood Interests 
 - Economic Interests          - Governmental Entities 
• Break-out groups identified and discussed key issues for each Stakeholder category. 
• Participants evaluated all elements of the meeting. 

FEEDBACK 

• Received 36 Evaluation forms following the meeting. 
• Greater than 90% of participants rated meeting date, time, location and format as good 

(“Agree” or “Strongly Agree” on form) 
• Greater than 88% of participants rated presentations and materials as good (“Agree” or 

“Strongly Agree”) 
• Greater than 85% of participants indicated the proposed Stakeholder process would allow 

adequate input and address their concerns. 
• Some helpful critique was received about the readability of the presentation slides, directions 

to the facility, and administrative items for the meeting. 
• Participants generally indicated that their favorite part of the meeting was the “break-out” 

sessions and the discussion of issues. 

UPCOMING ITEMS 

• Next Stakeholder meeting tentatively: Saturday, June 26, 2004 at the Waldorf School 
• Prioritizing issues by each Stakeholder category and selection of Stakeholder Committee 

representatives. 
 



draft – draft -  draft - draft – draft -  draft 

Presentation Outline for the 

Stakeholder Committee Selection Meeting 

Wednesday, June 30, 2004 
 

1. Greeting (Terry Tull – [6:00] 5 minutes) 

a. Thanks for coming to the meeting 

b. Reminder to sign in, pick up agenda and information packet 

c. Layout of facilities, restroom locations, and thanks to Waldorf School for 
hosting this meeting 

d. Introductions (Executive/Core Committee members, local public officials, 
members of consulting team) 

e. Turn off cell phones, pagers, etc. 

f. Our Topic: WATER QUALITY PLANNING 
 

2. Communication (Terry Tull – [6:05] 5 minutes) 

a. A Stakeholder notification list is being developed. 

b. There has been a web-site established for this planning process and is located 
at www.waterqualityplan.org 

c. This web site will contain information on meetings, documents, minutes from 
the Core Committee and Executive Committee, Stakeholder Committee, lists 
of reports being used by the Consultant Team for this plan, as well as the 
milestone reports filed by the Consultant Team. 

d. Persons that do not have access to the internet may review documents and 
information through designated locations including: 

1) The Executive Directors office 

2) Naismith Engineering, Inc. 

3) Other public locations in the future as appropriate 

e. Tentative date for the next Stakeholder Meeting: Wednesday, July 21, 2004 
 

3. Background (Terry Tull – [6:10] 5 minutes) 
(This will contain a quick review of the information Terry presented at the previous 
meeting for those who were not able to attend) 

Q:\7131 Barton Springs Regional Water Quality Protection Plan\Presentation Outline - 2nd Stakeholder Meeting_061804-draft.doc 1
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a. Why are we here? 

b. How did we get here? 

c. Where are we going? 

d. How do we get there? 

e. When do we get there? 
 

4. Meeting Overview (Tom Brown – [6:15] 5 minutes) 

a. Review of Guidelines & expectations for Stakeholders 

b. Review of Agenda 

1) Informational presentations. 

2) Break-out groups. 

3) Break-out group wrap-up/presentations. 

4) Initial Meeting of the Stakeholder Committee. 

5) Evaluation Forms. 

c. Format and content preview of subsequent meetings 

1) Meetings of Stakeholder Committee, with opportunities for input by 
individual stakeholders. 

2) Discussion and/or action on specific agenda items. 

3) Opportunity to discuss non-agenda items. 
 

5. Informational Presentations (1 hour) 

a. Legal Issues (Susan Zachos - [6:20]  15 minutes) 

1) Impact of CWA & ESA on this process. 

2) Who has what authority. 

3) Local Authority. 

4) ESA: Who are permittees? Who are enforcement authorities? 

5) Water/sewer platting requirements. 

6) Map of governmental jurisdictions within planning region. 

7) Summary of litigation and relevance to the process. 

8) Involvement of regulatory agencies—TCEQ, USFWS, TPWD, TSSWCB. 

9) Important to highlight that MOU is not an Incidental Take Permit. 
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b. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service presentation on guidance document for the 
protection of the Barton Springs Salamander. [6:35]  (15 minutes) 

 

c. Texas Commission on Environmental Quality presentation on the Edwards 
Aquifer Protection Rules [6:50]  (15 minutes) 

 

d. City of Austin presentation on watershed protection program [7:05] (15 
minutes) 

 

6. Break [7:20]  (10 minutes) 

 

7. Break-out Group Instructions (Grant Jackson – [7:30]   15 minutes) 

a. Graphic showing the planning process. 

b. Objectives for Break-out Sessions 

1) Select stakeholder representatives 

2) Identify/prioritize issues to be addressed and goals for plan 

3) Get to know the other participants in your category 

c. Each category to select three (3) representatives to the Stakeholder 
Committee: 

1) Nominations from the floor 
2) Popular vote: three (3) nominated candidates getting the most votes 
3) Alternates? 
4) Spokesperson for the Break-out Wrap-up? 

 

d. Stakeholder Committee representatives will take turns moderating 
discussion on: 

1) Review of issues identified during previous stakeholder meeting. 
2) Prioritize the Top Ten issues/areas to be addressed by the plan, then a 

cumulative list of any others. 
3) Prioritize the Top Ten implementation goals for the plan, then a 

cumulative list of any others. 
4) Concerns, issues and goals to be presented in break-out wrap-up (5 min. 

max. for presentation). 
 

e. Each stakeholder category will vote on each of the other categories priorities 
during break between wrap-up presentations and the Stakeholder 
Committee meeting. 

  

f. Deliverables for Break-out Sessions 
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1) List of participants in the session 

2) List of prioritized issues/implementation goals that were identified at the 
first meeting 

3) Selection of three representatives and one alternate for the Stakeholder  
Committee. 

4) Written outline of presentation for wrap-up 

5) Collected Evaluation Forms 

g. Stakeholder categories affirmed at the previous meeting: 

1) Property Owners - large and medium size landowners and agricultural 
interests. 

2) Development Interests – persons/groups interested in platting, 
subdividing and constructing new residential and commercial 
developments. 

3) Neighborhood Interests – existing home owners associations, property 
owner associations, and neighborhood associations. 

4) Public Interest Organizations - organized groups that advocate regional 
and/or national policies on environmental protection and resource 
conservation. 

5) Environmental Preservation/Local Interest groups - local groups 
primarily interested in the protection of local resources as well as 
conservancy of land for open space and habitat protection, and groups 
advocating effective local governance. 

6) Governmental Entities - affected cities, counties, special purpose districts, 
and other utility providers. 

7) Economic Development Interests - existing local business owners, 
business or economic development associations, chambers of commerce, 
and real estate interests. 

8) Concerned Citizens - those individuals that are interested in water quality 
protection but do not feel that their interests coincide with other 
identified groups. 

**    -   Additionally, there are agency and institutional resources available to 
the stakeholders that have a direct impact on water quality issues 
including the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW), Texas Department of 
Transportation (TXDOT), Texas Parks and Wildlife (TPW), Lower 
Colorado River Authority (LCRA), Guadalupe Blanco River 
Authority (GBRA), and state and local elected officials. 

 

h. Identification of Moderators for each Break-out Session 
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• Property Owners -    Leonard Olson 
• Development Interests -   David Fusilier 
• Neighborhood Interests -   KH&H 
• Public Interest Organizations -  Hicks &Co. 
• Environmental/Preservation/Local Int. - Grant Jackson 
• Economic Development -   Eco-SW 
• Concerned Citizens -    CAS 

 

8. Break-out Sessions [7:45] (60 minutes) 

a. Introductions  (5 minutes) 

b. Review of issues identified at the first stakeholder meeting. (10 minutes) 

c. Identification of additional issues (10 minutes) 

d. Dot vote to prioritize the issues with each stakeholder getting five dots (5 
minutes) 

e. Review voting and rank the priorities (5 minutes) 

f. Nominations for stakeholder committee members and alternate. The three 
nominees with the most votes will be selected as committee members and the 
nominee with the fourth highest vote total will be the alternate. In case of a 
tie vote for a position a second vote will be taken. If there still is a tie there 
will be a coin toss to determine the winner. (10 minutes)  

g. Do the vote tally and announce the winners. (5 minutes) 

h. Select spokesperson for presentation. (5 minutes) 

i. Wrap-up (5 minutes) 
 
9. Break [8:45] (15 minutes) 
 

10. Reconvene the General Session (Terry Tull - [9:00] 90 minutes) 

 
a. Announce committee selections from the breakout groups (5 minutes) 
 
b. Ask spokesperson to review priorities established by the stakeholder groups. 

(15 minutes) 
 
c. Review dot voting by each group on the priorities. Each person will get three 

dots for each group, twenty-four in total, that will be used to indicate the 
individuals ranking of the other groups priorities. (15 minutes) 

 
d. Tally and announce the results (15 minutes) 
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e. Convene the Stakeholder Committee with Terry Tull being the Committee 
Coordinator. (10 minutes) 

 
f. Distribute draft bylaws and give a general overview of the bylaws. (10 

minutes) 
 
g. Review project development schedule. (5 minutes) 
 
h. Questions from the Committee. (10 minutes) 
 
i. Set next meeting date (5 minutes) 
 
j. Adjourn   [10:30] 
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Stakeholder Committee Stakeholder Committee 
Organizational MeetingOrganizational Meeting

Waldorf School
June 8, 2004

Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 

Aquifer and its Contributing ZoneAquifer and its Contributing Zone

Or theOr the

“Regional Water Quality Planning Project”“Regional Water Quality Planning Project”

WelcomeWelcome
RegisterRegister

SignSign--in Sheetin Sheet
AgendaAgenda
Information PacketInformation Packet
SignSign--up for Notification Listup for Notification List
Privacy PolicyPrivacy Policy

Waldorf School FacilitiesWaldorf School Facilities
Please turn off all cell phones, pagers, etc. Please turn off all cell phones, pagers, etc. 
IntroductionsIntroductions
Our Topic: WATER QUALITY PROTECTION Our Topic: WATER QUALITY PROTECTION 
PLANNINGPLANNING
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Why are we here?Why are we here?
How did we get here?How did we get here?
Where are we going?Where are we going?
How do we get there?How do we get there?
When do we get there?When do we get there?

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Why are we here?Why are we here?

Start creating a WATER QUALITY PROTECTION Start creating a WATER QUALITY PROTECTION 
PLANPLAN
Create a common understanding of PURPOSECreate a common understanding of PURPOSE
Create a common baseline of KNOWLEDGECreate a common baseline of KNOWLEDGE
Begin MEANINGFUL STAKEHOLDER Begin MEANINGFUL STAKEHOLDER 
PARTICIPATIONPARTICIPATION
Establish PROCESS and PROCEDURESEstablish PROCESS and PROCEDURES
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How did we get here?How did we get here?
Need for water quality protection plan Need for water quality protection plan 
highlighted by US 290 Pipeline project, other highlighted by US 290 Pipeline project, other 
eventsevents
Local governments want resolutionLocal governments want resolution
InterInter--local agreement to create planlocal agreement to create plan
Stakeholders demanded involvement in the Stakeholders demanded involvement in the 
processprocess
September 2003 Stakeholder MeetingSeptember 2003 Stakeholder Meeting
Naismith Engineering hired to produce planNaismith Engineering hired to produce plan
Executive Director hired to manage processExecutive Director hired to manage process

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Where are we going?Where are we going?

Effective water quality protection planEffective water quality protection plan
Will ensure aquifer protectionWill ensure aquifer protection
““ImplementableImplementable” by jurisdictions” by jurisdictions
Voluntary measures includedVoluntary measures included

Stakeholder acceptance and supportStakeholder acceptance and support
Recognizes diverse stakeholder interestsRecognizes diverse stakeholder interests
Real stakeholder role in creating the planReal stakeholder role in creating the plan

Provide local governments with basis for Provide local governments with basis for 
decisionsdecisions
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How do we get there?How do we get there?

Executive Committee: Executive Committee: funding and oversightfunding and oversight
Core Committee: Core Committee: process guidanceprocess guidance
Stakeholder Committee: Stakeholder Committee: consensus agreement: consensus agreement: 
issues, process & outcomeissues, process & outcome
Executive Director: Executive Director: process managementprocess management
Naismith Engineering, Inc.: Naismith Engineering, Inc.: plan developmentplan development
Local governments: Local governments: plan implementationplan implementation
Individual stakeholders: Individual stakeholders: voluntary voluntary 
implementationimplementation

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

ResourcesResources

LCRA grant:LCRA grant: $100,000$100,000
TWDB grant:TWDB grant: $128,000 matching funds$128,000 matching funds

Matched against:Matched against:
•• LCRA fundingLCRA funding
•• Other inOther in--kind support providedkind support provided
•• Volunteer effortVolunteer effort
•• Public participationPublic participation

Opportunities for Support & RecognitionOpportunities for Support & Recognition
PublicPublic
PrivatePrivate

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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CommunicationsCommunications

Website: Website: www.waterqualityplan.orgwww.waterqualityplan.org
Email: Email: regionalplan@zeecon.comregionalplan@zeecon.com
Phone: (512) 858Phone: (512) 858--21482148
Mail: Mail: Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

c/o City of Dripping Springsc/o City of Dripping Springs
P.O. Box 384P.O. Box 384
Dripping Springs, Texas  78620Dripping Springs, Texas  78620

Public repository locationsPublic repository locations
SIGN UP FOR NOTIFICATION LIST!SIGN UP FOR NOTIFICATION LIST!

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Participant Information Handout Participant Information Handout –– Page 1Page 1

Meeting InformationMeeting Information
Project Executive Project Executive 
DirectorDirector
Consultant Team Consultant Team ––
Naismith EngineeringNaismith Engineering
Website: Website: 
waterqualityplan.orgwaterqualityplan.org

AgendaAgenda

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004



6

Participant Information Handout Participant Information Handout –– Page 2Page 2

WelcomeWelcome
Purpose: Identify Purpose: Identify 
Categories of Categories of 
StakeholdersStakeholders
BreakBreak--out Groupsout Groups

GuidelinesGuidelines

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Participant Information Handout Participant Information Handout –– Page 3Page 3

Expectations for Expectations for 
Participants in the Participants in the 
Stakeholder Stakeholder 
Committee Committee 
Organizational Organizational 
MeetingMeeting
Expectations for Expectations for 
Stakeholder Stakeholder 
Committee MembersCommittee Members
Involvement for Involvement for 
Stakeholders Outside Stakeholders Outside 
the Committeethe Committee

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Participant Information Handout Participant Information Handout –– Page 4Page 4

Evaluation FormEvaluation Form
CompleteComplete
Turn in at conclusion Turn in at conclusion 
of breakof break--out sessionout session

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Overview of the Planning Process Overview of the Planning Process 
(Continued)(Continued)

Purpose: Purpose: to provide a guide for to provide a guide for 
developing water quality protection developing water quality protection 
standards that can be implemented standards that can be implemented 
by local governments and be by local governments and be 
voluntarily adopted by private voluntarily adopted by private 
interestsinterests
Will reflect consensus agreement Will reflect consensus agreement 
among stakeholdersamong stakeholders

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Overview of the Planning Process Overview of the Planning Process 
(Continued)(Continued)

Large Number of StakeholdersLarge Number of Stakeholders
Stakeholder CommitteeStakeholder Committee

Work with the Executive Director, as the Work with the Executive Director, as the 
representative of the Core Committee, and the representative of the Core Committee, and the 
Consultant TeamConsultant Team
Manageable Size: 24Manageable Size: 24--32 Representatives32 Representatives
Representing approximately 6Representing approximately 6--12 communities 12 communities 
of interest, identified by the Stakeholdersof interest, identified by the Stakeholders

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Overview of the Planning Process Overview of the Planning Process 
(Continued)(Continued)

Based on previous Stakeholder meetings and those Based on previous Stakeholder meetings and those 
attending the Executive Committee and Core Committee attending the Executive Committee and Core Committee 
meetings the following communities of interests have meetings the following communities of interests have 
been identified:been identified:

Property Owners Property Owners -- large and medium size landowners large and medium size landowners 
and agricultural interestsand agricultural interests
Development Interests Development Interests –– persons/groups interested in persons/groups interested in 
platting, subdividing and constructing new residential platting, subdividing and constructing new residential 
and commercial developmentsand commercial developments
Neighborhood Interests Neighborhood Interests -- existing home owners existing home owners 
associations, property owner associations, and associations, property owner associations, and 
neighborhood associationsneighborhood associations
Public Interest Organizations Public Interest Organizations -- organized groups that organized groups that 
advocate regional and/or national policies on advocate regional and/or national policies on 
environmental protection and resource conservation.environmental protection and resource conservation.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Overview of the Planning Process Overview of the Planning Process 
(Continued)(Continued)

Communities of Interest (Continued) :Communities of Interest (Continued) :
Environmental Preservation/Local Interest groups Environmental Preservation/Local Interest groups --
local groups primarily interested in the protection of local groups primarily interested in the protection of 
local resources as well as conservancy of land for local resources as well as conservancy of land for 
open space and habitat protection, and groups open space and habitat protection, and groups 
advocating effective local governance.advocating effective local governance.
Governmental Entities Governmental Entities -- affected cities, counties, affected cities, counties, 
special purpose districts, and other utility providers.special purpose districts, and other utility providers.
Economic interests Economic interests -- existing local business owners, existing local business owners, 
business or economic development associations, business or economic development associations, 
chambers of commerce, and real estate interests.chambers of commerce, and real estate interests.
Concerned Citizens Concerned Citizens -- those individuals that are those individuals that are 
interested in water quality protection but do not feel interested in water quality protection but do not feel 
that their interests coincide with other identified groups.that their interests coincide with other identified groups.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Other Entities With An Interest in the Other Entities With An Interest in the 
Final PlanFinal Plan

Agency and Institutional Resources with:Agency and Institutional Resources with:
An interest in the planning processAn interest in the planning process
A direct impact on water quality issuesA direct impact on water quality issues

Examples:Examples:
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW)US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW)
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)
Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT)Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT)
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)
Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA)Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA)
Guadalupe Blanco River Authority (GBRA)Guadalupe Blanco River Authority (GBRA)
State and local elected officialsState and local elected officials

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Questions on the Planning ProcessQuestions on the Planning Process

Terry Terry TullTull, Executive , Executive 
Director, Regional Director, Regional 
Water Quality Water Quality 
Planning ProjectPlanning Project
Grant Jackson, Grant Jackson, 
Naismith EngineeringNaismith Engineering
Tom Brown, Naismith Tom Brown, Naismith 
EngineeringEngineering
Leonard Olson, Good Leonard Olson, Good 
Company Associates Company Associates 
(NEI Team Member)(NEI Team Member)

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Identification of Stakeholder CategoriesIdentification of Stakeholder Categories
Property Owners Property Owners -- large and large and 
medium size landowners and medium size landowners and 
agricultural interestsagricultural interests
Development Interests Development Interests ––
persons/groups interested in persons/groups interested in 
platting, subdividing and platting, subdividing and 
constructing new residential and constructing new residential and 
commercial developmentscommercial developments
Neighborhood Interests Neighborhood Interests -- existing existing 
home owners associations, property home owners associations, property 
owner associations, and owner associations, and 
neighborhood associationsneighborhood associations
Public Interest Organizations Public Interest Organizations --
organized groups that advocate organized groups that advocate 
regional and/or national policies on regional and/or national policies on 
environmental protection and environmental protection and 
resource conservation.resource conservation.
Environmental Preservation/Local Environmental Preservation/Local 
Interest groups Interest groups -- local groups local groups 
primarily interested in the protectionprimarily interested in the protection

of local resources as well as of local resources as well as 
conservancy of land for open space conservancy of land for open space 
and habitat protection, and groups and habitat protection, and groups 
advocating effective local advocating effective local 
governance.governance.
Governmental Entities Governmental Entities -- affected affected 
cities, counties, special purpose cities, counties, special purpose 
districts, and other utility providers.districts, and other utility providers.
Economic interests Economic interests -- existing local existing local 
business owners, business or business owners, business or 
economic development economic development 
associations chambers of associations chambers of 
commerce, and real estate commerce, and real estate 
interests.interests.
Concerned Citizens Concerned Citizens -- those those 
individuals that are interested in individuals that are interested in 
water quality protection but do not water quality protection but do not 
feel that their interests coincide with feel that their interests coincide with 
other identified groups.other identified groups.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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Review of Stakeholder CategoriesReview of Stakeholder Categories

Nominations for adding categories, Nominations for adding categories, 
with justification offered.with justification offered.
Voting instructions:Voting instructions:

Each participant allowed up to three Each participant allowed up to three 
votes.votes.
Each vote must be used on only one Each vote must be used on only one 
category.category.
May be either “add” or “don’t add”.May be either “add” or “don’t add”.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

BreakBreak--out Group Identificationout Group Identification

Final listing of Stakeholder CategoriesFinal listing of Stakeholder Categories
ModeratorsModerators

Property Owners Property Owners –– Leonard OlsonLeonard Olson
Concerned Citizens Concerned Citizens –– Leonard OlsonLeonard Olson
Development Interests Development Interests –– Grant JacksonGrant Jackson
Environmental Preservation/Local Interest groups Environmental Preservation/Local Interest groups ––
Grant JacksonGrant Jackson
Neighborhood Interests Neighborhood Interests –– Tom BrownTom Brown
Public Interest Organizations Public Interest Organizations –– Tom BrownTom Brown
Governmental Entities Governmental Entities –– David FusilierDavid Fusilier
Economic interests Economic interests –– David FusilierDavid Fusilier

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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BreakBreak--out Group Instructionsout Group Instructions

Objectives:Objectives:
Get to know the other participants in your category.Get to know the other participants in your category.
Identify your category’s key issues.Identify your category’s key issues.
Participate in the discussion to determine if this Participate in the discussion to determine if this 
category represents a forum for issues important to category represents a forum for issues important to 
you.you.
Offer input on the stakeholder process.Offer input on the stakeholder process.

Deliverables:Deliverables:
List of participants.List of participants.
List of key issues.List of key issues.
Evaluation Forms.Evaluation Forms.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

BreakBreak--out Group Instructions (Continued)out Group Instructions (Continued)

Procedures:Procedures:
Moderator will appoint a volunteer Moderator will appoint a volunteer 
stenographer.stenographer.
Stenographer will direct discussion around the Stenographer will direct discussion around the 
room, providing each participant the room, providing each participant the 
opportunity to identify one key issue.opportunity to identify one key issue.
Proceed around the room, allowing each Proceed around the room, allowing each 
participant to bring up additional issues (one participant to bring up additional issues (one 
per round), as time permits.per round), as time permits.
Stenographer records issues on ripStenographer records issues on rip--chart chart 

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004
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BreakBreak--out Group Instructions (Continued)out Group Instructions (Continued)

Things to Avoid:Things to Avoid:
Critical commentary on issues raised by other Critical commentary on issues raised by other 
participants.participants.
Breaking the Guidelines.Breaking the Guidelines.

Future BreakFuture Break--out Sessions:out Sessions:
Sessions at the next Stakeholder Meeting will distill Sessions at the next Stakeholder Meeting will distill 
and prioritize the issues.and prioritize the issues.
Stakeholder Committee representatives will be Stakeholder Committee representatives will be 
selected at the next Stakeholder Meetingselected at the next Stakeholder Meeting
Stakeholder Committee may also conduct additional Stakeholder Committee may also conduct additional 
breakbreak--out and/or technical working group sessions .out and/or technical working group sessions .

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004

Closing RemarksClosing Remarks

Thanks again for participation.Thanks again for participation.
This meeting is concluded after the breakThis meeting is concluded after the break--
out sessions.out sessions.
Building closes at 9:00 p.m.Building closes at 9:00 p.m.
Please turn in Evaluation FormsPlease turn in Evaluation Forms
Tentative Date for next Stakeholder Tentative Date for next Stakeholder 
Meeting: Saturday, June 26, 2004Meeting: Saturday, June 26, 2004

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project June 8, 2004June 8, 2004



Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and 
its Contributing Zone 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 1 - June 30, 2004 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: June 30, 2004, at 10:30 pm 

Meeting Location: The Waldorf School, off U.S. Highway 290, between Austin and Dripping 
Springs, in Travis County, Texas 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus X Charles O’ Dell 

X Jon Beall  Jim Phillips 

X Robbie Botto X Randy Robinson 

X Henry Brooks X Hank Smith 

X Colin Clark  Tom (Smitty) Smith 

X Harold Daniel X J. T. Stewart 

X Joe C. Day X Randall Thomas 

X Karen Hadden X David Venhuizen 

X Rebecca Hudson X Joe Volpe 

X Bryan Jordan X Michael Waite 

X Gene Lowenthal X Hugh Winkler 

X Nancy McClintock X Ira Yates 

Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Dana Blanton X Bret Raymis 

 Dominic Chavez X S.H. Snyder 

X Jack Goodman X Donna Tiemann 

X Terry Henry X Alex (Sandy) Wood 

X John Mikels   

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Leonard Olson - GCA 

X Tom Brown – NEI   

X Grant Jackson – NEI   



Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and 
its Contributing Zone 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 2 - June 30, 2004 

CALL TO ORDER/DETERMINATION OF QUORUM 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator for the meeting, and Grant Jackson of the 
consulting team served as the Secretary for the meeting.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to 
order at 10:40 pm.  A head count by Coordinator Tull verified that a quorum was present. 

NEW BUSINESS 

1. Welcome 

Coordinator Terry Tull thanked all of the Stakeholder Committee representatives and alternates 
for their time and participation.  He also indicated that the current selections were provisional, 
that he and the consulting team would be reviewing the Committee representative selections to 
ensure that they represented all the diverse views needed to reach consensus, and that it may be 
necessary to make some changes to ensure representation of all views. 

2. Bylaws 

Copies of draft bylaws developed by the consulting team were distributed and reviewed by 
Coordinator Terry Tull.  Action on approving the bylaws was tabled until the next meeting. 

3. Privacy Policy for Stakeholder Information 

Coordinator Terry Tull initiated a discussion regarding the privacy of stakeholder contact 
information.  The consensus of the group was that limited contact information (names, 
telephone numbers and e-mail addresses) of the Stakeholder Committee representatives and 
alternates could be distributed to: 1) the people participating in the Stakeholder category break-
out sessions, and 2) to the  Stakeholder Committee representatives and alternates.  Additional 
discussion on this issue was tabled until the next meeting. 

4. Schedule 

Coordinator Terry Tull initiated a discussion on accelerating the proposed schedule for 
completion of the regional water quality plan in light of the Lower Colorado River Authority’s 
(LCRA) proposed action on the Hamilton Pool Road waterline.  The current schedule for 
completion of the plan is February 2005, but the LCRA has delayed action on the Hamilton 
Pool Road waterline until December, 2004.  Consulting team representative Grant Jackson 
provided an overview of the requirements to expedite the schedule.  Further action on 
modifying the schedule was tabled until the next meeting. 

5. Expectations at Future Meetings 

Consulting team representative Grant Jackson presented an overview of items to be covered at 
the next Stakeholder Committee meeting: 

• Review of the Stakeholder Issue voting from the break-out groups and the general session 
• A presentation by members of the consulting team on the existing regulatory authorities of 

various governmental entities within the planning region 
• A presentation by members of the consulting team on the bibliography of technical 

information to be utilized in developing the regional water quality plan 



Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and 
its Contributing Zone 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 3 - June 30, 2004 

• A presentation by members of the consulting team on a comparison matrix of four 
unsolicited plans submitted to the Regional Planning Core Committee, along with water 
quality protection measures previously published by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servie 
(USFWS). 

6. Meeting Locations/Dates/Times 

Coordinator Terry Tull initiated a discussion on the meeting locations, dates and times.  
Numerous representatives expressed their displeasure with the length of the current meeting and 
requested that the timing and length of future meetings be better controlled.  Several 
representatives expressed the need to allow people time to eat or have refreshments if future 
meetings were to extend this long.  The consensus of the group was that weekday evening 
meetings were the best and that the time should be limited to about three (3) hours.  Additional 
discussion on this issue will be conducted at the next meeting. 

7. Next Meeting Location/Date/Time 

Coordinator Terry Tull proposed that the next meeting be held on Wednesday evening, July 21, 
2004 at the Austin Community College (ACC) Pinnacle campus.  With no strenuous objections 
being expressed, this was proposal was confirmed. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:20 pm.  

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on July 21, 
2004.  



Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Wednesday, July 21, 2004 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, July 21, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

All interested Stakeholders for the following breakout groups should plan to be at the meeting starting at 
6:00 pm:  Property Owners, Development Interests, Neighborhood Interests, Governmental Entities, and 
Local Environmental Preservation/Good Governance Organizations.  These breakout groups will meet 
separately to consider and elect replacement representatives for the Stakeholder Committee. 

All Stakeholder Committee Representatives should plan to attend the general Stakeholder Committee 
Meeting beginning at 7:00 pm.  All meetings of the Regional Water Quality Planning Project’s Stakeholder 
Committee are open to the public.  The public and all interested stakeholders are invited to attend. 

Meeting Location: Austin Community College, Pinnacle Campus, Student Commons Area on the Ground Floor.  
The campus is located off U.S. Highway 290, between Austin and Dripping Springs, in Travis County, Texas [7748 
W. Hwy 290, Austin, Texas  78737]. 

Please note that the Pinnacle Campus has a snack bar located on the 9th floor.  The snack bar will be open prior 
to the meeting.  It is permissible for Stakeholders to bring food to the meeting room(s). 

ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

• Provisional list – Stakeholder Committee Representatives 
• Minutes from the June 30, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting 
• Draft Bylaws 
• Governmental Entity Authority Matrix – spreadsheet 
• Technical information bibliography 
• Stakeholder Issue Summary Table 
• Draft Plan Comparison Matrix 
• Detailed Process Outline 

 

AGENDA  -  CONSIDERATION AND ELECTION OF REPLACEMENT 
STAKEHOLDER REPRESENTATIVES BY AFFECTED BREAKOUT 
GROUPS (applies to the following Breakout Groups: Property Owners, Development Interests, 
Neighborhood Interests, Governmental Entities, and  Local Environmental Preservation/Good 
Governance Organizations): 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Welcome/Opening Remarks – Terry Tull, Executive Director, Regional Water 
Quality Planning Project 

6:10 pm Stakeholder Breakout Groups – Canvass Stakeholder Committee Representative 
Selections for Affected Breakout Groups (applies only to the following 
Breakout Groups: Property Owners, Development Interests, 
Neighborhood Interests, Governmental Entities; Local Environmental 
Preservation/Good Governance Organizations) 

6:45 pm Break 

 - 1 - July 21, 2004 



Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Wednesday, July 21, 2004 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

 

 

AGENDA  -  for the Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

7:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting (entire committee), Opening Remarks, 
Roll Call – Terry Tull 

7:10 pm Confirm Stakeholder Committee Representatives – Terry Tull 

7:20 pm Review and Approval of Minutes – Terry Tull 

7:25 pm Discussion and Approval of Bylaws – Terry Tull 

7:50 pm Discuss Stakeholder Issues Summaries (Review Summary Table) – Tom Brown, 
Naismith Engineering 

8:05 pm Break 

8:15 pm Governmental Entity Authority Briefing – Susan Zachos, Kelly, Hart & Hallman

8:25 pm Review of technical information bibliography – Roy Frye, Hicks & Company; 
and, Grant Jackson, Naismith Engineering 

8:40 pm New Business Items (Submitted by Representatives prior to meeting) – Terry 
Tull 

8:50 pm Discuss Project Schedule /set next meeting date – Terry Tull, and Tom Brown, 
Naismith Engineering 

9:10 pm Open Public Comment 

9:20 pm Adjourn 
 

 

 - 2 - July 21, 2004 



Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Wednesday, July 21, 2004 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please place this form in the designated box as you leave the meeting.  Thanks again for your 
participation! 

 - 3 - July 21, 2004 



Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and 
its Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: July 21, 2004, at 7:00 pm 

Meeting Location: Austin Community College Pinnacle Campus, 7748 U.S. Highway 290, Austin, 
Travis County, Texas 78737, Room 108. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 
X Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
X Jon Beall X Nancy McClintock 
 Alan Bojorquez X Charles O’ Dell 

X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Jim Phillips 
X Henry Brooks X (part) Randy Robinson 
X S. Tim Casey X Hank Smith 
X Colin Clark X Tom (Smitty) Smith 
X Joe C. Day X Dede Stevenson 
X Karen Ford X J. T. Stewart 
X Mark Gentle X David Venhuizen 
X Karen Hadden  Michael Waite 
X Rebecca Hudson X Hugh Winkler 
X Bryan Jordan X Ira Yates 

Present Alternate Present Alternate 
X Jack Goodman X Chris Risher 
X Mike Lyday X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
X Carlotta McClean X Randall Thomas 
X John Mikels X Donna Tiemann 
X Bret Raymis   

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 
X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Leonard Olson - GCA 
X Tom Brown – NEI X Steve Dickman - KHH 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X Roy Frye – H&C 
X David Fusilier - NEI X Joe Vickers - ESW 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 1 - July 21, 2004 
As approved at SHC Meeting Aug 18, 2004 



Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and 
its Contributing Zone 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator for the meeting, and Grant Jackson of the NEI 
Consulting Team served as the Secretary for the meeting.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to 
order at 7:05 p.m.  Secretary Jackson performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the 
table above. 

SPECIAL ITEM 

Prior to convening the Stakeholder Committee meeting, individual meetings of the following 
stakeholder categories were convened at 6:00 p.m. to revise the representation to the Stakeholder 
Committee: Neighborhood Interests, Property Owners/Agricultural Interests, Development 
Interests, Local Environmental Preservation/Good Governance Organizations, and Government 
Entities.  The revisions are reflected on the Stakeholder Committee List, a copy of which is attached. 

AGENDA ITEMS 

1. Opening Remarks 

Coordinator Terry Tull welcomed and thanked all of the Stakeholder Committee representatives 
and alternates for their time and participation, and addressed several administrative items. 

2. Stakeholder Committee Representation 

As notified prior to the meeting, and as identified during the individual meetings of several of 
the Stakeholder categories, Coordinator Terry Tull reviewed the revised list of representatives 
and alternates.  There were several questions regarding the make-up of the committee: 

a. County Representation:  A suggestion was offered by two (2) representatives that 
an additional seat be added on the Committee, representing Government Entities, 
for Travis County, since Hays County had a new representative on the Committee 
and since Travis County’s involvement would be integral to implementation.  After 
discussion of this issue, the consensus of the committee was to have Terry Tull 
coordinate this issue with Hays and Travis Counties, and to make no formal action at 
this time to add a seat to the Committee. 

b. Scientific/Technical Representation: Coordinator Tull brought up an unresolved 
issue having to do with whether and how to involve scientific/technical expertise in 
the Stakeholder Committee process.  During the ensuing discussions, several views 
were expressed: some members favored creating a new Stakeholder Committee 
category group for Technical experts; some favored establishing a process for 
external technical reviews of the Consultant’s work; some favored treating any 
Technical experts as a “resource” rather than as “stakeholders.”  To close the 
discussion of the issue, Coordinator Tull acknowledged that this remained an open 
item and committed to bring it back to the Committee to resolve at a future meeting.  

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 2 - July 21, 2004 
As approved at SHC Meeting Aug 18, 2004 



Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and 
its Contributing Zone 

3. Approval of the Minutes from the June 30, 2004 Meeting 

Coordinator Terry Tull reviewed previously posted copies of the minutes from the June 30, 2004 
meeting.  The minutes were approved by consensus of the group after several suggested changes 
to the names, affiliations and attendance of the committee members, and the deletion of a 
duplicate paragraph. 

4. Bylaws 

Coordinator Terry Tull reviewed copies of the bylaws that had previously been presented and 
posted for the Committee.  Coordinator Tull also presented some requested changes to Article 
II, Section 1 of the Bylaws dealing with the number and role of the Committee representatives 
and alternates.  A clarification question arose over Article IV, Section 1, regarding whether 
meetings of the stakeholder categories or subgroups were required to be open to the public.  
Secretary Jackson and Coordinator Tull indicated that meetings of the Stakeholder Committee 
and any formal sub-committees of the Stakeholder Committee would need to be handled as 
open public meetings.  However, while informal stakeholder interest groups were encouraged to 
make their meetings open to the public, this would not be required by the Bylaws.  An extensive 
discussion took place regarding Article VI, Section 2, regarding whether or not a “three-fourths” 
majority was appropriate for situations where the Committee could not achieve consensus.  A 
few of the representatives requested that this be changed to a simple majority.  However, other 
representatives indicated that the “three-fourths” majority would be appropriate, and that votes 
should seldom, if ever be required.  At the conclusion of the discussion, the consensus of the 
Committee was to leave the “three-fourths” majority rule in place, while recognizing that the 
Committee could return to this issue again later, if it wished to do so.  Although Committee 
Member Karen Hadden voiced her dissent to the three-fourths majority rule, she acceded to the 
group decision so that the bylaws could be adopted.  The Bylaws were approved by the 
consensus of the Committee, incorporating the proposed changes suggested by Coordinator 
Tull.  The amended Bylaws will be posted on the project website. 

5. Stakeholder Issues Summary 

Tom Brown, of the consulting team, made a presentation and reviewed a previously posted 
handout on the results of the “dot voting” on issues and challenges from the June 30, 2004 
stakeholder meeting.  Mr. Brown responded to several questions from the Committee. Mr. 
Brown’s presentation will be posted to the project website. 

6. Governmental Entity Authority Briefing 

Steve Dickman, of the consulting team, made a presentation and reviewed a previously posted 
handout on the existing legal authorities of major governmental entities in the planning region.  
Mr. Dickman responded to several questions from the Committee. Mr. Dickman’s presentation 
will be posted to the project website. 

7. Technical Bibliography Briefing 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 3 - July 21, 2004 
As approved at SHC Meeting Aug 18, 2004 

Roy Frye and Grant Jackson, of the consulting team, made a presentation and reviewed a 
previously posted handout on the technical information bibliography being prepared for the 
development of the water quality protection plan. Mr. Frye and Mr. Jackson responded to 
several questions from the Committee.  One representative indicated a series of technical 
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references that he felt should be added to the bibliography, and indicated that he would forward 
this information to the consulting team via e-mail.  Another representative distributed copies of 
two documents that he indicated he would like to have considered for inclusion in the 
bibliography.  Mr. Jackson requested the Committee review the bibliography, distribute it to any 
technical resources they deemed appropriate, and either bring any suggested revisions for 
discussion at the next meeting or forward those suggestions to the consulting team via e-mail. 

8. Draft Plan Comparison Matrix 

Grant Jackson of the consulting team presented and discussed a previously posted comparison 
of the four proposed water quality protection plans that had been submitted to the Core 
Committee by various stakeholders. 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Distribution of Contact Information 

Coordinator Terry Tull reminded the Committee about previous discussions regarding the 
distribution of their contact information as follows: 1) the contact information for the 
representatives and alternates for each stakeholder category would be distributed to individuals 
who have signed-in or indicated their desire to participate in that stakeholder category, and 2) 
the contact information for each representative and alternates would be distributed to the 
Committee.   No objections were expressed to this policy. 

2. Project Schedule 

Coordinator Terry Tull initiated a discussion on accelerating the proposed schedule for 
completion of the regional water quality plan.  Several comments were offered indicating that it 
was important to complete the process prior to the Lower Colorado River Authority’s (LCRA) 
proposed action on the Hamilton Pool Road waterline in December, 2004.  Other comments 
were offered indicating that the process should not be artificially rushed to meet a specific 
deadline. Consulting team member Grant Jackson reviewed a previously posted outline of the 
anticipated future steps in the process and how each of the agenda items in the current meeting 
related to proposed actions at future meetings.  In response to a question about expediting the 
process, Mr. Jackson indicated that the consultant’s work could be expedited, but the critical 
path items on the schedule were the frequency of the stakeholder meetings, and the progress 
made at those meetings.  Coordinator Tull requested volunteers from each stakeholder category 
to form a Schedule Review Subcommittee to review the Stakeholder participation process and 
establish a more firm schedule.  The Schedule Review Subcommittee will meet in the offices of 
Naismith Engineering on Monday, July 26th at 1:00 pm.  The following Stakeholder Committee 
volunteers were named to serve on the Schedule Review Subcommittee: 

 Robbie Botto (Neighborhood Interests) 
 Jim Phillips (Concerned Citizens) 
 Gene Lowenthal (Landowners) 
 Joe C. Day (Economic Interests) 
 Hank Smith (Development Interests) (name provided following the meeting) 
 Tom Smith (Public Interest Organizations) 
 Jon Beall (Local Environmental/Good Governance) 
 Jack Goodman (Local Government) 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 4 - July 21, 2004 
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Further action on modifying the schedule was tabled until the next meeting. 

Coordinator Terry Tull also initiated a discussion on the location, date and time for the next 
meeting, and suggested August 18, 2004.  A few representatives indicated that this date would 
not be convenient and offered an alternative date.  However, a larger number of representatives 
indicated that the alternative date would not be convenient and the consensus of the group was 
to have the meeting on August 18th and to begin at 6:00 pm.  Several representatives expressed 
concerns about the size of the meeting room and the need to provide additional space for the 
alternates and observers.  Coordinator Tull indicated that the ACC Pinnacle campus seemed to 
be convenient, but that he would investigate other venues.  

OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT 

Not having received any public comment request forms, Coordinator Tull skipped over this part of 
the agenda without asking if anyone wished to speak.  However, after the meeting was adjourned, a 
public comment form was handed to the Coordinator by Mr. Ron Fieseler, the General Manager of 
the Blanco-Pedernales Groundwater Conservation District.  Mr. Fieseler’s public comment form 
contained the following remarks: 

“Portion of Blanco County included in Planning Area.  Therefore, I suggest that Blanco County 
and the Blanco Pedernales G.C.D. be included in the Matrix of Legal Authorities and in the 
Governmental Entities Stakeholder Category.” 

 
Coordinator Tull apologized to Mr. Fieseler for failing to give him the opportunity to speak. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:02 pm.  

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on August 18, 
2004.  
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MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, August 18, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC Pinnacle Campus, in 
Travis County, Texas. 

ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the July 21, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee, 
preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of time.] 

2. Proposal to Add a Travis County Representative to the Stakeholder Committee. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of proposal.  HOMEWORK: Read proposal to add a Travis County Representative 
to the Stakeholder Committee posted on the web site. Any significant issues should be brought to the attention of 
the entire Stakeholder Committee, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead 
of time.] 

3. Minutes from July 26, 2004 Schedule Review Subcommittee Meeting. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of recommendations. HOMEWORK: Read Minutes from July 26 Schedule Review 
Subcommittee posted on the web site.  Any significant comments should be brought to the attention of the entire 
Stakeholder Committee, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of time.] 

4. Updated - Proposed Detailed Project Schedule (w/ Stakeholder Committee Meeting dates). 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of  updated project schedule and meeting dates.  HOMEWORK: Read Updated-
Proposed Detailed Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised 
schedule. Any significant comments should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee, 
preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of time.] 

5. Proposal to Establish a Standing Process Subcommittee. 
[GOAL: Consensus agreement to establish Standing Process Subcommittee, appoint members, and assign initial 
tasks.  HOMEWORK: Read Proposal to Establish a Standing Process Subcommittee posted on the web site.  Any 
significant comments should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee, preferably via e-
mail, prior to the meeting, so that issues may be resolved ahead of time.] 

6. Updated - Technical information bibliography. 
[GOAL: Identify needed additions to the Bibliography.  HOMEWORK: Review the Updated Technical 
Information Bibliographies posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment on and recommend changes to the 
bibliographies.] 

7. Ranking of Stakeholder Identified Issues and Goals. 
[GOAL: Achieve consensus agreement on ranking of issues and goals.  HOMEWORK: Read, review, and rank 
the Stakeholder Issues and Goals List posted on the web site.  Provide your rankings, via e-mail or fax, to David 
Fusilier at Naismith Engineering, Inc. by the end of the day on Monday, August 16, 2004. David’s e-mail address 
is dfusilier@naismith-engineering.com and his fax number is (512) 708-9014.  Results of the rankings received 
will be presented at the August 18th meeting for discussion and approval.] 

8. Federal & State Regulatory Briefing Presentation. 
[GOAL: Understand the role of Federal & State governments in water quality regulation.  HOMEWORK: Review 
the Federal & State Regulatory Briefing Presentation posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment on, ask 
questions on, and discuss the presentation and to achieve a high level of understanding.] 

9. Approved Version – Stakeholder Committee Bylaws. 
[FYI.] 

10. Current list – Stakeholder Committee Representatives. 
[FYI.] 

 - 1 - August 18, 2004 
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AGENDA  -  for the August 18, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:10 pm Open Public Comment 

6:20 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of July 21, 2004 Stakeholder Committee 
Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:30 pm Discussion and Action on Proposal to Add a Travis County Representative on 
Stakeholder Committee – Terry Tull  (See attachment 2) 

6:50 pm Discussion and Action to approve Recommendations of Schedule Review 
Subcommittee. – Terry Tull  (See attachment 3) 

7:20 pm Discussion and Action on Updated-Proposed Detailed Project Schedule (w/ 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting Dates). (See attachment 4) 

7:50 pm Break 

8:00 pm Discussion and Action on Proposal to Establish a Process Review Subcommittee – 
including selection of Subcommittee Members and approving issues to be considered 
by the Subcommittee – Terry Tull  (See attachment 5) 

8:30 pm Update of Comprehensive and Barton Springs Zone Specific Bibliographies (Review 
Summary Table) – David Fusilier/NEI  (See attachment 6) 

8:35 pm Presentation on Ranking of Stakeholder Issues and Goals, followed by Stakeholder 
Committee Discussion and Approval. – David Fusilier  (See attachment 7) 

8:55 pm Federal and State Regulatory Review – Discussion of Meeting Handout (from web 
site) – Grant Jackson  (See attachment 8) 

9:10 pm Other Business 

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please place this form in the designated box as you leave the meeting.  Thanks again for your 
participation! 

 - 3 - August 18, 2004 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: August 18, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, 7815 U.S. Highway 290 West, Austin, Travis 
County, Texas 78736. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

 Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
X Jon Beall X Nancy McClintock 
X Alan Bojorquez X Charles O’ Dell 
X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Jim Phillips 
X Henry Brooks X Randy Robinson 
X S. Tim Casey X Hank Smith 
X Colin Clark  Tom (Smitty) Smith 
X Joe C. Day X Dede Stevenson 
X Karen Ford  J. T. Stewart 
X Mark Gentle X David Venhuizen 
 Karen Hadden X Michael Waite 

X Rebecca Hudson X Hugh Winkler 
X Bryan Jordan X Ira Yates 

Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman X Chris Risher 
X Mike Lyday  S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
 Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 

X Bret Raymis  X Donna Tiemann 
Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Leonard Olson - GCA 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X Steve Dickman - KHH  
X David Fusilier – NEI X Joe Vickers - ESW 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator for the meeting, and Grant Jackson of the NEI 
Consulting Team served as the Secretary for the meeting.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 1 - August 18, 2004 
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order at approximately 6:00 p.m.  Secretary Jackson performed a roll call of members present, as 
outlined in the table above. 

 

AGENDA ITEMS 

 
1. Minutes from the July 21, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copies of the minutes from the July 21, 2004 
Stakeholder Committee (SHC) Meeting.  The minutes were approved by consensus with minor 
changes. 
 
 
2. Proposal to Add a Travis County Representative to the Stakeholder Committee. 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted “Proposal to Add a Travis County Representative 
to the Stakeholder Committee”.  A few SHC members expressed their objections to the proposal.  
One SHC member commented that the Committee’s representation needs to reflect, in part, Travis 
County’s wishes, and felt that the proposal should be approved.  Coordinator Tull then went around 
the table and asked each SHC member to express their opinion on the matter.  One SHC member 
commented that if a Travis County representative is added, the person added should be a staff 
person involved in water quality issues.  Mr. David Fowler from Travis County Transportation & 
Natural Resources, who was attending the meeting, said that he would be the person representing 
Travis County, if such a position was added to the SHC.  After the discussion, it was requested by a 
SHC member that the issue be voted on by the SHC.  A vote was taken and the proposal, to add 
David Fowler as Travis County’s representative to the SHC was adopted (with two no votes).  Mr. 
Fowler then took a seat at the SHC table. 
 

 
3. Minutes from July 26, 2004 Schedule Review Subcommittee Meeting. 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copies of the minutes from the July 26, 2004 
Schedule Review Subcommittee Meeting.  The minutes were approved by consensus. 
 
 
4. Updated - Proposed Detailed Project Schedule (w/ Stakeholder Committee Meeting 
dates). 
 
Grant Jackson presented a handout of the current project schedule.  Mr. Jackson indicated that this 
schedule would be adjusted/revised based on the SHC suggestions, comments, and decisions made 
at this meeting.  Mr. Jackson stated that review time for the SHC had been included in the schedule.  
Several SHC members suggested that the schedule be posted on the web site in a more readable 
size/format.  It was requested that the SHC members review the proposed schedule and offer their 
comments or suggestions. 
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5. Proposal to Establish a Standing Process Subcommittee. 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted “Proposal to Establish a Standing Process 
Subcommittee”.  Mr. Tull stated that establishing a Process Subcommittee would allow the SHC 
members another avenue to deal with process related issues, thereby freeing up more time at the 
SHC meetings to discuss issues/concerns related to water quality planning.  The first issues to be 
addressed by the Process Subcommittee would be: (1) Provide detailed recommendations on how 
independent technical input should be used by the Stakeholder Committee and/or the Consultant; 
(2) How will Stakeholder Committee know that it has reached consensus on an issue?; (3) How 
should the Stakeholder Committee report on its work to the Core and Executive Committee?  After 
a brief discussion by SHC members the proposal was approved by consensus.  Members of the 
Process Subcommittee were named, or would be named, by their fellow SHC members (one from 
each Stakeholder Committee Category).  Mr. Tull stated that he would coordinate the meeting time 
for the Process Subcommittee. 
 

 
6. Updated - Technical information bibliography. 
 
Grant Jackson informed the SHC that the latest, updated bibliography had been posted on the web 
site.  Mr. Jackson indicated that the intent was to have a list of references that could be used during 
the development of the plan.  Mr. Jackson stated that the Consulting Team was in the process of 
obtaining electronic or hard copies of the references to be used during the development of the plan.  
Mr. Jackson stated that it is the intent of the Consulting Team to have either a hard copy, electronic 
copy, or a web site link to the documents to be used during the development of the plan. 
 
 
 
7. Ranking of Stakeholder Identified Issues and Goals. 
 
Grant Jackson presented a list of stakeholder identified issues and goals.  The list presented showed 
the results of rankings by the SHC members.  Mr. Jackson acknowledged that the rankings may not 
be useful to the SHC members in the present format.  Mr. Jackson requested that the SHC members 
disregard this handout and allow the Consulting Team to reformulate the stakeholder identified goals 
and issues into a more user friendly and useful format.  Several SHC members requested that the 
Consulting Team present the rankings of the stakeholder identified issues and goals based on the dot 
voting results at the June 30, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Organizational Meeting. 
 
 
8. Federal & State Regulatory Briefing Presentation. 
 
Grant Jackson stated that a Federal & State Regulatory Briefing Presentation had been posted on the 
web site.  The presentation was intended to educate the SHC on existing state and federal rules, 
regulations, and laws that may have an influence on the proposed plan.  A few SHC members 
commented that they would rather discuss issues than sit through another presentation.  In an effort 
to keep the meeting on schedule, it was suggested that the SHC review the presentation, and ask 
questions or comment on the presentation at the next SHC meeting. 
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NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed September 15, 2004 SHC Meeting Agenda 

Coordinator Tull circulated a draft of proposed agenda items for the next SHC meeting to be held on 
Wednesday, September 15, 2004.  Mr. Tull requested that the SHC members review this proposed agenda 
and provide their comments to him as soon as possible. 

 

 

 

  

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:40 pm.  

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on 
September 15, 2004.  [Please note that subsequent to the Stakeholder Committee (SHC) 
meeting on September 15, 2004, errors were discovered in the attendance record for the 
August 18, 2004 SHC meeting shown on the first page of this document.  In order to correct 
the errors, the attendance record was corrected based on a review of the SHC Sign-In Sheets 
for the August 18, 2004 meeting – Executive Director and NEI.] 
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DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – SEPTEMBER 15, 2004 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC Pinnacle Campus, in 
Travis County, Texas. 

 INFORMAL ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION ON WATER QUALITY GOALS [OPTIONAL]; 

Meeting Time: Wednesday, September 15, 2004, at 5:00 pm 

Meeting Information:  The roundtable discussion will give Stakeholder Committee Members an opportunity 
to participate in an informal discussion on water quality goals within the planning region.  Guest speakers 
will be invited to present their views on issues surrounding the establishment of water quality goals and 
objectives within the planning region.  NOTE TO STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEMBERS – 
THIS ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION IS OPTIONAL.  THE FORMAL DISCUSSION OF 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE REGIONAL PLAN WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING 
THE STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING THAT BEGINS AT 6:00 PM.    

 Guest Speakers: TBA 

 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Wednesday, September 15, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: Regularly scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed 
can be found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available 
on the projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 

 

ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the August 18, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee, 
preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of time.] 

2. Minutes from the August 26, 2004 Process Subcommittee Meeting. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes, including Subcommittee’s recommendations included in the minutes.  
HOMEWORK: Read & review the draft minutes posted on the web site which include ten (10) specific 
recommendations by the Process Subcommittee. Any significant issues should be brought to the attention of the 
entire Stakeholder Committee, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 
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Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Wednesday, September 15, 2004 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

3. Review and Discuss Draft Presentation of the Goals and Objectives for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan. 

[GOAL: Presentation and Discussion on the Consulting Team’s draft of the Goals and Objectives.  
HOMEWORK: Read & review the draft posted on the web site.  Any significant comments should be forwarded to 
the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that initial comments to the draft may be 
summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

4. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation and discussion on the updated project schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the Updated- 
Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule. Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so 
that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

5. Review and Discuss Draft “Areas of Focus” for the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation and Discussion on the draft plan outline presented by the Consulting Team;with revisions to 
the plan outline if necessary.  HOMEWORK: Read and review the Draft “Areas of Focus” for the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan Statement posted on the web site.  Any significant comments should be forwarded to the 
Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these comments may be summarized for 
expedited review at the meeting.] 

6. Updated –Governmental Authority Matrix. 
[GOAL: Understanding of final government authority matrix (updated to address Blanco County entities, and 
other entities requested by the Stakeholders), including existing gaps and overlaps in authority.  HOMEWORK: 
Read & review Final Government Authority Matrix posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment on, ask 
questions on, and discuss the presentation and to achieve a high level of understanding] 

7. Updated - Technical information bibliography. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of Technical Information Bibliography.  HOMEWORK: Review the Updated 
Technical Information Bibliographies posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment on, ask questions on, and 
discuss the presentation and to achieve a high level of understanding.] 

8. Federal & State Regulatory Briefing Presentation. (from the last agenda) 
[GOAL: Understand the role of Federal & State governments in water quality regulation.  HOMEWORK: Review 
the Federal & State Regulatory Briefing Presentation posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment on, ask 
questions on, and discuss the presentation and to achieve a high level of understanding.] 
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AGENDA  -  for the OPTIONAL Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives: 

Time Activity 

5:00 pm Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Goals and Objectives Within the 
Planning Region (Guest Speakers, TBA) 

5:50 pm Break 

 

AGENDA  -  for the September 15, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of August 18, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:20 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of August 26, 2004 Process 
Subcommittee, including Subcommittee’s recommendations - Terry Tull  (See 
attachment 2) 

6:30 pm Review and Discuss Draft Presentation of the  Goals and Objectives for the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan  – NEI  (See attachment 3) 

7:30 pm Break 

7:40 pm Review and Discuss Draft Presentation of the  Goals and Objectives for the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan  (Continued) 

8:00 pm Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – presentation and 
discussion of current project schedule - NEI (See attachment 4) 

8:20 pm Review and Discuss Draft “Areas of Focus” for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan – NEI  (See attachment 5) 

8:45 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

8:55 pm Break 

9:05 pm Presentation on Governmental Authority Matrix with Discussion of gaps and 
overlaps – NEI (See attachment 6) 

9:20 pm Presentation on Technical Bibliography  –  discussion of proposed bibliography (See 
attachment 7) 

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please place this form in the designated box as you leave the meeting.  Thanks again for your 
participation! 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - Final 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: September 15, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, 7815 U.S. Highway 290 West, Austin, Travis 
County, Texas 78736. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
X Jon Beall X Nancy McClintock 
X Allen Bojorquez X Charles O’ Dell 
X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Jim Phillips 
X Henry Brooks X Randy Robinson 
 S. Tim Casey X Hank Smith 

X Colin Clark X Tom (Smitty) Smith 
X Joe C. Day  Dede Stevenson 
X Karen Ford X J. T. Stewart 
 David Fowler X David Venhuizen 

X Mark Gentle X Michael Waite 
X Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
 Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 

X Bryan Jordan   
Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman X Chris Risher 
 Mike Lyday X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
 Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 

X Bret Raymis X Donna Tiemann 
Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Steve Dickman - KHH 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X Joe Vickers - ESW  
X David Fusilier – NEI   
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OPTIONAL - Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning 
Goals and Objectives: 
Prior to the official Stakeholder Committee Meeting an optional, informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives Within the Planning Region was convened at approximately 5:15 pm.  
This roundtable discussion was open to all interested stakeholders.  The guest speaker was Dr. Michael 
Barrett from The University of Texas at Austin Center for Research in Water Resources.  Dr. Barrett’s 
research interests are focused on the quality, impacts, and mitigation of urban, agricultural, and construction 
site stormwater runoff and he has conducted numerous studies nationwide on this subject.  The informal 
roundtable discussion was ended at approximately 5:55 pm. 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator for the meeting, and Grant Jackson of the NEI 
Consulting Team served as the Secretary for the meeting.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at 
approximately 6:05 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

AGENDA ITEMS 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm           Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of August 18, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:20 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of August 26, 2004 Process 
Subcommittee, including Subcommittee’s recommendations - Terry Tull  (See 
attachment 2) 

6:30 pm Review and Discuss Draft Presentation of the  Goals and Objectives for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  – NEI  (See attachment 3) 

7:30 pm Break 

7:40 pm Review and Discuss Draft Presentation of the  Goals and Objectives for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  (Continued) 

8:00 pm Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – presentation and 
discussion of current project schedule - NEI (See attachment 4) 

8:20 pm Review and Discuss Draft “Areas of Focus” for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan – NEI  (See attachment 5) 

8:45 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

8:55 pm Break 

9:05 pm Presentation on Governmental Authority Matrix with Discussion of gaps and 
overlaps – NEI (See attachment 6) 

9:20 pm Presentation on Technical Bibliography  –  discussion of proposed bibliography (See 
attachment 7) 

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
Mr. Ron Fieseler of the Blanco-Pedernales Groundwater Conservation District was introduced by 
Coordinator Tull.  Mr. Fieseler stated that a small portion of the planning area extends into the 
District’s boundary.  As a result, he would continue to attend meetings and participate as a 
stakeholder.  
 

 
2. Discussion and Action to Approve Minutes from the August 18, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting (Meeting Attachment No. 1). 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copies of the minutes from the August 18, 2004 
Stakeholder Committee (SHC) Meeting.  The minutes were approved by consensus with no changes. 
 
 
3. Discussion and Action to Approve Minutes from the August 26, 2004 Process Review 
Subcommittee Meeting (Meeting Attachment No. 2). 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copies of the minutes from the August 26, 2004 
Process Review Subcommittee Meeting.  The minutes were approved by consensus, with the 
addition of the “Standard Operating Procedure for Achieving Consensus” document. 
 
 
4. Review and Discussion of Draft “Goals and Objectives for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan” document presented by the NEI Consulting Team (Meeting Attachment 
No. 3). 
 
Prior to the discussion of the Draft “Goals and Objective for the Regional Water Quality Plan” 
Coordinator Tull distributed two handouts: (1) excerpts from selected documents relating to the 
Regional Water Quality Plan; and, (2) “Section 4.0 – Work Statement and Technical Specifications” 
from the project’s RFP.  Mr. Tull summarized the handouts and let the SHC members know they 
were provided by the Executive Director as an FYI. 

 
Tom Brown with NEI introduced the Draft “Goals and Objectives for the Regional Water Quality 
Plan” document.  Mr. Brown emphasized that the goal of this planning process is to produce an 
“implementable plan”.  Mr. Brown then read the goal statement from the draft document. 

 
Grant Jackson with NEI completed the initial review of the document by reading the six objective 
statements included in the document, and providing brief explanations on the rationale behind each 
objective. 
 
Each member of the SHC was then asked to provide their comments on the document.  The 
comments were requested by the eight SHC groups.  The comments are summarized as follows: 
 

Development Interests 
− How do you determine what is legitimate research and data, and what is not? 
− Objective #2 (What standards do we apply?) – The range of data will lead to it being difficult to 

say exactly what the baseline water quality is. 
− Objective #2 (What standards do we apply?) - How define the standards without spending lots 

of money? 
− Objective #5 (What new measures are needed?) – The phrasing appears to assume that new 

measures are needed, but that has not yet been determined. 
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Public Interest Organizations 
− Goal Statement - had problems with the use of the word “impair” in the goal statement. 
− Goal Statement - Water quality definition should include stormwater runoff rate and volume. 
− Objective #2 (What standards do we apply?) – in Bullet #4 include aquatic species.  Also, how 

about damage due to increased runoff (volume and rate).  How about the dissolved 
substances?  Should we add a reference to the salamander? 

− Objective #5 (What new measures are needed?) – Bullet #2 should include opportunities to 
protect vacant land (finance open space). 

− Objective #5 (What new measures are needed?) – the thrust appears to be BMPs.  The best way 
to protect water quality is to leave land undeveloped. 

− Objective #5 (What new measures are needed?) – revise wording to state “…additional structural 
and non-structural BMPs, including land preservation, for the…”. 

− For establishing existing water quality, USGS Barton Springs/Barton Creek data should be 
reviewed. 

− Objective #6 (What is our strategy for action?) – Bullet #5 – recommend looking at CAMPO 
monitoring results. 

− Clarify what is meant by “resources” (water quality, wildlife & environment). 
 
 
Local Environmental Preservation/Good Governance Groups 
− What type of safety factor is going to be used in developing the plan? 
− Goal Statement - Cite sources for using the word “impair”, or provide a definition. 
− Objective #1 (What Causes Water Quality Problems?) – Assume that threats to water quality will 

be ranked [Grant Jackson – they will more than likely be ranked in terms of low, medium, 
and high]. 

− Objective #2 (What standards do we apply?) – modify to include impact due to increased runoff 
volume and rate. 

− Objective #3 (Who can act?) – revise to state “…capable of implementing, monitoring, and 
enforcing…”. 

− Objective #5 (What new measures are needed?) – why use the word “substantially”?.  If it is used, 
recommend defining this word and where it came from. 

− Objective #6 (What is our strategy for action?) – in the objective statement, why should we state 
“…(1) enforce existing water quality protection measures...”?  Shouldn’t this already be 
happening? 

 
 
Government Entities 
− Goal Statement – revise to say “…physical and chemical properties…”. 
− Goal Statement – have a problem with the use of the word “impair” – suggested using 

“preserve and protect” instead.  Recommend we add the Executive Committee’s definition 
of water quality. 

− Goal Statement – substitute the words “water quality” for “the physical properties”. 
− Objective #2 (What standards do we apply?) – Does the use of the word “environment” in 

Bullet #4 include wildlife? [Grant Jackson – Yes.  The term “environment” includes wildlife, 
aquatic species, etc…]  Shouldn’t we be more specific? 

− Objective #3 (Who can act?) – Bullet #3 – revise to state “…currently authorized, including 
possibly establishing…”. 

− Can we address runoff rates and volumes?  [Grant Jackson – Yes.]  We should incorporate 
some wording to address this issue. 
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Neighborhood Interests 
− Goal Statement – the 303(d) definition does not include groundwater. 
− Goal Statement – be specific on what “impair” means. 
− Goal Statement - the word “impair” is not used correctly. 
− Give us definitions for the use of the terms “impair” (Goal Statement) and “substantially” 

(Objective #5). 
− Objective #5 (What new measures are needed?) - Use of the word “substantially” indicates we 

could reduce baseline water quality. 
− Recommend we use Executive Committee’s goal statement. 
− Other than “impair” and “substantially”, are there any more regulatory “loaded” terms 

[Grant Jackson – that is not our intention]. 
− Expand definition of “development” to include land use. 

 
 

Concerned Citizens 
− Disagree with Dr. Barrett’s comments in the roundtable discussion that monitoring is not 

possible or necessary. 
− Goal Statement – instead of using the term “impair”, use “no change” or “no net change”. 
− Objective # 6 (What is our Strategy for Action?) – This is a good objective, particularly last two 

bullets. 
− Incorporate ISO 9000 concept of closed loop (e.g., monitoring, analysis, action) [Grant 

Jackson – FYI ISO 14000 covers environmental matters]. 
− Good data is out there. 
− Need a bottom-line goal for the plan. 
− What about the cumulative impact? 
− We need to define what “not impair” means. 
− Is there any thought of establishing an analysis of economic development? 
− Objectives 3 & 4 seem to say” let’s see what we can do; better would be to decide what you 

need to do, then do it. 
− Relate “effectiveness” and “success” to the vulnerability of the BMP. 
− What is the role of enforcement? 
− Look at what Envision Central Texas is doing.  If the Regional Water Quality Plan ties in 

with the Envision Central Texas plan, it would be a good thing. 
 
 
Property Owners/Agricultural Interests 
− Goal Statement – add Executive Committee definition of water quality and amplify the 

definition of “hydrological regime”. 
− Goal Statement – revise to state “… and future development, and land use, and land 

management, does not…”. 
− Objective #5 (What new measures are needed?) – Revise title of objective to state “What new 

measures, policies, & initiatives are needed?”. 
− Objective #5 (What new measures are needed?) – Pull out “non-structural BMPs” as a separate 

objective. 
− What can we do to encourage conservation, land set asides, etc…?  What policies and 

measures could we employ to enhance and preserve the value of preserved land? 
− Concerned about the cumulative affects – goal should be “non-degradation”. 
− Create a commodity to be traded [e.g., allocate a certain amount of impervious cover and let 

it be “traded”). 
− Objective #6 – Give more emphasis to “voluntary actions”. 
− Consider a separate objective for “Management of Open Space” 
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− Objective #5 – Need to identify public rules/policies that are counter to our aims (for 
example: lower bond rates for MUDs which encourage development that fails to adequately 
protect groundwater) 

 
 

Economic Interests 
− Water quality is directly related to water quantity. 
− Look at establishing a “banking” system (talk with Carolyn Vogel). 
− Water quantity is a big issue.  Particularly groundwater. 
− Government tax dollars are supplemented by commercial land property taxes.  Concerned 

that homeowners will be burdened by increased taxes. Need to encourage commercial 
growth to help carry the tax burden. 

− Provide incentives. 
− Trinity Aquifer cannot recharge fast enough to supply present demands.  We should be 

concerned about cross-contamination of the aquifers and include the Trinity Aquifer in our 
planning 

 
 

Miscellaneous comments not attributed to any particular group 
− Goal Statement – revise to state “…that protects resources and manages...”. 
− Goal Statement – revise to state “…that preserves, protects, and enhances resources, and 

manages…”. 
 

 
5. Review and Discussion of Updated - Proposed Project Schedule  and Milestones (Meeting 
Attachment No. 4). 
 
Grant Jackson referred to the schedule posted as meeting attachment no. 4 on the planning project’s 
web site.  Mr. Jackson stated that review time for the SHC had been included in the schedule and 
that the schedule would be updated on an as-needed basis.   

 
 

6. Review and Discussion of Draft “Areas of Focus” for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan (Meeting Attachment No. 5). 
 
Grant Jackson reviewed this draft document.  Mr. Jackson indicated that this was a first cut at a table 
of contents for the regional water quality plan. Mr. Jackson solicited comments from the SHC 
members.  Comments received from the SHC members are summarized as follows: 
 

Watershed Management/Water Quality Protection Measures 
− Add “land acquisition for water quality protection”. 
− Bullet #8 – some water quality protection measures may be mandatory, not 

voluntary. 
 

Economic Implications 
− Add bullet - “Value of preserved land & land adjacent to preserved land”. 
− Add bullet – “Value of land next to impaired creek”. 
− Add bullet – “Cost to government to add 10,000 homes”. 
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7. Review and Discussion of Updated – Governmental Authority Matrix (Meeting 
Attachment No. 6). 
 
Grant Jackson informed the SHC that the latest, updated Governmental Authority Matrix had been 
posted on the web site. 

 
 

8. Review and Discussion of Updated - Technical information bibliography (Meeting 
Attachment No. 7). 
 
Grant Jackson informed the SHC that the latest, updated bibliography had been posted on the web 
site. 
 

 
9. Federal & State Regulatory Briefing Presentation (Meeting Attachment No. 8). 
 
Grant Jackson stated that the Federal & State Regulatory Briefing Presentation has been posted on 
the web site and that the presentation may be of benefit to SHC members that are not intimately 
familiar with Federal & State regulations.  In order to shorten the meeting time, Mr. Jackson 
recommended that SHC members review the presentation on their own time.  Mr. Jackson stated 
that SHC members could contact him or Tom Brown if they had any questions or comments 
regarding the presentation. 
 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed October 20, 2004 SHC Meeting 

In accordance with the SHC approved schedule, Coordinator Tull proposed the next SHC meeting to be 
held on Wednesday, October 20, 2004.  Mr. Tull stated that a draft agenda would be circulated to SHC 
members and that the SHC members should review the proposed agenda and provide their comments to 
him as soon as possible. 

2. SHC Report to the Executive/Core Committee 

In accordance with the policy developed by the Process Subcommittee and adopted by consensus by the 
SHC, Coordinator Tull stated that the Development Interest stakeholder group would be responsible for 
representing the SHC and reporting on the SHC’s activities at the next Executive/Core Committee 
Meeting, currently scheduled for Wednesday, October 13, 2004. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:30 pm.  

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with minor changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on 
October 20, 2004.  
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DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – OCTOBER 20, 2004 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC Pinnacle Campus, in 
Travis County, Texas. 

 INFORMAL ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION ON WATER QUALITY GOALS [OPTIONAL]; 

Meeting Time: Wednesday, October 20, 2004, at 5:00 pm 

Meeting Information:  The roundtable discussion will give Stakeholder Committee Members an opportunity 
to participate in an informal discussion on water quality goals and issues within the planning region.  Guest 
speakers will be invited to present their views on issues surrounding the establishment of water quality goals 
and objectives within the planning region.  NOTE TO STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
– THIS ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION IS OPTIONAL.  FORMAL DISCUSSIONS RELATING 
TO THE REGIONAL PLAN WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING THE STAKEHOLDER 
COMMITTEE MEETING THAT BEGINS AT 6:00 PM.    

 Guest Speakers: Raymond Slade, hydrogeologist, USGS (retired) 

 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Wednesday, October 20, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: Regularly scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed 
can be found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available 
on the projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 

ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the September 15, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

2. Review and discuss Draft Version of a Standard Operating Procedure for the Outside Technical 
Review Group. 
[GOAL: Presentation and discussion on the Consulting Team’s draft version of a Standard Operating Procedure 
for the Outside Technical Review Group; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on revisions.  
HOMEWORK: Read & review the draft version posted on the web site.  Any significant comments should be 
forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that initial comments to the draft 
may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 
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3. Review and Discuss Updated Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives for the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation and Discussion on the Consulting Team’s Updated Draft Version of the Goals and 
Objectives; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on revisions, in an effort to present a finalized 
version of the “Goals and Objectives” document at the November 17, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  
HOMEWORK: Read & review the updated draft posted on the web site.  Any significant comments should be 
forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that these comments may be 
summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

4. Review and Discuss Updated Draft Version of the “Areas of Focus” for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation and Discussion on the updated draft version of the plan’s “Areas of Focus” presented by 
the Consulting Team; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on revisions, in an effort to present 
a finalized version of the “Goals and Objectives” document at the November 17, 2004 Stakeholder Committee 
Meeting.  HOMEWORK: Read and review the Updated Version of the Draft “Areas of Focus” for the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan Statement posted on the web site.  Any significant comments should be forwarded 
to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these comments may be summarized 
for expedited review at the meeting.] 

5. Review and Discuss 1st Draft of the Water Quality Protection Measures for the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation and Discussion on the 1st draft of the Water Quality Protection Measures for the Regional 
Water Quality Plan; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on revisions.  HOMEWORK: Read 
and review the 1st draft of the Water Quality Protection Measures posted on the web site.  Any significant 
comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these 
comments may be summarized for expedited review at the meeting.] 

6. Review and discuss Edwards Aquifer Authority Water Quality Advisory Task Force’s 
Recommendations. 
[GOAL: Presentation and discussion of the Edwards Aquifer Authority Water Quality Advisory Task Force’s 
“Summary of Recommendations from the Water Quality Advisory Task Force” and the “Final Report of 
Recommendations” documents.   HOMEWORK: These documents will be presented to the SHC for informational 
purposes.  Reviewing the documents prior to the meeting may give SHC members additional insight into the 
planning effort.] 

7. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 

[GOAL: Presentation and discussion on the updated project schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the Updated- 
Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule. Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so 
that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

8. Discussion on Possible Formats, Methods, and Subject Matters for Technical/Informational 
Presentations to the Stakeholder Committee. 
[GOAL: Discussion on the types of technical/informational presentations the Stakeholder Committee would like to 
arrange.  Discussion will include subject matter, formats, schedule, etc…with the goal of establishing a schedule 
of technical/informational presentations.   HOMEWORK: SHC members should prepare a list of topics they 
would like to see addressed in technical presentations.  SHC members should also consider what format would be 
most appropriate for these presentations.] 
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AGENDA  -  for the OPTIONAL Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives: 

Time Activity 

5:00 pm Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Goals and Objectives Within the 
Planning Region.  Guest Speaker – Raymond Slade, Hydrogeologist, USGS (retired) 

5:50 pm Break 

 

AGENDA  -  for the October 20, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of September 15, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:15 pm Review and Discuss the Draft Version of a Standard Operating Procedure for the 
Outside Technical Review Group - NEI (See attachment 2) 

6:35 pm Review and Discuss the Updated Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  – NEI  (See attachment 3) 

7:00 pm Review and Discuss Updated Draft Version of the “Areas of Focus” for the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan – NEI  (See attachment 4) 

7:30 pm Break 

7:45 pm Review and Discuss the Draft Version of the Water Quality Protection Measures for 
the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI (See attachment 5) 

8:45 pm Break 

8:55 pm Review and discussion on the Edwards Aquifer Water Quality Advisory Task Force’s 
Recommendations  –  overview and discussion of recommendations – NEI (See 
attachment 6) 

9:05 pm Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – presentation and 
discussion of current project schedule - NEI (See attachment 7) 

9:15 pm Discussion on Possible Formats, Methods, and Subject Matters for Technical/ 
Informational Presentations to the Stakeholder Committee – Terry Tull/NEI 

9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please place this form in the designated box as you leave the meeting.  Thanks again for your 
participation! 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - draft 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: October 20, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, 7815 U.S. Highway 290 West, Austin, Travis 
County, Texas 78736. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

 Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
X Jon Beall X Nancy McClintock 
X Alan Bojorquez X Charles O’ Dell 
X Robert (Robbie) Botto  Jim Phillips 
X Henry Brooks  Randy Robinson 
X S. Tim Casey X Hank Smith 
X Colin Clark  Tom (Smitty) Smith 
X Joe C. Day  Dede Stevenson 
X Karen Ford X J. T. Stewart 
X David Fowler X David Venhuizen 
X Mark Gentle X Michael Waite 
X Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
 Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 

X Bryan Jordan   
Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman  Chris Risher 
X Mike Lyday  S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
X Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 
X Bret Raymis  Donna Tiemann 

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Tom Brown – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X David Fusilier – NEI 
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OPTIONAL - Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning 
Goals and Objectives: 
Prior to the official Stakeholder Committee Meeting an optional, informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives Within the Planning Region was convened at approximately 5:00 pm.  
This roundtable discussion was open to all interested stakeholders.  The guest speaker was Raymond Slade, a 
hydrologist formerly with the USGS (retired).  Mr. Slade spoke about issues relating to the development of 
the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan including: existing water quality within the planning region; 
degradation vs. non-degradation issue; BMP removal efficiencies; pollutant loads vs. concentrations; location 
of impervious cover within the watershed, including the concept of “effective impervious cover”.  The 
informal roundtable discussion was ended at approximately 6:00 pm. 
 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator for the meeting, and Grant Jackson of the NEI 
Consulting Team served as the Secretary for the meeting.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at 
approximately 6:15 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

PLANNED AGENDA  -  for the October 20, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of September 15, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:15 pm Review and Discuss the Draft Version of a Standard Operating Procedure for the 
Outside Technical Review Group - NEI (See attachment 2) 

6:35 pm Review and Discuss the Updated Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  – NEI  (See attachment 3) 

7:00 pm Review and Discuss Updated Draft Version of the “Areas of Focus” for the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan – NEI  (See attachment 4) 

7:30 pm Break 

7:45 pm Review and Discuss the Draft Version of the Water Quality Protection Measures for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI (See attachment 5) 

8:45 pm Break 

8:55 pm Review and discussion on the Edwards Aquifer Water Quality Advisory Task Force’s 
Recommendations  –  overview and discussion of recommendations – NEI (See 
attachment 6) 

9:05 pm Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – presentation and 
discussion of current project schedule - NEI (See attachment 7) 

9:15 pm Discussion on Possible Formats, Methods, and Subject Matters for Technical/ 
Informational Presentations to the Stakeholder Committee – Terry Tull/NEI 

9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
Mr. Ken Manning from the LCRA announced that the LCRA Board of Directors have planned a 
separate meeting to discuss issues relating to water service in the areas of western Travis County and 
northern Hays County, including the Hamilton Pool Road water line and the LCRA’s current CCN 
application.  Mr. Manning stated that the Board should finalize plans for this meeting in the next few 
days and that he would notify the SHC members via e-mail. 
 

 
2. Discussion and Action to Approve Minutes from the September 15, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting (Meeting Attachment No. 1). 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copies of the minutes from the August 18, 2004 
Stakeholder Committee (SHC) Meeting.  The minutes were approved by consensus with minor 
changes. 
 
 
3. Review and Discussion of the draft Standard Operating Procedures for the outside 
Technical Review Group (TRG) (Meeting Attachment No. 2). 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copy of the Standard Operating Procedure for the 
outside Technical Review Group.  Comments on the document from the SHC included the 
following: 

 
• the current SOP does not include a presentation(s) by the NEI Consultant Team to the TRG.  

Something is lost by not having this exchange; 
• not allowing graphics in the responses from the TRG is a problem [Tom Brown/NEI stated that 

the graphics exclusion was included in order to keep the document file sizes down to make the 
posting to, and retrieving from, the project web site easier.  Tom stated that the inclusion of 
graphics in the TRG responses would be acceptable for now, and that if it became an issue in the 
future we would address it at that time; 

• the categories of technical expertise for the TRG group did not include anything about economic 
analysis (including  sustainable economics and cost/benefit analysis); 

• the concept of removing someone from the TRG, as outlined in Item #4 of “Appointment of 
TRG Members” is not necessary. 

 
Coordinator Tull stated that, based on the input received at this meeting, the NEI Consultant Team 
would revise the SOP document and present the revised version at the next SHC meeting 
(November 17, 2004).  Coordinator Tull also suggested that, in the interest of saving time, invitations 
would be sent to those persons nominated to the TRG prior to the next SHC meeting.  Those 
prospective TRG members that accepted the invitation would be considered for approval by the 
SHC at the November 17, 2004 meeting. 
 
 
4. Review and Discussion of the Updated Draft Version of the “Goals and Objectives for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan” document presented by the NEI Consulting Team 
(Meeting Attachment No. 3). 
 
Prior to the discussion of the Updated Draft Version of the “Goals and Objective for the Regional 
Water Quality Plan” Coordinator Tull stated that it was his opinion that the NEI Consulting Team 
had done a good job of incorporating the comments and suggestions received from the SHC. 
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Grant Jackson with NEI introduced this Updated Draft Version of the “Goals and Objectives for 
the Regional Water Quality Plan” document.  Mr. Jackson stated that the most apparent change to 
the document was the addition of an objective to define water quality (listed as Objective #1), and 
that the other objectives included in the document had been renumbered, and revised as appropriate. 
 
The SHC discussed the document and the comments are summarized as follows: 

 
Goal Statement: 
• the use of the term “beneficial use” allows degradation and precludes the establishment of a 

goal of “non-degradation”; 
• the use of the term beneficial use does not preclude the establishment of a goal of “non-

degradation; 
• the term “beneficial use” is a regulatory term that has a “regulatory” meaning; 
• Get rid of everything after the comma following “…watersheds within the planning 

region,…”; 
• we need clearer goals; 
• What about establishing a “Guiding Principle” or “Principle Statement” to protect the 

environment and preserve land value?; 
[At the suggestion of Coordinator Tull, the SHC agreed to meet to discuss the possibility 
of establishing a set of guiding principles for the planning process.  Coordinator Tull 
requested that one person from each SHC subgroup be nominated for this meeting.  
Coordinator Tull stated that he would contact the SHC members about this meeting via 
e-mail.] 

 
Objective 1: 
• the definition of the term “water quality” should be revised to include stormwater flow 
• define “hydrologic regime” as stating that includes water flow 
• revise to include the protection of other flora and fauna, not just the Barton Springs 

Salamander 
 

Objective 2: 
• no substantial comments received 

 
Objective 3: 
• revise the objective statement to say that standards should be identified to establish goals & 

protect existing water quality 
• how does this objective fit in with the concept of “non-degradation”? 

 
Objective 4: 
• no substantial comments received 

 
Objective 5: 
• revise the third bullet to state “… within the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 

Aquifer and the Barton Creek Watershed, or in the contributing portion of the watersheds 
within the planning region”; 

 
Objective 6: 
• allow innovative approaches including compensation of land owners, density trading, etc… 
• include as a strategy the “minimization of new sources of pollution” [other SHC members 

objected to the inclusion of this strategy] 
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• include a strategy to “minimize negative economic impacts to land owners” [another SHC 
members suggested adding “and the general public”] 

 
Objective 7: 
• no substantial comments received 

 
One general comment received was that all edits should be shown on the updated/revised 
documents to make it easier to see what has been changed. 

 
Grant Jackson stated that the “Goals & Objectives” document would be updated per the comments 
received and the revised, and hopefully final, version of the document would be presented at the next 
SHC meeting (November 17, 2004). 

 
5. Review and Discussion of the Updated Draft Version of the “Areas of Focus” for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan (Meeting Attachment No. 4). 
 
Grant Jackson reviewed this updated draft version of the “Areas of Focus” document. 
 
The following comments were received from the SHC at the meeting: 
 

Water Quality Threats 
• Land Development includes construction and post-construction activities, and also 

includes infrastructure improvements; 
• instead of just stating “on-site wastewater treatment” it should include the term 

“Improper Wastewater Management”; 
• Include threats to the hydrologic regime, including water quality; 
• include quarrying and mining operations, maybe include under an “Industrial Activities” 

category; 
• the category of “improper land management” should be included under the heading 

“Watershed Management/Water Quality Protection Measures”. 
 

Watershed Management/Water Quality Protection Measures 
• include the trading of development rights under “Mitigation for excess impervious 

cover”; 
• include xeriscaping; 
• does not address the issue of over-pumping of the aquifer; 
• “Alternative water uses/source” should include the concept of wastewater management. 

 
Economic Implications 

• include “incentives to preserve land”. 
 
Grant Jackson stated that this document would not be presented again, but that the document and 
the comments would be used to craft the table of contents for the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan (a draft of which will be presented to the SHC members for discussion/comment at the next 
SHC Meeting on November 17, 2004). 
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6. Review and Discussion of the Draft Water Quality Protection Measures for the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan (Meeting Attachment No. 5). 
 
Grant Jackson referred to the draft Water Quality Protection Measures document that was posted as 
meeting attachment no. 4 on the planning project’s web site.  Mr. Jackson stated that the intent of 
this document was to give the SHC list of the protection measures the Consulting Team is 
considering for inclusion in the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan.  Due to time lack of time 
this document was not reviewed in detail at the meeting. 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed November 17, 2004 SHC Meeting. 

In accordance with the SHC approved schedule, Coordinator Tull proposed the next SHC meeting to be 
held on Wednesday, November 17, 2004.  Mr. Tull stated that a draft agenda would be circulated to SHC 
members and that the SHC members should review the proposed agenda and provide their comments to 
him as soon as possible. 

2. SHC Report to the Executive/Core Committee. 

In accordance with the policy developed by the Process Subcommittee and adopted by consensus by the 
SHC, Coordinator Tull stated that the Development Interest stakeholder group would be responsible for 
representing the SHC and reporting on the SHC’s activities at the next Executive/Core Committee 
Meeting, currently scheduled for Wednesday, October 27, 2004 (rescheduled from the originally 
scheduled October 13, 2004 meeting). 

3. Meeting of the “Guiding Principles Subcommittee”. 

As stated previously in the meeting, Coordinator Tull stated that he would be in touch with all SHC 
members via e-mail about the scheduling of the time and date for holding the initial meeting of the 
“Guiding Principles Subcommittee”. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:35 pm. 

 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on 
____________. 
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DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT  --  DRAFT 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – NOVEMBER 17, 2004 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC Pinnacle Campus, in 
Travis County, Texas. 

  

INFORMAL ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION ON WATER QUALITY GOALS [OPTIONAL]; 

Meeting Time: Wednesday, November 17, 2004, at 5:00 pm 

Meeting Information:  The roundtable discussion will give Stakeholder Committee Members an opportunity 
to participate in an informal discussion on water quality issues within the planning region.  Guest speakers 
will be invited to present their views on issues surrounding the preparation of a regional water quality 
protection plan within the planning region.  NOTE TO STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE 
MEMBERS – THIS ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION IS OPTIONAL.  FORMAL DISCUSSIONS 
RELATING TO THE REGIONAL PLAN WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING THE 
STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING THAT BEGINS AT 6:00 PM.    

Guest Speaker:  Mr. Brian Smith, Senior Hydrogeologist,A representative from the Barton Springs Edwards 
Aquifer Conservation District will provide an update concerning the District’s groundwater modeling 
efforts [tentative]. 

 

 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Wednesday, November 17, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: Regularly scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed 
can be found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available 
on the projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 
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ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the October 20, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

2a. Review, discuss, and approve Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) document and nominees for 
the outside Technical Review Group (TRG). 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of an updated version of the Standard Operating Procedures document originally 
presented at the October 20, 2004 SHC Meeting, along with a list of nominees for the outside Technical Review 
Group (TRG).  HOMEWORK: Read & review the updated SOP document and the list of nominees posted on the 
web site.  Any comments, or additional names of potential nominees, should be forwarded to the Executive 
Director and the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that they may be distributed to all 
SHC members prior to the meeting.] 

2b. Review and discuss the 1st Draft of the Guiding Principles for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Review and brief discussion of the 1st Draft of the Guiding Principles for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan as developed by the Guiding Principles Subcommittee.  The SHC will decide at the meeting the 
next steps to be taken with regard to this document.  At present, our ultimate goal for this document is consensus 
approval of an updated version of the Guiding Principles at the next SHC Meeting (tentatively scheduled for 
Wednesday, December 15, 2004).  HOMEWORK: Read & review the 1st Draft of the Guiding Principles 
document.       

3. Review, discuss, and approve Updated Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives for the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of the Consulting Team’s Final Version of the Goals and Objectives document.  
HOMEWORK: Read & review the updated draft posted on the web site.  Any comments should be forwarded to 
the Executive Director, the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that these comments 
may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

4. Review and Discuss 1st Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation and Discussion on the 1st draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan; 
recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on revisions.  HOMEWORK: Read and review the 1st 
draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan.  Any significant comments should be forwarded to the 
Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these comments may be summarized for 
expedited review at the meeting.] 

5. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation and discussion on the Updated Project Schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the Updated- 
Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule. Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so 
that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting. .] 
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AGENDA  -  for the OPTIONAL Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives: 

Time Activity 

5:00 pm Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Issues Within the Planning 
Region.  Guest Speaker – A representative from the Barton Springs Edwards 
Aquifer Conservation District will provide an update concerning the District’s 
groundwater modeling efforts [tentative]. 

5:50 pm Break 

 

AGENDA  -  for the November 17, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of October 20, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss, and Approve an updated version of the Standard Operating 
Procedures and a list of nominees for the outside Technical Review Group (TRG) - 
NEI (See attachment 2a) 

6:25 Review and Discuss the 1st Draft of the Guiding Principles for the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan developed by the Guiding Principles Subcommittee – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 2b) 

6:350 pm Review, Discuss, and Approve the Updated Draft Version of the Goals and 
Objectives for the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  – NEI  (See attachment 
3) 

6:50 pm Break 

7:00 pm Review and Discuss the 1st Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan - NEI (See attachment 4) 

8:00 pm Break 

8:10 pm Review and Discuss the 1st Draft Version of the Water Quality Protection Plan for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI (continued) 

9:00 pm Discuss the preparation and submittal of a Stakeholder Committee report to the 
LCRA prior to the LCRA Board Meeting on December 7, 2004 (tentative date) 

9:10 pm Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – presentation and 
discussion of current project schedule - NEI (See attachment 5) 

9:15 pm Discussion on Possible Formats, Methods, and Subject Matters for Technical/ 
Informational Presentations to the Stakeholder Committee – Terry Tull/NEI 

9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please hand this form to the Executive Director or an NEI Consulting Team member as you leave the 
meeting.  Thanks again for your participation! 
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Presentation to the Presentation to the 
Stakeholder Committee Stakeholder Committee 

on Draft #1 of the on Draft #1 of the 
Regional Water Quality Regional Water Quality 

Protection PlanProtection Plan

Oak Hill United Methodist Church
November 17, 2004

Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 

Aquifer and its Contributing ZoneAquifer and its Contributing Zone

Background/Goals ObjectivesBackground/Goals Objectives
BackgroundBackground

•• No comments receivedNo comments received
•• Minor Expansion anticipatedMinor Expansion anticipated

HistoryHistory
Definition of the Planning RegionDefinition of the Planning Region
•• Add Blanco County EntitiesAdd Blanco County Entities

Entities InvolvedEntities Involved
Description of the Stakeholder ProcessDescription of the Stakeholder Process

Goals and Objectives for the PlanGoals and Objectives for the Plan
•• Revisions based on Adopted Goals and ObjectivesRevisions based on Adopted Goals and Objectives
•• Add Guiding PrincipalsAdd Guiding Principals

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004
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What does the Regional Plan Protect?What does the Regional Plan Protect?

HydrologyHydrology
Minor Expansion anticipatedMinor Expansion anticipated

Definition of Critical Parameters (Definition of Critical Parameters (CPsCPs))
Anticipated suspended solids, nutrients, Anticipated suspended solids, nutrients, 
biological constituents & toxic constituentsbiological constituents & toxic constituents

Scientific Basis for Scientific Basis for CPsCPs
Narrative with listing in Attachment 5Narrative with listing in Attachment 5

DefinitionDefinition--Monitoring & Assessment Monitoring & Assessment CPsCPs
Narrative of how Narrative of how CPsCPs used in Implementationused in Implementation

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004

Water Quality ThreatsWater Quality Threats

General CommentsGeneral Comments
Vulnerability Analysis for different types of Vulnerability Analysis for different types of 
developmentdevelopment
•• Minor Expansion anticipatedMinor Expansion anticipated

Land DevelopmentLand Development
Point Source DischargesPoint Source Discharges

•• Minor Expansion anticipatedMinor Expansion anticipated

Storm Water/NonStorm Water/Non--Point Source PollutionPoint Source Pollution
•• Minor Expansion anticipatedMinor Expansion anticipated

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004
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Water Quality Threats (Continued)Water Quality Threats (Continued)
Wastewater Collection, Treatment and Wastewater Collection, Treatment and 
DisposalDisposal

Avoid bias toward centralized systemsAvoid bias toward centralized systems
Consider as a resource, avoid “disposal”Consider as a resource, avoid “disposal”
Consider “community” onConsider “community” on--site conceptssite concepts
•• Significant expansion anticipatedSignificant expansion anticipated

Use, Storage and Disposal of Harmful Use, Storage and Disposal of Harmful 
MaterialsMaterials
Improper Management of Undeveloped Improper Management of Undeveloped 
LandLand

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004

Existing Regulatory ProgramsExisting Regulatory Programs

Discuss construction phase requirementsDiscuss construction phase requirements
Consider additional requirements for Consider additional requirements for 
construction similar to City of Austinconstruction similar to City of Austin

Address deficiencies in existing programsAddress deficiencies in existing programs

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004
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Open Space Preservation (OSP)Open Space Preservation (OSP)

Funding strategies and financial aspects Funding strategies and financial aspects ––
avoid funding with development feesavoid funding with development fees
Opposed to mitigationOpposed to mitigation

More detail on protection of critical More detail on protection of critical 
environmental features (e.g. activities)environmental features (e.g. activities)

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004

Location of DevelopmentLocation of Development

No development/No development/BMPsBMPs in Buffer Zones in Buffer Zones 
((BZsBZs))
Increased offsets for Critical Increased offsets for Critical 
Environmental Features (Environmental Features (CEFsCEFs) & ) & BZsBZs
No filling/plugging No filling/plugging CEFsCEFs
No construction on slopes > 15%No construction on slopes > 15%
Clustering emphasizedClustering emphasized––separate IC from separate IC from 
BZ/BZ/CEFsCEFs

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004
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Density of DevelopmentDensity of Development
Steep slopes/Steep slopes/BMPsBMPs considered considered 
impervious cover (IC) for net site area impervious cover (IC) for net site area 
(NSA) (NSA) calcscalcs..
Reductions in proposed IC LimitsReductions in proposed IC Limits

No MitigationNo Mitigation
No differences for jurisdictionNo differences for jurisdiction
RZ to 10%RZ to 10%
CZ to 10CZ to 10--15%15%

Add restrictions for # dwelling units/acreAdd restrictions for # dwelling units/acre
Anticipate significant expansionAnticipate significant expansion

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004

Control of Hydrologic RegimeControl of Hydrologic Regime

1 yr, 3 hr retained for 24 hrs instead of 2 1 yr, 3 hr retained for 24 hrs instead of 2 
yr, 3 hryr, 3 hr
Limit postLimit post--development flow to predevelopment flow to pre--
developmentdevelopment

Address comments on flow control/erosive Address comments on flow control/erosive 
dischargesdischarges

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004
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Structural Structural BMPsBMPs

Recommend specific Recommend specific BMPsBMPs for use in the for use in the 
Planning RegionPlanning Region
List of “Worst Management Practices” to List of “Worst Management Practices” to 
be avoidedbe avoided

Address rationale for selection of Address rationale for selection of BMPsBMPs (no (no 
net increase in pollutants), recommended net increase in pollutants), recommended 
BMPsBMPs, and criteria for alternatives, and criteria for alternatives

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004

Nature of DevelopmentNature of Development
ResidentialResidential

Realistic estimates of IC for residentialRealistic estimates of IC for residential
Address lot size, units/acreAddress lot size, units/acre

CommercialCommercial
Allowable activitiesAllowable activities
support featuressupport features

IndustrialIndustrial
Restricted zonesRestricted zones
Protective measuresProtective measures

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004
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Use Restrictions/Public EducationUse Restrictions/Public Education

Use RestrictionsUse Restrictions
Address specific land uses, restriction by Address specific land uses, restriction by 
zoningzoning
Restrictions on Use, Storage and Disposal of Restrictions on Use, Storage and Disposal of 
Potentially Harmful MaterialsPotentially Harmful Materials
•• Address wastes, hazardous materials, pesticides, Address wastes, hazardous materials, pesticides, 

and nutrients, with emphasis on integrated mgmt.and nutrients, with emphasis on integrated mgmt.

Public EducationPublic Education
Expand using EPA Phase II Storm water Expand using EPA Phase II Storm water 
Minimum Control MeasureMinimum Control Measure

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004

Alternative Water Sources/Uses & Alternative Water Sources/Uses & 
Management of Undeveloped LandManagement of Undeveloped Land

Alternative Water Sources & UsesAlternative Water Sources & Uses
Replacement of consumptive usesReplacement of consumptive uses
•• rainwater harvestingrainwater harvesting--potable & irrigationpotable & irrigation
•• water conservationwater conservation
•• wastewater reusewastewater reuse

Management of Undeveloped LandManagement of Undeveloped Land
Address other agricultural practicesAddress other agricultural practices

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004
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Parameters to be Used to Measure and Parameters to be Used to Measure and 
Monitor Water Quality within the Monitor Water Quality within the 

Planning RegionPlanning Region

Goal Goal –– No net increase in pollutant No net increase in pollutant 
loadingsloadings
Tied to Tied to CPsCPs previously identifiedpreviously identified

Anticipated significant expansionAnticipated significant expansion

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004

ImplementationImplementation
Entities Responsible for ImplementationEntities Responsible for Implementation

Measures (previously described) Measures (previously described) 
recommended for adoption by local recommended for adoption by local 
governmentsgovernments
Measures (previously described) which Measures (previously described) which 
require new/expanded authorityrequire new/expanded authority
Measures (previously described) Measures (previously described) 
recommended for voluntary implementationrecommended for voluntary implementation

MechanismsMechanisms
ScheduleSchedule

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004
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Economic ImplicationsEconomic Implications

Initial Implementation
On-going Operations and Maintenance
Enforcement and Oversight
Impacts of failure and/or inadequacy
Land value
Cost of public facilities to serve 
development

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004

Comments by Stakeholder CategoryComments by Stakeholder Category

Neighborhood Neighborhood 
InterestsInterests
Economic Economic 
interestsinterests
Governmental Governmental 
EntitiesEntities
Development Development 
InterestsInterests

Concerned Concerned 
CitizensCitizens
Public Interest Public Interest 
OrganizationsOrganizations
Environmental Environmental 
Preservation/ Local Preservation/ Local 
Interest groupsInterest groups
Property OwnersProperty Owners

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project November 17, 2004November 17, 2004
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - draft 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: November 17, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, 7815 U.S. Highway 290 West, Austin, Travis 
County, Texas 78736. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
X Jon Beall X Nancy McClintock 
X Alan Bojorquez  Charles O’ Dell 
X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Jim Phillips 
X Henry Brooks X Randy Robinson 
 S. Tim Casey X Hank Smith 

X Colin Clark  Tom (Smitty) Smith 
X Joe C. Day X J. T. Stewart 
X Karen Ford  Jon Thompson 
X David Fowler X David Venhuizen 
X Mark Gentle X Michael Waite 
X Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
X Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 
X Bryan Jordan   

Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman X Chris Risher 
 Mike Lyday X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
 Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 
 Bret Raymis X Donna Tiemann 

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Tom Brown – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X David Fusilier – NEI 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 1 - November 17, 2004 



Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

OPTIONAL - Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Goals 
and Objectives: 
Prior to the official Stakeholder Committee Meeting an optional, informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives Within the Planning Region was convened at approximately 5:00 pm.  
This roundtable discussion was open to all interested stakeholders.  The guest speaker was Brian Smith, Senior 
Hydrogeologist with the Barton Springs Edwards Aquifer Conservation District..  Mr. Smith spoke about the 
District’s groundwater modeling efforts and the development of the Sustainable Yield Report.  The Sustainable 
Yield Report may be accessed from the home page of the District’s web site at www.bseacd.org.  The informal 
roundtable discussion was ended at approximately 6:00 pm. 
 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator for the meeting, and Grant Jackson of the NEI Consulting 
Team served as the Secretary for the meeting.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at approximately 
6:15 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 11/17 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT] 

AGENDA  -  for the November 17, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of October 20, 2004 Stakeholder Committee 
Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss, and Approve an updated version of the Standard Operating Procedures and a 
list of nominees for the outside Technical Review Group (TRG) - NEI (See attachment 2a) 

6:25 Review and Discuss the 1st Draft of the Guiding Principles for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan developed by the Guiding Principles Subcommittee – Terry Tull/NEI (See 
attachment 2b) 

6:35 pm Review, Discuss, and Approve the Updated Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  – NEI  (See attachment 3) 

6:50 pm Break 

7:00 pm Review and Discuss the 1st Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI 
(See attachment 4) 

8:00 pm Break 

8:10 pm Review and Discuss the 1st Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI 
(continued) 

9:00 pm Discuss the preparation and submittal of a Stakeholder Committee report to the LCRA prior 
to the LCRA Board Meeting on December 7, 2004 (tentative date) 

9:10 pm Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – presentation and discussion 
of current project schedule - NEI (See attachment 5) 

9:15 pm Discussion on Possible Formats, Methods, and Subject Matters for Technical/ Informational 
Presentations to the Stakeholder Committee – Terry Tull/NEI 

9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
Mr. Ken Manning from the LCRA announced that the LCRA Board of Directors have planned a Special 
Board meeting on December 7, to discuss issues relating to water service contracts serving the Hamilton 
Pool Road area.  The regular LCRA Board meeting later in December will address other issues relating 
to water services in the areas of western Travis County and northern Hays County, including the 
LCRA’s current CCN application.  Mr. Manning stated that the Board should finalize plans for the 
December 7th meeting in the next few days and that he would notify the SHC members via e-mail. 
 

 
2. Discussion and Action to Approve Minutes from the October 20, 2004 Stakeholder Committee 
Meeting (Meeting Attachment No. 1). 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copies of the minutes from the October 20, 2004 
Stakeholder Committee (SHC) Meeting.  The minutes were approved by consensus with minor changes. 
 
 
3. Review, Discuss, and Approve the Updated Draft Standard Operating Procedures for the 
outside Technical Review Group (TRG), as well as the draft list of nominees (Meeting 
Attachment No. 2a). 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copy of the Updated Draft Version of the Standard 
Operating Procedure for the outside Technical Review Group.   One comment received from the SHC 
was that members of the TRG should be informed as to the degree of completion (or version) of the 
documents they are being asked to review (i.e., 1st draft, 2nd draft, final).  After receiving no other 
comments, the SOP document was approved by consensus. 
 
Coordinator Tull then reviewed the current list of nominees for the TRG that was transmitted to the 
SHC via e-mail on November 16, 2004.  There being no objections, the nominees were confirmed as 
members of the TRG. Following some additional discussion, the SHC decided that other candidates 
could be nominated for the TRG and presented at the next SHC meeting for confirmation. 
 
 
4. Review and Discussion of the 1st Draft of the Guiding Principles Document for the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan developed by the Guiding Principles Subcommittee (Meeting 
Attachment No. 2b). 
 
Coordinator Tull presented the 1st Draft of the Guiding Principles document as developed by the 
Guiding Principles Subcommittee (draft dated November 15, 2004).  After discussion by the SHC, a 
wording change was made to the draft document (Item No. 6), and the revised document was approved 
by consensus later in the meeting. 

 
 

5. Review, Discuss, and Approve the Updated Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan (Meeting Attachment No. 3). 
 
Coordinator Tull introduced the latest Updated Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives document.  
He explained that it was intended that the SHC would adopt the Goals and Objectives document at this 
meeting. 
 
Grant Jackson then conducted the review of the Updated Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives, 
with the results: 
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− A suggested wording change to the Goal Statement by Henry Brooks (Property Owners) 
conveyed prior to the meeting via e-mail from Coordinator Tull on November 16, 2004 was 
discussed and agreed upon. 

 
− There were _____#_____ sections of the document about which there were comments but not 

sufficient time to reach agreement on any changes.  The SHC agreed that the remainder of the 
Goals and Objectives were accepted, but that these ____#____ provisions would be the subject 
of further discussion at the next meeting.  NAISMITH will post the revised Goals and 
Objectives document with these  _____#_____ provisions highlighted, along with 
accompanying comments, on the website for discussion at the next meeting. 

 
 

6. Review and Discussion of the 1st Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan 
(Meeting Attachment No. 4). 
 
Grant Jackson reviewed the 1st Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan with a 
PowerPoint presentation. 

 
After Mr. Jackson’s presentation the SHC members were given an opportunity to comment on this draft 
version.  The comments were solicited by the individual SHC interest groups (the order of the groups 
had been selected at random by the NEI Team).  The comments from the SHC are summarized as 
follows: 
 

Neighborhood Interests 
− Density.  How do you address this issue outside of city limits?  Counties may not have the 

authority to control density. 
− Don’t confuse the issues of density vs. impervious cover.  They are not the same. 
− BMPs: need to identify constituents; removal levels; and, be mindful of groundwater effects 

from the BMPs. 
− Recommend the detention of the 2-yr, 3-hour storm event, and releasing this volume over a 24-

hour period. 
− Amend the net site area calculations. 
− The more environmentally sensitive areas within the planning region should be identified.  In 

some way, these more sensitive areas should receive more attention.  
− The plan doesn’t “hang together” well. 
− The plan is “inside out”/”backwards” – should have parameters/goals first. 
 

 
Economic Interests 
− Irrigation/Retention BMPs: the pollutants are discharged onto the land and wait for a big flood 

event to be washed downstream.  Need to look at what happens to pollutants. 
− A big threat to the aquifer is that current pumping rates exceed recharge rates, creating a deficit. 
− Current OSSF rules are inadequate (e.g., spray irrigation systems don’t use chlorine when they 

should and are required to.) 
− Preferred growth corridors should be identified within the planning region. 
− Education is a key to public acceptance/actions. 
− Need to recognize the “public good” of water in aquifer/streams/natural lands, and the 

resulting economic and social benefits to the region. 
 
 

Government Entities 
− Scientific justification needs to be provided with the plan.  None shown with this version. 
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− The plan, in its current state, is hard to review – hard to know if it works when we don’t have a 
target or goal. 

− Net Site Area – net site area calculations should exclude golf courses and wastewater reuse 
areas. 

− Public Education should be emphasized (e.g., public schools, “Green Builder” Program, etc…). 
− For construction plans: need specifics on temporary BMP requirements; reviewer qualifications 

should be standardized; the TCEQ’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan format should serve 
as a guide. 

− For Permanent BMPs: an inspection/maintenance program should be established. 
− Add scientific justification for buffer zone and critical environmental feature set backs, 

impervious cover limitations, etc… 
− Where does it say in the document that the BMPs will be required to function properly?  Need 

guarantee of performance. 
− Emphasize erosion control – provide help to builders 
− Address landscape maintenance after construction – “grow green” 

 
 
Development Interests 
− Stream offsets seem arbitrary.  Where is the science behind these requirements? Needs better 

definition – recommend use TCEQ definitions. 
− Defining the drainage areas (that establish stream offset requirements) is sometimes difficult. 
− Utility lines and roads should be allowed to cross streams. 
− Impervious cover limits seem arbitrary.  The science behind these limits should be provided. 
− Why are impervious cover limits different inside vs. outside city limits?  What’s the difference? 
− The TCEQ would be a good start for protecting water quality within the planning region.  We 

should work with them to identify and eliminate deficiencies in their Edwards Aquifer program. 
− Not sure about the density and impervious cover limits.  Need to have experts look at the 

“takings” issue this may create. 
− Pollutants are assimilated in the environment.  This fact needs to be considered with respect to 

the “no net increase” goal. 
− Question the relevance of impervious cover limits for “inside/outside” of city limits.  Are we 

pushing development elsewhere?  We need to considerate of others and be sure we are not 
creating problems in other areas.  We should not shut the door to development in this area. 

− Impervious cover limits – need to look at the “Take Back Texas” issues on “takings”. 
− Where is the science behind the limits established in the plan? 
− When did we set a goal of no net increase in pollutants? 
− We should start with the TCEQ rules, and build on them. 
− The use of the “Net Site Area” concept should be dropped in favor of “Gross Site Area”. 
− Pg. 21, Table 3 – Add column to table to include impervious cover limits if you use structural 

BMPs. 
− Purpose of “semi-pervious” cover is not clear – what is the goal?  What is achieved? 
− Pg. 22, “Erosive Flow Control” – do need to control 2 year/3 hour event, but requirement for 

detention may be unnecessary if it converts back to storm flow. 
 
 

Concerned Citizens 
− TCEQ is not a useful organization. 
− Just because TCEQ regulates wastewater doesn’t mean we can’t address it in the plan. 
− Standards need to be set.  We don’t have that with this current draft plan.  What are we trying to 

achieve? 
− “Maintain and Enhance” – doesn’t that limit what we can add? 
− There are good reasons to ban surface dispersal of effluent. 
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− Need for vulnerability assessment and micro-sensitivity analysis of sites. 
 
 

Public Interest Organizations 
− Can you really measure the cumulative effects?  Cumulative effects need to be an issue. 
− CEF setbacks need to be looked at and justified. 
− Regarding the issue of creating more density/impervious cover within City Limits – you are still 

over a sensitive area.  This issue needs to be looked at. 
− “Open Space Preservation” section.  Change title to “Natural Area Preservation”. 
− On Page 9, under “Water Quality Threat” section: add threats from infrastructure construction 

and threats from post-construction. 
− Look at the transfer of development rights (from on the watershed to off the watershed). 
− Look at discouraging major employers from locating within the planning region. 
− Would like to incorporate what could be done to protect water quality (not just what can be 

done today) – want to see policy and process to protect aquifer long term. 
− Land use – controlling this needs to be looked at. 
− Land clearing – limit what and how much can be done. 
− Discourage the use of St. Augustine grass. 
− Control use of pesticides. 
− The use of native vegetation should be encouraged. 
− Emphasize open space preservation now.  This preservation may be able to be developed for 

transportation purposes (hike & bike trails, etc…). 
− Pg. 19 – expand on the first paragraph (is impervious cover the source of increased pollutant 

loads or is it an indicator parameter tied to additional human activity, which is the actual source 
of pollutants). 

 
 
Local Environmental Preservation/Good Governance Groups 
− Pg. 19 - Net Site Area should not include steep slopes (> 18%). 
− Pg. 21 – Runoff is a geometric increase, therefore, mitigation cannot be linear.  Look at City of 

Austin requirements. 
− Pg. 23 – Evapotransporation has problems (retention/irrigation systems). 
− Need to address the issue of dissolved pollutants in stormwater. 
− Need to be able to measure and control new pesticides, not just existing. 
− Link the need for certainty to scientific defensibility. 
− Emphasize “non-degradation” – recognize that there are “property rights” and “takings” issues 

that flow both ways. 
− Address economic benefits derived from preserving water quality. 
− Address the concept of establishing a regional authority to regulate water quality. 
− Need to discuss impervious cover limits.  Why put this in now? What is the standard being 

achieved? 
− Need a global target – then define strategies. 
− Must recognize that we can regulate property rights without having a taking. 

 
 
Property Owners/Agricultural Interests 
− We should avoid using the term “undeveloped” land.  Other terms to use are: “natural land”, 

“rangeland”, “cropland”, “right-of-way”, “parks”, “public land”, etc.. 
− Need to address whether the right to develop should be on a first-come first-serve basis. 
− “Voluntary” compliance is a viable technique for water quality protection and should be used 

when possible – can be effective without regulation. 
− Pg. 22 – erosive flow – needs to get into retrofit. 
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− Nothing about retrofitting existing development.  Should be addressed as a fairness issue. 
− Concerning higher impervious cover limits in urban areas (vs. rural areas): developments in 

urban areas can put more money into the BMPs, thus protecting water quality even with higher 
i.c. levels. 

− Need to address the “what” and “when” of using TDRs. 
− The current draft is pretty boilerplate. 
− TCEQ is an ineffective organization – doubts this plan can get them to do more, or get them 

more resources. 
− Pg. 17 – instead of “Open Space Preservation” use “Natural Areas Preservation”. 
− Not very receptive to a first-come first-serve development policy. 
− Who will bear the operation and maintenance costs on structural BMPs? 
− Urbanization is the main threat to the aquifer. 
− Advocates “correlative rights” – helps to create a market. 
− Need to address/change public policies that often are counterproductive to public good 
− Need to address public responsibility to consider impact of decisions to promote utilities 
 

 
Miscellaneous comments not attributed to any particular group 
− The “Guiding Principles” that were developed should be added to the plan. 
− Pg. 4 – add Blanco County to “Other Entities”. 
− Pg. 4 - Add a section on demographics. 
− Pg. 9 – instead of using the term “Land Development”, use “Urbanization”. 
− Pg. 10 – Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Disposal Section should address land 

application, OSSFs, and utility lines crossing streams. 
− Pg. 22 – Structural BMPs section – this section should include something about “wet” ponds. 

 
After the discussion/comments by the SHC, Mr. Jackson stated that the NEI Team would attempt to 
incorporate the comments received at this meeting into the 2nd draft version of the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan that would be presented at the next SHC Meeting (tentatively scheduled for 
December 15, 2004). 

 
7. Discuss the preparation and submittal of a SHC report to the LCRA prior to the LCRA Board 
Meeting on December 7, 2004 (tentative date). 
 
Coordinator Tull discussed the idea of the SHC formally submitting a report to the LCRA prior to the 
LCRA Board Meeting that would discuss the Hamilton Pool Road water line issue.  After a brief 
discussion it was agreed that the SHC as a body would not give any presentation or report to the LCRA. 
Coordinator Tull stated that he would prepare a report to LCRA and would coordinate its content with 
the SHC. 
 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed December 15, 2004 SHC Meeting. 

In accordance with the SHC approved schedule, Coordinator Tull proposed the next SHC meeting to be 
held on Wednesday, November 17, 2004.  Mr. Tull stated that a draft agenda would be circulated to SHC 
members and that the SHC members should review the proposed agenda and provide their comments to 
him as soon as possible. 
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2. SHC Report to the Executive/Core Committee. 

In accordance with the policy developed by the Process Subcommittee and adopted by the SHC, 
Coordinator Tull stated that the Economic Interest stakeholder group would be responsible for representing 
the SHC and reporting on the SHC’s activities at the next Executive/Core Committee Meeting, currently 
scheduled for Wednesday, December 1, 2004 (rescheduled from the originally scheduled November 10, 2004 
meeting). 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:35 pm. 

 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on 
____________. 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – DECEMBER 15, 2004 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC Pinnacle Campus, in 
Travis County, Texas. 

  

INFORMAL ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION ON WATER QUALITY GOALS [OPTIONAL]; 

Meeting Time: Wednesday, December 15, 2004, at 5:00 pm 

Meeting Information:  The roundtable discussion will give Stakeholder Committee Members an opportunity 
to participate in an informal discussion on water quality issues within the planning region.  Guest speakers 
will be invited to present their views on issues surrounding the preparation of a regional water quality 
protection plan within the planning region.  NOTE TO STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE 
MEMBERS – THIS ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION IS OPTIONAL.  FORMAL DISCUSSIONS 
RELATING TO THE REGIONAL PLAN WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING THE 
STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING THAT BEGINS AT 6:00 PM.    

Guest Speaker:  TBA. 

 

 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Wednesday, December 15, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: Regularly scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed 
can be found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available 
on the projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 
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ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the November 17, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

2. Review, discuss, and confirm additional nominees for the Technical Review Group (TRG). 
[GOAL: Decide on the confirmation of additional nominees for the Technical Review Group (TRG).  
HOMEWORK: Review the list of additional nominees which will be distributed by the Executive Director..  Any 
comments should be forwarded to the Executive Director and the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to 
the meeting so that they may be distributed to all SHC members prior to the meeting.]  

3. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on the Updated Project Schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the 
Updated- Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule. Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so 
that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting. .] 

4. Review, discuss, and approve Final Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives for the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of the Consulting Team’s Final Version of the Goals and Objectives document.  
HOMEWORK: Read & review the updated draft posted on the web site. Remember that the Goals and Objectives 
were accepted except for those sections that are highlighted in the attachment.   Each and every SHC member is 
requested to forward either your concurrence with the draft language, or your comments, along with any 
recommended revisions,  to the Executive Director and  the Consulting Team via e-mail prior to the meeting so 
that these comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

5. Review and Discussion of 2nd Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation by NEI Consulting Team and Discussion on the 2nd draft of the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on revisions.  HOMEWORK: Read and 
review the 2nd draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan.  Any significant comments should be 
forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these comments may be 
summarized for expedited review at the meeting.] 
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AGENDA  -  for the OPTIONAL Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives: 

Time Activity 

5:00 pm Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Issues Within the Planning 
Region.  Guest Speaker – TBA. 

5:50 pm Break 

 

AGENDA  -  for the December 15, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of November 17, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Confirm additional nominees for the Technical Review Group 
(TRG) – Terry Tull (See attachment 2) 

6:25 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 3) 

6:35 pm Review, Discuss and Approve the Final Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives 
for the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  – Terry Tull/NEI  (See attachment 
4) 

7:05 pm Break 

7:15 pm Review and Discuss the 2nd Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan - NEI (See attachment 5) 

8:15 pm Break 

8:25 pm Review and Discuss the 2nd  Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan - NEI (continued) 

9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please hand this form to the Executive Director or an NEI Consulting Team member as you leave the 
meeting.  Thanks again for your participation! 
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contributions contributions –– incorporated as availableincorporated as available
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OnOn--going Work going Work -- Background/Goals Background/Goals 
ObjectivesObjectives

BackgroundBackground
Add discussions on Climate and Add discussions on Climate and 
Demographics [SHC]Demographics [SHC]
Expand description of Stakeholder ProcessExpand description of Stakeholder Process

Goals and ObjectivesGoals and Objectives
Revise to match final adoption by SHCRevise to match final adoption by SHC

Guiding PrincipalsGuiding Principals
Conform to final adoption by SHCConform to final adoption by SHC

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project December 15, 2004December 15, 2004
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work -- What does the Regional What does the Regional 
Plan Protect?Plan Protect?

Surface WaterSurface Water
Address Lakes/Reservoirs/Surface Water Address Lakes/Reservoirs/Surface Water 
BodiesBodies

Geologic DescriptionGeologic Description
Expanded discussion of RZ geologyExpanded discussion of RZ geology
Groundwater withdrawal Groundwater withdrawal -- other aquifers &  other aquifers &  
implications in Planning Region [SHC]implications in Planning Region [SHC]

Critical Environmental FeaturesCritical Environmental Features
Threatened/Endangered SpeciesThreatened/Endangered Species
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Existing Regulatory Existing Regulatory 
ProgramsPrograms

State Federal ProgramsState Federal Programs
Clarify/Expand Clarify/Expand -- TCEQ Programs [SHC]TCEQ Programs [SHC]

Local ProgramsLocal Programs
Summary of existing local government WQ Summary of existing local government WQ 
regulations within the Planning Regionregulations within the Planning Region
Examples of existing local government WQ Examples of existing local government WQ 
regulations, outside the Planning Region, but regulations, outside the Planning Region, but 
within the local area.within the local area.
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work -- Water Quality ThreatsWater Quality Threats

Threats Listed in DraftThreats Listed in Draft
Expansion of Domestic Wastewater [SHC]Expansion of Domestic Wastewater [SHC]
Expansion of Improper Management of Expansion of Improper Management of 
Undeveloped Land [SHC]Undeveloped Land [SHC]
Expansion of Groundwater Withdrawal Expansion of Groundwater Withdrawal 
Exceeding Recharge to address additional Exceeding Recharge to address additional 
water supply sources [SHC]water supply sources [SHC]

Addition of “Lack of WQ Controls on Addition of “Lack of WQ Controls on 
Existing Development” [SHC]Existing Development” [SHC]
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Critical Water Quality Critical Water Quality 
ParametersParameters

DefinitionDefinition
Revisions to “indicative of a pollutant”Revisions to “indicative of a pollutant”

Addition of Preferred Measurement Addition of Preferred Measurement 
methods for each Critical Parametermethods for each Critical Parameter

Tie to existing test methods used under Tie to existing test methods used under 
existing programs and ordinancesexisting programs and ordinances
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work ––
Strategy for SelectionStrategy for Selection

Provide Scientific Basis for “No Net Provide Scientific Basis for “No Net 
Increase in CP Discharges” Approach Increase in CP Discharges” Approach 
[SHC][SHC]
NonNon--structural measures generally cost structural measures generally cost 
less than structural measures [SHC]less than structural measures [SHC]
Justify Need for Site Specific Evaluation Justify Need for Site Specific Evaluation 
[SHC][SHC]
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Description of Description of 
MeasuresMeasures

Natural Area/Open Space ConservationNatural Area/Open Space Conservation
Conservation Easements as mitigation for Conservation Easements as mitigation for 
existing development [SHC]existing development [SHC]
Why net 10% IC when base IC is 15% [SHC]Why net 10% IC when base IC is 15% [SHC]

Stream Offsets/Buffer ZonesStream Offsets/Buffer Zones
Centerline vs. Stream Bank [SHC]Centerline vs. Stream Bank [SHC]
Practical minimums for Practical minimums for BZsBZs [SHC][SHC]
Justify rationale for Justify rationale for BZsBZs where there are where there are 
existing existing BMPsBMPs/Measures [SHC]/Measures [SHC]
Construction (utilities, etc.) in BZ [SHC]Construction (utilities, etc.) in BZ [SHC]
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Description of Description of 
Measures (Continuation 1)Measures (Continuation 1)

Density of DevelopmentDensity of Development
Net Site Area vs. Gross Site Area [SHC]Net Site Area vs. Gross Site Area [SHC]
Elaborate on “Cited Studies” consideration of Elaborate on “Cited Studies” consideration of 
BMPsBMPs [SHC][SHC]
Focus on CP loadings rather than IC limits Focus on CP loadings rather than IC limits 
[SHC][SHC]
Applicable to Local Govt. projects [SHC]Applicable to Local Govt. projects [SHC]

Nature of DevelopmentNature of Development
Characteristics of each type of developmentCharacteristics of each type of development
Corresponding infrastructure [SHC]Corresponding infrastructure [SHC]
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Description of Description of 
Measures (Continuation 2)Measures (Continuation 2)

Restrictions on Harmful MaterialsRestrictions on Harmful Materials
Sales/availability controlsSales/availability controls
Use/disposal restrictionsUse/disposal restrictions
Integrated pest/nutrient managementIntegrated pest/nutrient management

Public EducationPublic Education
Specific local recommendationsSpecific local recommendations

Alternate Water Sources/UsesAlternate Water Sources/Uses
Replacement of consumptive usesReplacement of consumptive uses
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Description of Description of 
Measures (Continuation 3)Measures (Continuation 3)

Management of Undeveloped LandManagement of Undeveloped Land
Applicable to changes in use [SHC]Applicable to changes in use [SHC]
Address Invasive Plants (e.g. cedar) [SHC]Address Invasive Plants (e.g. cedar) [SHC]
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– ImplementationImplementation
Legal Authority of ExistingLegal Authority of Existing

Expand for “Authorities”Expand for “Authorities”

Implementation StrategyImplementation Strategy
Tie strategies to ObjectivesTie strategies to Objectives
Define procedures for “overlaps”Define procedures for “overlaps”
Develop procedures for “gaps”Develop procedures for “gaps”

Regulatory Takings/Property RightsRegulatory Takings/Property Rights
Address obligations of developmentAddress obligations of development
Expand to cover impact of “pollution” [SHC]Expand to cover impact of “pollution” [SHC]
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Implementation Implementation 
(Continuation 1)(Continuation 1)

Available Implementation MechanismsAvailable Implementation Mechanisms
Outline of ordinances for municipal entities Outline of ordinances for municipal entities 
and special districts with pattern ordinances and special districts with pattern ordinances 
as attachmentsas attachments
Outline of ordinances and procedures for Outline of ordinances and procedures for 
County governments with pattern ordinances County governments with pattern ordinances 
and agreementsand agreements
Mechanisms for local enforcement of Mechanisms for local enforcement of 
state/federal requirementsstate/federal requirements
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Implementation Implementation 
(Continuation 2)(Continuation 2)

Proposed Implementation MechanismsProposed Implementation Mechanisms
Recommended changes to existing programs Recommended changes to existing programs 
under existing authorityunder existing authority
Recommendations for new programs, Recommendations for new programs, 
expanded authorityexpanded authority
Bridging mechanisms Bridging mechanisms –– until new, expanded until new, expanded 
authority inauthority in--placeplace

Implementation ScheduleImplementation Schedule
Short term Short term –– changes under existing authoritychanges under existing authority
Long term Long term –– new authority requirednew authority required
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Economic ImplicationsEconomic Implications
Funding/Financial Assurance for initial Funding/Financial Assurance for initial 
implementationimplementation
Funding/Financial Assurance for O&MFunding/Financial Assurance for O&M
Enforcement/OversightEnforcement/Oversight
Impacts of Failure to ProtectImpacts of Failure to Protect
Impacts on private propertyImpacts on private property
Impacts on public propertyImpacts on public property

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project December 15, 2004December 15, 2004

Contentious Issues Contentious Issues ––
General/PhilosophicalGeneral/Philosophical

Standard for Selection of MeasuresStandard for Selection of Measures
No Net Increase v. % ReductionNo Net Increase v. % Reduction
Mandatory Measures Mandatory Measures –– maintainmaintain
Voluntary Measures Voluntary Measures -- enhanceenhance

Level of Detail for Implementation PlanLevel of Detail for Implementation Plan
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Contentious Issues Contentious Issues –– Water Quality Water Quality 
Protection MeasuresProtection Measures

Conservation Easements/MitigationConservation Easements/Mitigation
Voluntary or MandatoryVoluntary or Mandatory
Transfer of development rightsTransfer of development rights

Buffer Zones/OffsetsBuffer Zones/Offsets
Too high, too low or just rightToo high, too low or just right

Impervious Cover LimitsImpervious Cover Limits
Net site area vs. gross site areaNet site area vs. gross site area
Too high, too low or just rightToo high, too low or just right

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project December 15, 2004December 15, 2004

Contentious Issues Contentious Issues –– ImplementationImplementation
Role of the TCEQRole of the TCEQ

Primary vs. SecondaryPrimary vs. Secondary
Relation of TCEQ rules to local ordinances Relation of TCEQ rules to local ordinances 

Entities Entities -- Existing or newExisting or new
Financial/Funding IssuesFinancial/Funding Issues

Sustainable funding for O&M & enforcement Sustainable funding for O&M & enforcement 
(split between private/public & which “public”)(split between private/public & which “public”)
Cost burdens for developers vs. publicCost burdens for developers vs. public
Long term financial assurance mechanismsLong term financial assurance mechanisms
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Contentious Issues Contentious Issues –– OthersOthers

If closely related to an already identified If closely related to an already identified 
contentious issue, please combinecontentious issue, please combine
Identify the section of the Plan it would fall Identify the section of the Plan it would fall 
underunder
Be BriefBe Brief

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project December 15, 2004December 15, 2004

Discussion Procedures forDiscussion Procedures for
Contentious IssuesContentious Issues

Time AllocationsTime Allocations
General/Philosophical General/Philosophical –– 40 minutes40 minutes
Water Quality Protection Measures Water Quality Protection Measures –– 20 20 
minutesminutes
Implementation Implementation –– 20 minutes20 minutes
Other Other –– 15 minutes15 minutes

SignSign--up on rip chart to speak on that issueup on rip chart to speak on that issue
Time limit Time limit –– 3 minutes per person or total 3 minutes per person or total 
time divided by number of time divided by number of speakersspeakers

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project December 15, 2004December 15, 2004
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Questions/Comments on the Draft Questions/Comments on the Draft 
PlanPlan

Naismith Engineering Naismith Engineering 
(NEI)(NEI)
Grant A. Jackson, P.E. Grant A. Jackson, P.E. 
gjacksongjackson@@
Tom BrownTom Brown
tbrowntbrown@@
David Fusilier, P.E.David Fusilier, P.E.
dfusilierdfusilier@@

All NEI eAll NEI e--mails:mails:
@@naismithnaismith--engineering.comengineering.com
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - Final 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: December 15, 2004, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, 7815 U.S. Highway 290 West, Austin, Travis 
County, Texas 78736. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
X Jon Beall  Nancy McClintock 
X Alan Bojorquez X Charles O’ Dell 
 Robert (Robbie) Botto X Jim Phillips 

X Henry Brooks  Randy Robinson 
 S. Tim Casey X Hank Smith 

X Colin Clark  Tom (Smitty) Smith 
X Joe C. Day X J. T. Stewart 
X Karen Ford  Jon Thompson 
 David Fowler X David Venhuizen 
 Mark Gentle  Michael Waite 
 Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 

X Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 
X Bryan Jordan   

Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman X Chris Risher 
X Dana Blanton X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
 Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 

X Bret Raymis  Donna Tiemann 
Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Tom Brown – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X David Fusilier – NEI 
X Stephen Dickman - KHH   
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

OPTIONAL - Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Goals 
and Objectives: 
Prior to the official Stakeholder Committee Meeting an optional, informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives Within the Planning Region was convened at approximately 5:00 pm.  
This roundtable discussion was open to all interested stakeholders.  The guest speaker was David Meesey, 
Project Manager, with the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB).  Mr. Meesey gave a presentation on State-
wide and regional water planning efforts, and TWDB’s role in these efforts.  The informal roundtable discussion 
was ended at approximately 5:50 pm. 
 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator for the meeting, and Grant Jackson of the NEI Consulting 
Team served as the Secretary for the meeting.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at approximately 
6:00 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 12/15 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT] 

AGENDA  -  for the December 15, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of November 17, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Confirm additional nominees for the Technical Review Group 
(TRG) – Terry Tull (See attachment 2) 

6:25 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 3) 

6:35 pm Review, Discuss and Approve the Final Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives 
for the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  – Terry Tull/NEI  (See attachment 
4) 

7:05 pm Break 

7:15 pm Review and Discuss the 2nd Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan - NEI (See attachment 5) 

8:15 pm Break 

8:25 pm Review and Discuss the 2nd  Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan - NEI (continued) 

9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

 
1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
Mr. Colin Clark (SHC Member – Public Interest Groups) addressed the SHC and presented handouts 
on “Percent of Precipitation Converted to Stormflow and Baseflow  versus Impervious Cover..”  He 
also presented photo maps showing planned new development and existing and potential open space 
areas in the Planning Region.  
 

 
2. Discussion and Action to Approve Minutes from the November 17, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting (Meeting Attachment No. 1). 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copies of the minutes from the November 17, 2004 
Stakeholder Committee (SHC) Meeting.  The minutes were approved by consensus with minor changes. 
 
 
3. Review, Discuss, and Confirm Additional Nominees for the Technical Review Group (TRG) 
(Meeting Attachment No. 2). 
 
Coordinator Tull then reviewed the nomination of Mr. Michael Morrow as an additional member of the 
TRG.  There being no objections, Mr. Morrow was confirmed by consensus. 
 
 
4. Review and Discussion of the Updated Project Schedule and Milestones (Meeting 
Attachment No. 3). 
 
Coordinator Tull and Grant Jackson/NEI Consulting Team presented the latest updated Project 
Schedule.  Coordinator Tull indicated that much work has already been done on The Plan, but there is a 
lot to be accomplished in a relatively short amount of time.  He stated that to get The Plan completed by 
the February deadline, it will likely take multiple SHC meetings, and possibly necessitate the formation 
of subcommittees to resolve certain issues.  The schedule for the next SHC Meeting would be set at the 
end of this meeting after review and discussion of the 2nd draft of The Plan. 

 
 

5. Review, Discuss, and Approve the Final Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives for the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan (Meeting Attachment No. 4). 
 
Coordinator Tull introduced the Final Draft Version of the Goals and Objectives document.  He 
explained that it was intended that the SHC would adopt the Goals and Objectives document at this 
meeting.  Coordinator Tull stated that if the SHC could not reach consensus on the entire document at 
this meeting, the sections that could, and have previously been, agreed on, would be approved by 
consensus and the contentious sections would be identified, and a subcommittee would be formed in an 
attempt to resolve the contentious issues. 
 
Based on the November 17, 2004 SHC Meeting, there were six (6) sections of the document about 
which there were comments but not sufficient time to reach agreement on any changes.  The SHC 
agreed at the November 17, 2004 SHC Meeting that the remainder of the Goals and Objectives were 
accepted. 
 
A particular issue that received much discussion at tonight’s meeting was the use of the terms 
“…maintain and enhance existing water quality…” in the Goal Statement of the document.  After much 
discussion, it was resolved that NAISMITH would attempt to revise the Goals and Objectives and 
would include the new version in Draft #3 of The Plan.  The SHC would then provide comments on 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 4 -    December 15, 2004 

these updated Goals and Objectives prior to the next meeting, and unresolved issues would be sent to a 
subcommittee for resolution. 
 
 
6. Review and Discussion of the 2nd Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan 
(Meeting Attachment No. 5). 
 
Grant Jackson reviewed the 2nd Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan with a 
PowerPoint presentation. 

 
After Mr. Jackson’s presentation, the SHC members were given an opportunity to comment on the 
Consultant’s summary of Contentious Issues that remained to be resolved.  The comments were 
solicited from the individual SHC members in attendance at the meeting.  These comments have been 
summarized in two separate documents that have been posted on the Project’s web site on the 
Stakeholder page under Meeting Summary Documents for the December 15, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting (the link to the Stakeholder page is 
 http://www.waterqualityplan.org/index.php?BODY=stakeholders).  The documents are titled 
“Contentious Issues Not Commented on by SHC Members” and “Contentious Issues Commented on 
by SHC Members”. 
 
 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed January 11, 2005 SHC Meeting. 

After a discussion on the future schedule and tasks to be completed, Coordinator Tull proposed the next 
SHC meeting to be held on Wednesday, January 12, 2005.  Mr. Tull stated that an e-mail would be circulated 
to SHC members confirming this date [Note: subsequent to the meeting it was determined that the next 
Executive Committee/Core Committee Meeting was to be held on January 12, 2005.  To avoid a conflict, 
Coordinator Tull circulated an e-mail to the SHC presenting options for meeting dates.  After receiving 
feedback from SHC members, the SHC Meeting date was changed to Tuesday, January 11, 2005 at 6:00 
p.m.]. 

 

2. SHC Report to the Executive/Core Committee. 

In accordance with the policy developed by the Process Subcommittee and adopted by the SHC, 
Coordinator Tull stated that the Government Interest stakeholder group would be responsible for 
representing the SHC and reporting on the SHC’s activities at the next Executive/Core Committee Meeting, 
currently scheduled for Wednesday, January 12, 2005. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:00 pm. 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on January 11, 
2005. 

http://www.waterqualityplan.org/index.php?BODY=stakeholders


Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Tuesday, January 11, 2005 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – JANUARY 11, 2005 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC Pinnacle Campus, in 
Travis County, Texas. 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Tuesday, January 11, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: A scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed can be 
found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available on the 
projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 
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Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Tuesday, January 11, 2005 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

ATTACHMENTS/ASSIGNMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the December 15, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

2. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on the Updated Project Schedule.  The identification and 
scheduling of all remaining SHC meetings, including any subcommittee meetings necessary to resolve the 
contentious issues identified in Item #3 (see above Item #3).  The goal for this revised schedule is to set in motion a 
plan of action that will allow us to meet our previously established target date  for adoption of The Plan of 
Monday, February 7, 2005.  HOMEWORK: Review the Updated- Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be 
prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule.  Also, be prepared to provide input on a plan of action to 
resolve the remaining contentious issues that are identified at this meeting (FYI – the contentious issues identified 
at the December 15, 2004 SHC Meeting are posted on the web site under the December 15, 2004 SHC Meeting 
Summary Documents.)  Any significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-
mail, prior to the meeting so that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

3. Review and Discussion of 3rd Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation by NEI Consulting Team and Discussion on the 3rd draft of the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on revisions.  Also, the identification of 
remaining contentious issues among SHC members.  HOMEWORK: Read and review the 3rd draft of the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan.  Any significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, 
preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these comments may be summarized for expedited review at the 
meeting.] 

4. Review, Discus and Answer Basic Philosophical Questions regarding the Purpose of Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan,  including: 

  a. What is the Standard for Selecting Water Quality Protection Measures? and 
  b. Where are the Measures to be Applied?. 

[GOAL: Resolve these fundamental questions that are critical to determining the scope and content of the Plan.  
HOMEWORK: Read and review the background documents posted on the web site and be prepared to discuss 
and answer this question as a group.] 
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Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Tuesday, January 11, 2005 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

 AGENDA  -  for the January 11, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of December 15, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones, and 
Schedule of Remaining Stakeholder Committee Meetings (including any necessary 
subcommittee meetings) – Terry Tull/NEI (See attachment 2) 

7:00 pm Present the 3rd Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI 
(See attachment 3) 

7:30 pm Break 

7:40 pm (Break into Sub-Groups?) Discuss and answer the following questions to guide the 
Consultant’s work to complete the Water Quality Protection Plan: 

1. What is the Standard for Selecting Water Quality Protection Measures? 

2. Where are the Measures to be Applied? 

 

9:20 pm Other Business (set next meeting dates, next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Tuesday, January 11, 2005 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please hand this form to the Executive Director or an NEI Consulting Team member as you leave the 
meeting.  Thanks again for your participation! 
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Presentation to the Presentation to the 
Stakeholder Committee Stakeholder Committee 

on Draft #3 of the on Draft #3 of the 
Regional Water Quality Regional Water Quality 

Protection PlanProtection Plan

Oak Hill United Methodist Church
January 11, 2005

Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 

Aquifer and its Contributing ZoneAquifer and its Contributing Zone

OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Existing Regulatory Existing Regulatory 
ProgramsPrograms

State Federal ProgramsState Federal Programs
Clarify/Expand Clarify/Expand -- TCEQ Programs [SHC]TCEQ Programs [SHC]

Local ProgramsLocal Programs
Summary of existing local government WQ Summary of existing local government WQ 
regulations within the Planning Regionregulations within the Planning Region
Examples of existing local government WQ Examples of existing local government WQ 
regulations, outside the Planning Region, but regulations, outside the Planning Region, but 
within the local area.within the local area.
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work -- Water Quality ThreatsWater Quality Threats

Threats Listed in DraftThreats Listed in Draft
Expansion of Domestic Wastewater [SHC]Expansion of Domestic Wastewater [SHC]
Expansion of Groundwater Withdrawal Expansion of Groundwater Withdrawal 
Exceeding Recharge to address additional Exceeding Recharge to address additional 
water supply sources [SHC]water supply sources [SHC]

Addition of “Lack of WQ Controls on Addition of “Lack of WQ Controls on 
Existing Development” [SHC]Existing Development” [SHC]

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project January 11, 2005January 11, 2005

OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Critical Water Quality Critical Water Quality 
ParametersParameters

Identification of Design Parameters and Identification of Design Parameters and 
Monitoring ParametersMonitoring Parameters

City of Austin monitoring dataCity of Austin monitoring data
USGS monitoring dataUSGS monitoring data

Addition of Preferred Measurement Addition of Preferred Measurement 
methods for each Critical Parametermethods for each Critical Parameter

Tie to existing test methods used under Tie to existing test methods used under 
existing programs and ordinancesexisting programs and ordinances
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work ––
Strategy for SelectionStrategy for Selection

Provide Scientific Basis for “No Net Provide Scientific Basis for “No Net 
Increase in CP Discharges” Approach Increase in CP Discharges” Approach 
[SHC][SHC]
Justify Need for Site Specific Evaluation Justify Need for Site Specific Evaluation 
[SHC][SHC]
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Description of Description of 
MeasuresMeasures

Natural Area/Open Space ConservationNatural Area/Open Space Conservation
NA/OSC as mitigation for existing NA/OSC as mitigation for existing 
development [SHC]development [SHC]

Stream Offsets/Buffer ZonesStream Offsets/Buffer Zones
Construction (utilities, etc.) in BZ [SHC]Construction (utilities, etc.) in BZ [SHC]

Nature of DevelopmentNature of Development
Characteristics of each type of developmentCharacteristics of each type of development
Corresponding infrastructure [SHC]Corresponding infrastructure [SHC]

Site Specific Construction Phase ControlsSite Specific Construction Phase Controls
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Description of Description of 
Measures (Continuation)Measures (Continuation)

Restrictions on Harmful MaterialsRestrictions on Harmful Materials
Sales/availability controlsSales/availability controls
Use/disposal restrictionsUse/disposal restrictions
Integrated pest/nutrient managementIntegrated pest/nutrient management

Public EducationPublic Education
Specific local recommendationsSpecific local recommendations

Alternate Water Sources/UsesAlternate Water Sources/Uses
Replacement of consumptive usesReplacement of consumptive uses
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– ImplementationImplementation

Implementation StrategyImplementation Strategy
Elaborate on need for comprehensive, Elaborate on need for comprehensive, 
regional strategy; will not work if some don’t regional strategy; will not work if some don’t 
implementimplement
Define procedures for “overlaps”Define procedures for “overlaps”
Develop procedures for “gaps”Develop procedures for “gaps”
Incorporate concept of purchase of NA/OSC Incorporate concept of purchase of NA/OSC 
as mitigation for existing developmentas mitigation for existing development
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Implementation Implementation 
(Continuation 2)(Continuation 2)

Proposed Implementation MechanismsProposed Implementation Mechanisms
Recommended changes to existing programs Recommended changes to existing programs 
under existing authorityunder existing authority
Recommendations for new programs, Recommendations for new programs, 
expanded legal authority to implement and expanded legal authority to implement and 
enforceenforce
Bridging mechanisms Bridging mechanisms –– until new, expanded until new, expanded 
legal authority inlegal authority in--place to implement and place to implement and 
enforceenforce
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Implementation Implementation 
(Continuation 3)(Continuation 3)

Regulatory Takings/Property RightsRegulatory Takings/Property Rights
Address obligations of developmentAddress obligations of development
Expand to cover impact of “pollution” [SHC]Expand to cover impact of “pollution” [SHC]

Implementation ScheduleImplementation Schedule
Short term Short term –– changes under existing authoritychanges under existing authority
Long term Long term –– new authority requirednew authority required
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work ––ImplicationsImplications
Funding/Financial Assurance for initial Funding/Financial Assurance for initial 
implementationimplementation
Funding/Financial Assurance for O&MFunding/Financial Assurance for O&M
Enforcement/OversightEnforcement/Oversight
Impacts of Failure to ProtectImpacts of Failure to Protect
Impacts on private propertyImpacts on private property
Impacts on public propertyImpacts on public property
Impacts on future growth/demographicsImpacts on future growth/demographics

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project January 11, 2005January 11, 2005

Responses to CommentsResponses to Comments
Do comments go into a “Black Hole”? NO!Do comments go into a “Black Hole”? NO!
Response StrategyResponse Strategy

IncorporateIncorporate
RejectReject
Modify/elaborate and incorporateModify/elaborate and incorporate

Some require significant background to Some require significant background to 
address (e.g. correlative rights, risk address (e.g. correlative rights, risk 
analysis)analysis)
Prepare responses to those not Prepare responses to those not 
incorporatedincorporated
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Distilled Contentious Issue Distilled Contentious Issue –– Standard Standard 
for Selection of Measuresfor Selection of Measures

No Net Increase v. % Reduction?No Net Increase v. % Reduction?
Basis for Recommendation?Basis for Recommendation?
Enhance & Maintain?Enhance & Maintain?
No net increase?No net increase?
NonNon--degradation?degradation?
Other?Other?

Maintain = No Net Increase (Mandatory)Maintain = No Net Increase (Mandatory)
Using identified “design parameters”Using identified “design parameters”
Requiring a demonstrationRequiring a demonstration
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Distilled Contentious Issue Distilled Contentious Issue –– Standard Standard 
for Selection of Measures (Continued)for Selection of Measures (Continued)
Enhance Enhance –– Practices to Improve CurrentPractices to Improve Current

Improvements in management Improvements in management –– agricultureagriculture
Use restrictions (Use restrictions (hazhaz. mat., pest., etc.). mat., pest., etc.)
Public educationPublic education

% Reduction (per TCEQ 30 TAC % Reduction (per TCEQ 30 TAC §§213)213)
Required 80% red. of Required 80% red. of addnaddn. load (allows 20%) . load (allows 20%) 
can result in 20% of 500%, or double precan result in 20% of 500%, or double pre--dev.dev.
Does not address dissolved constituentsDoes not address dissolved constituents
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Distilled Contentious Issue Distilled Contentious Issue –– Where are Where are 
the Measures to be Applied?the Measures to be Applied?

Retrofitting of Existing vs. MitigationRetrofitting of Existing vs. Mitigation
Basis for RecommendationBasis for Recommendation
New development only?New development only?
New development and retrofit?New development and retrofit?
Recharge v. Contributing Zones?Recharge v. Contributing Zones?
Basin SpecificBasin Specific

Difficulties of Retrofitting ExistingDifficulties of Retrofitting Existing
Physical limitations and costPhysical limitations and cost
Legal IssuesLegal Issues
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Distilled Contentious Issue Distilled Contentious Issue –– Where are Where are 
the Measures to be Applied? (Cont.)the Measures to be Applied? (Cont.)

MitigationMitigation
Proximity: regionProximity: region--wide vs. watershed specificwide vs. watershed specific
Integration with transfer of development rightsIntegration with transfer of development rights
Agreements between various legal entitiesAgreements between various legal entities
Mechanisms for preventing future Mechanisms for preventing future 
developmentdevelopment
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Issues for January 19th MeetingIssues for January 19th Meeting
Impervious Cover LimitsImpervious Cover Limits

Basis for RecommendationBasis for Recommendation
Net vs. Gross Site AreaNet vs. Gross Site Area
What to include in Net Site AreaWhat to include in Net Site Area
Too high, too low or just right?Too high, too low or just right?

Buffer ZonesBuffer Zones
Basis for RecommendationBasis for Recommendation
Too high, too low or just right?Too high, too low or just right?
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Issues for January 19th Meeting (Cont.)Issues for January 19th Meeting (Cont.)

Mitigation/Conservation EasementsMitigation/Conservation Easements
Basis for RecommendationBasis for Recommendation
Voluntary or MandatoryVoluntary or Mandatory
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Questions/Comments on the Draft Questions/Comments on the Draft 
PlanPlan

Naismith Engineering Naismith Engineering 
(NEI)(NEI)
Grant A. Jackson, P.E. Grant A. Jackson, P.E. 
gjacksongjackson@@
Tom BrownTom Brown
tbrowntbrown@@
David Fusilier, P.E.David Fusilier, P.E.
dfusilierdfusilier@@

All NEI eAll NEI e--mails:mails:
@@naismithnaismith--engineering.comengineering.com
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - draft 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: January 11, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, 7815 U.S. Highway 290 West, Austin, Travis 
County, Texas 78736. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
X Jon Beall  Nancy McClintock 
 Alan Bojorquez  Charles O’ Dell 

X Robert (Robbie) Botto  Jim Phillips 
X Henry Brooks  Randy Robinson 
 S. Tim Casey X Hank Smith 

X Colin Clark  Tom (Smitty) Smith 
X Joe C. Day X J. T. Stewart 
 Karen Ford  Jon Thompson 

X David Fowler X David Venhuizen 
 Mark Gentle  Michael Waite 
 Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
 Rebecca Hudson  Ira Yates 

X Bryan Jordan   
Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman  Chris Risher 
X Dana Blanton X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
 Carlotta McLean  Randall Thomas 

X Bret Raymis X Donna Tiemann 
Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Tom Brown – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X David Fusilier – NEI 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator for the meeting, and Grant Jackson of the NEI Consulting 
Team served as the Secretary for the meeting.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at approximately 
6:05 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 1/11/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT] 

AGENDA  -  for the January 11, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of December 15, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1) 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones, and 
Schedule of Remaining Stakeholder Committee Meetings (including any necessary 
subcommittee meetings) – Terry Tull/NEI (See attachment 2) 

7:00 pm Present the 3rd Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI 
(See attachment 3) 

7:30 pm Break 

7:40 pm (Break into Sub-Groups?) Discuss and answer the following questions to guide the 
Consultant’s work to complete the Water Quality Protection Plan: 

1. What is the Standard for Selecting Water Quality Protection Measures? 

2. Where are the Measures to be Applied? 

 

9:20 pm Other Business (set next meeting dates, next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 2 -    January 11, 2005 



Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

 
1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
Mr. Henry Brooks (SHC Member – Property Owners) addressed the SHC and handed out a USDA 
publication titled “Grazing Lands – A Valuable Resource For All Texans”. 
 

 
2. Discussion and Action to Approve Minutes from the December 15, 2004 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting (Meeting Attachment No. 1). 
 
Coordinator Tull reviewed the previously posted copies of the minutes from the December 15, 2004 
Stakeholder Committee (SHC) Meeting.  The minutes were approved by consensus without changes. 
 
 
3. Review and Discussion of the Proposed Meeting Schedule for the Remainder of the Project 
(Meeting Attachment No. 2a and 2b). 
 
Coordinator Tull presented the latest updated Project Schedule.  Coordinator Tull indicated that much 
work has already been done on The Plan, but there is a lot to be accomplished in a relatively short 
amount of time.  He stated that to get The Plan completed by the February deadline, it will likely take 
multiple SHC meetings, and possibly necessitate the formation of subcommittees to resolve certain 
issues.  The schedule for the next SHC Meeting was discussed and it was agreed to that the SHC would 
meet next Wednesday, January 19, 2005.  A schedule was outlined that would have the SHC meeting 
weekly (at least according to the tentative schedule) in an attempt to address the outstanding issues and 
have a consensus based plan that could be presented to the Executive and Core Committees at their 
Wednesday, February 23, 2005 meeting. 
 

 
4. Review and Discussion of the 3rd Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan 
(Meeting Attachment No. 3). 
 
Grant Jackson/NEI reviewed the 3rd Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan with 
a PowerPoint presentation. 

 
During and after Mr. Jackson’s presentation, the SHC members were given an opportunity to comment 
on the 3rd Draft of The Plan.  The comments received from the individual SHC members in attendance 
at the meeting are summarized below: 
 
Implementation 

 
• The plan needs to describe how things will work with regard to implementation (first – locally?; 

second – regionally?). 
• Just because a regional entity would take legislative action doesn’t mean we shouldn’t try to do 

it. 
• TCEQ has the authority – we should start with their rules and change them as we see fit. 
• It is not a bad idea for all the entities to approach their elected officials and ask for legislative 

action. 
 
General 
 

• Eutrophication is important.  BMPs cannot address this issue. 
• We haven’t set a standard.  How do you set background levels on existing streams? 
• How do we address “enhancing”? 
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Contributing Zone 

• Small increases result in a cumulative problem. 
• We need to outline what a “non-degradation” policy really is. 
• Monitoring needs to be part of the plan (monitor constructed BMPs?). 
• Stream background quality needs to be specified. 
• “Adaptive management model” – one should be created. 
• Developer and engineer need to know if there is a problem, that they may need to fix it. 
• We need to see where water quality data has been taken and what that data says. 
• Test the stream first, then test after development. 
• We may need to make specific recommendations for additional monitoring for certain 

constituents that we don’t have. 
• Mixing “performance-based” standards with “design-based” standards – this is not good. 
• Do not understand the mix between design and performance based standards (you can monitor 

for a site, but do not see how you do it for a watershed). 
• If we aim for 100% removal of the increased pollutant load, we may get 90 % (real world). 
• The plan needs to be specific how to calculate pre- and post-development conditions. 
• The plan needs to accommodate the evaluation of BMPs (like looking at BMPs and adjusting 

the removal efficiencies if necessary). 
• If the data shows a problem, then the plan should specify a mechanism to correct the problem. 
• Performance-based standards are the way we should go. 
• Engineers can design to meet performance-based standards. 
• We should consider building into the plan a procedure to review quality control data; a “team” 

or “group” could look at this subject. 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

5. Discussion of Contentious Topics 
 

Discuss and answer the following questions to guide the Consultant’s work to complete the Water 
Quality Protection Plan: 

1. What is the Standard for Selecting Water Quality Protection Measures? 

2. Where are the Measures to be Applied? 
 

The above topics were not discussed in detail at this meeting due to the lack of time.  It was agreed 
that these topics would be discussed at the next SHC meeting scheduled for Wednesday, January 19, 
2005.  
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NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed January 19, 2005 SHC Meeting. 

After the discussion on the future schedule and tasks to be completed, Coordinator Tull proposed the next 
SHC meeting to be held on Wednesday, January 19, 2005.    

 

2. SHC Report to the Executive/Core Committee. 

In accordance with the policy developed by the Process Subcommittee and adopted by the SHC, 
Coordinator Tull reminded the SHC that the Government Interest stakeholder group would be responsible 
for representing the SHC and reporting on the SHC’s activities at the next Executive/Core Committee 
Meeting, currently scheduled for Wednesday, January 12, 2005. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:50 pm. 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on 
____________. 



Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Tuesday, January 19, 2005 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – JANUARY 19, 2005 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: ACC Pinnacle Campus, located at 7748 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on the north 
side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the Oak Hill United Methodist Church, 
in Travis County, Texas. 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Wednesday, January 19, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: A scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed can be 
found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available on the 
projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 

AGENDA  -  for the January 19, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
1. 6:00 PM - Assemble in the Student Common, Room 108 on the ground floor, for roll call and task and 

room assignments.  
  
2. 6:15 PM - The SHC will divide into two groups and then proceed to the assigned rooms and work on the 

assigned tasks.  The aim is to reach agreement within each group about the Plan’s recommendations 
regarding the specific topic assigned.  Success will require that you stay focused on your topic and work 
productively. If a group fails to reach a conclusion in the available time, it will be asked to set a time for a 
follow-on meeting to finish the task BEFORE the SHC meeting on Jan 26. 

 
 The tasks assigned to the two groups are: 
  

a. GROUP 1: Where are the measures to be applied? (This is the part of the agenda that we did 
not cover in our meeting on Jan 11th) Consider:  

•         Basis for recommendation in Plan? 
•         New Development only or include Retrofit? 
•         Mitigation as a form of Retrofit? 
•         Recharge vs. Contributing Zones? 
•         Basin Specific? 
  

b. GROUP 2: Do we accept the standards in the Plan regarding IMPERVIOUS COVER 
LIMITS, BUFFERS and MITIGATION OFFSETS FOR HIGHER DENSITY?  Consider:  

•         Basis for recommendation in the Plan 
•         Specific recommendations for changes, with justification 
•         Scientific, legal, cost and fairness considerations 

  
After a period of time, if we are making satisfactory progress, individuals MAY be given the 
opportunity to change groups and to participate in the activities of the other group. 
  
When each group has finished its task, it may depart. 
  

The results will be reported to the full SHC the following day (or as soon as possible) for consideration 
and discussion at the next SHC meeting on Jan 26. 

  
3. 9:50 PM – all must depart the ACC building.   
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Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Tuesday, January 19, 2005 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please hand this form to the Executive Director or an NEI Consulting Team member as you leave the 
meeting.  Thanks again for your participation! 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - draft 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, January 19, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location: ACC Pinnacle Campus, located at 7748 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on the north 
side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the Oak Hill United Methodist 
Church, in Travis County, Texas. 

 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
X Jon Beall X Nancy McClintock 
 Alan Bojorquez X Charles O’ Dell 

X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Jim Phillips 
X Henry Brooks  Randy Robinson 
X S. Tim Casey X Hank Smith 
X Colin Clark  Tom (Smitty) Smith 
X Joe C. Day  J. T. Stewart 
X Karen Ford  Jon Thompson 
X David Fowler X David Venhuizen 
X Mark Gentle X Michael Waite 
X Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
X Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 
X Bryan Jordan   

Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman X Chris Risher 
X Dana Blanton X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
X Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 
X Bret Raymis X Donna Tiemann 

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X David Fusilier – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X Steve Dickman – KHH 
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Meeting Summary – Wednesday, January 19 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at 
approximately 6:05 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

AGENDA  -  for the January 19, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

1. 6:00 PM - Assemble in the Student Common, Room 108 on the ground floor, for roll call and task and 
room assignments.  

  
2. 6:15 PM - The SHC will divide into two groups and then proceed to the assigned rooms and work on 

the assigned tasks.  The aim is to reach agreement within each group about the Plan’s recommendations 
regarding the specific topic assigned.  Success will require that you stay focused on your topic and work 
productively. If a group fails to reach a conclusion in the available time, it will be asked to set a time for 
a follow-on meeting to finish the task BEFORE the SHC meeting on Jan 26. 

 
 The tasks assigned to the two groups are: 
  

a. GROUP 1: Where are the measures to be applied? (This is the part of the agenda that we 
did not cover in our meeting on Jan 11th) Consider:  

• Basis for recommendation in Plan? 
• New Development only or include Retrofit? 
• Mitigation as a form of Retrofit? 
• Recharge vs. Contributing Zones? 
• Basin Specific? 

  
b. GROUP 2: Do we accept the standards in the Plan regarding IMPERVIOUS COVER 

LIMITS, BUFFERS and MITIGATION OFFSETS FOR HIGHER DENSITY?  
Consider:  

• Basis for recommendation in the Plan 
• Specific recommendations for changes, with justification 
• Scientific, legal, cost and fairness considerations 

  
After a period of time, if we are making satisfactory progress, individuals MAY be given the 
opportunity to change groups and to participate in the activities of the other group. 
  
When each group has finished its task, it may depart. 
  

The results will be reported to the full SHC the following day (or as soon as possible) for consideration 
and discussion at the next SHC meeting on Jan 26. 

  
3. 9:50 PM – all must depart the ACC building.   
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Meeting Summary – Wednesday, January 19 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

 
Meeting Summary: 
 
1.  Group 1 Discussion Summary. 

 
GROUP 1: Where are the measures to be applied? (This is the part of the agenda that we did not cover 
in our meeting on Jan 11th) Consider:  

• Basis for recommendation in Plan? 
• New Development only or include Retrofit? 
• Mitigation as a form of Retrofit? 
• Recharge vs. Contributing Zones? 
• Basin Specific?    
 

Group 1 Discussion Results: 
 
The following is a summary of the Group 1 discussion: 

 
New Development Only or Include Retrofit? 
 

• By consensus, the Group agreed that the water quality control measures should be applied not only 
to new development but also to existing development so that, in the interest of fairness to all, 
everyone who enjoys the benefits of living in the planning area should also share the burden of 
protecting the planning area.  

• The Group recognized the legal, financial and practical problems with imposing new requirements 
on existing development; therefore the Group believed that the goal should be to develop a broad-
based source of funding for mitigation land and for retrofits in appropriate cases, rather than 
imposing the full cost of retrofits or mitigation on existing development.  

 
Mitigation as a Form of Retrofit? 
 

• In many cases, retrofits will be wholly impracticable and so acquisition of mitigation land (either in 
fee simple or as conservation easements) should also be pursued.  

• The Group discussed several different forms of funding such as: (1) a large scale Public 
Improvement District (PID) that could impose financial assessments on everyone within the PID to 
finance the cost of creating greenbelts and parklands that could serve as water quality control 
measures; (2) a coordinated, multi-jurisdictional bond issuance.  For example, all political 
subdivisions with bonding authority would issue "water quality control improvement" bonds to 
finance the creation and funding of a Mitigation Bank.  
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Recharge vs. Contributing Zone?  Basin Specific? 

 

• The Mitigation bank would be responsible for deciding whether to spend its funds on retrofits in 
those cases where retrofits are necessary and appropriate, or on mitigation tracts.  

• Where retrofits are constructed, a certain amount of Mitigation Bank funding should be set aside for 
O&M of the retrofit.    

• Where mitigation tracts are acquired, the Mitigation Bank should attempt first to acquire like-kind 
mitigation tracts (e.g., impairments of critical WQ protection zones or in one stream basin should be 
offset by mitigation acreage in the same critical area or same stream basin).  

• However, the Mitigation Bank should have the flexibility to "trade-off" by securing larger mitigation 
tracts in less critical areas for water quality impairments in more critical areas.  The Mitigation Bank 
should determine these ratios in advance through sound scientific analysis of all lands within the 
planning area.  If the setting of such ratios cannot be done in advance, then the Mitigation Bank 
should have authority to set the ratios on an ad hoc basis.  

 
Group 1 Discussion Summary: 

 
 

The following is a summary of the ideas and issues that Group 1 developed and discussed at the January 
19, 2005 SHC Meeting (this is a summation of the flip-chart bullet points):  

 
1 – Retofitting Existing Development 
 
• Rate existing developments based on the existing or potential water quality impact and determine 

which developments need to provide treatment. 
• Retrofits are expensive. 
• For existing developments – public education and awareness on ways to protect water quality (less 

expensive than structural BMPs or mitigation through land acquisition. 
• If existing development comes to a local authority for revision/addition/modification to any 

existing permits for that development, make them upgrade their facilities to comply with the existing 
water quality rules. 

• Require retrofits of existing development when they make a request for new or additional surface 
water. 

• Installation of structural BMP retrofits, due to expense/difficulty, may/should be delayed (40-50 
yrs?).  They can be installed when it is determined that they are needed to protect water quality. 

• Retrofit costs should be shared by everyone that lives in the area. 
• “Existing” needs to be defined. 
• Employ a “grace” period to provide “assistance” to help existing development come into 

compliance with the new requirements. 
• Define “retrofit”. 
• Topography within the planning region can make retrofitting expensive. 
• Apply The Plan to existing developments [consensus was reached on this item, although the 

specifics of “how” and “what” to apply to the existing developments was not developed, and would 
affect the way people feel about this issue] 

• “Mitigation Bank” could also include retrofits. 
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2 – Mitigation 
 
• Prioritize land acquisitions. 
• “Mitigation Bank” would determine where and how much land would need to be acquired for 

mitigation. 
• Look at what “activities” can be allowed on land acquired for mitigation (bike trails, parks, etc…). 
• Mitigation land should be based on site specific conditions/evaluations. 
• Base mitigation land requirements on proximity to land to be “mitigated”. 
• “Advisory Board” would determine how much mitigation is required. 
• Mitigation should be in the same basin if it is “reasonable”. 
 
 
3 – Funding 
 
• If you do retrofit – funding source?  [other than the private landowners]. 
• Funding source of retrofits – charge a fee for new development that can be “pooled”. 
• Are federal funds available for funding retrofits (due to the Endangered Species affected)? [it was 

stated that we were not aware of any] 
• Public Improvement District (create this across the planning region). 
• Create a “Multi-jurisdictional coordinated board”. 
• Real estate transfer tax (buyer pays). [Negatives: (1) requires State law; (2) not everybody “shares” 

the cost, or “pays”.]  
• Create a “Mitigation Bank”. 
• Pay a fee or acquire land (at option of landowner/developer). 
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2. Group 2 Discussion Summary. 

 
GROUP 2: Do we accept the standards in the Plan regarding IMPERVIOUS COVER LIMITS, 

BUFFERS and MITIGATION OFFSETS FOR HIGHER DENSITY?  Consider: 
  

• Basis for recommendation in the Plan 
• Specific recommendations for changes, with justification 
• Scientific, legal, cost and fairness considerations 

  
 

Group 2 Discussion Results: 
 
The following is a summary of the topics/issues on which Group 2 was able to reach consensus: 

 

• Stream buffer zone set backs should be determined from the stream centerline (instead of the bank 
as the Draft 3 of The Plan currently states). 

The following is a summary of the topics/issues on which Group 2 was not able to reach consensus: 

• The use of Net Site Area vs. Gross Site Area for impervious cover calculations; 

• Whether to require all development to meet a “10% net”, or allow the recommended 20% RZ, 25% 
CZ Inside City Limits (ICL), 15% RZ/20% CZ Outside City Limits (OCL), with no mitigation; 

• Defining stream buffer zones as the 100-year floodplain or as prescribed, and the Net Site Area 
(NSA) vs. Gross Site Area (GSA) issues as it applies to buffer zones. 

 
 
 

Group 2 Discussion Summary: 
 

The following is a summary of the ideas and issues that Group 2 developed and discussed at the January 
19, 2005 SHC Meeting (this is a summation of the flip-chart bullet points): 

 

• Provide a greater buffer zone at steep slopes. 

• Have a problem with deducting slopes in Net Site Area calculations. 

• Minimum drainage area for establishing a stream centerline should be 64 acres. 

• Allow buffer zones for water quality credit. 

• BMPs alone won’t get us to “no net increase” – buffer zones are a safety factor. 

• Not all buffer zones are equal – depends on the characterization of the vegetation in the buffer 
zone. 

• When establishing stream buffer zones, the measurement of the set back should be from the 
centerline of the creek or the 100-yr floodplain (these are not arbitrary). 

•  Some activities should be allowed in the buffer zones. 

• Net site area calculations should include subtracting the stream buffer zone areas. 
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• Differentiation between slopes and vegetation. 

• Can channelized flow be discharged in buffer zone? 

• Center for Watershed Protection – buffer zones add value to property and provide safety factor. 

• Risk and compensation for shifting risk. 

• Impacts on small properties. 

• Performance vs. prescriptive design standards. 

• Classification of buffer zone soils & slopes. 

• Type of pollutants mitigated by BMPs – density bonuses. 

• Floodplains as buffer zones – areas outside of riparian. 

• Support 10% impervious cover limit for all mitigation. 

•  Bigger buffer zones, net site for whole. 

• There is an exponential impact for mitigation. 

• Risk model – allows trades.  Definition of preferred growth areas.  Needs to address economics. 

• Can’t believe we set the 10% impervious cover limit based on studies conducted outside our project 
area. 

• The net site area issue, impervious cover limits, and the concept of “no net increase” proposed in 
the plan continue an erosion of property rights. 

• Using Net Site Area double-dips the impervious cover. 

• Have an issue with baseflow and impervious cover limits for the recharge zone. 

• Support performance-based standards. 

• Economic impact – look at cost of implementation. 

• Preferred development areas vs. non-preferred development areas – start same place. 
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NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed January 24, 2005 “Group 2” Meeting. 

After their discussion on impervious cover limitations, buffer zones, and mitigation, the Group 2 was unable 
to reach a consensus on the issues.  Coordinator Tull asked the SHC to vote on when they would like to 
meet again (prior to the next scheduled SHC meeting on Wednesday, January 26, 2005) in an attempt to 
reach consensus on the outstanding issues.  After a vote, a meeting date of Monday, January 24, 2005 was 
set. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:55 pm. 

 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on 
____________. 
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DETAIL DISCUSSION FOR RESOLUTION OF ISSUES FOR: BUFFER 
ZONES, IMPERVIOUS COVER LIMITS AND MITIGATION 

BUFFER ZONES 

Consensus Agreement 

• Riparian Zones Need Protection 
• Centerline is the best measure for determining buffer zones 
• Some enhancement can be achieved through the buffer zone 

Areas of Disagreement 

• Specific width recommendations 
• Practical minimum drainage area and corresponding width 

Stakeholder Concerns for Resolution by Consultant 

• Clarify activities allowed and disallowed in the buffer zone 
• Respect the floodplain 
• Establish criteria for minimum drainage areas 
• Address the water quality impacts of adjacent development 
• The buffer zone provides an additional safety factor beyond site controls 
• “Quality” of buffer zones are important (slopes, vegetation and soils) 
• Based on specific risk levels 
• Existing regulatory definitions of streams are not sufficient, especially in the Recharge Zone 

(RZ). 
• Consider some removal credit for buffer zones with appropriate vegetation, if improved by 

non-invasive means 
• Credit for achieving some minimum criteria 
• Potentially identify sub-zones within the buffer zones 

Approach for Resolution by Consultant 

• Establish minimum widths for single zone buffers for first order (no tributaries) 
streams/headwaters 

• Establish dual zone buffers for second and higher order streams 
• Activities allowed in single zone buffers: authorized utility/roadway crossings only; limited in 

frequency, with controls 
• Activities allowed dual zones: low impact activities (e.g. parks, “greenspace”, hike/bike 

trails), utilities with proper restoration, and vegetative supplementation for extra credit 

IMPERVIOUS COVER 

Consensus Agreement 

• Some overall impervious cover (IC) limit is appropriate 
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Majority Agreement, without Consensus 

• Some additional IC may be allowed, if appropriate buffer zones, setbacks and limiting site 
features are respected, and structural controls are properly installed and operated, respecting 
their inherent limitations 

• There are differences between the RZ and the contributing zone (CZ). 
• Gross site area is acceptable for determining IC limits, if it properly respects site features, 

such as steep slopes, irrigation areas, critical environmental features, etc. 

Areas of Disagreement 

• The magnitude of the IC limit(s) 
• Whether to use Net Site Area vs. Gross Site Area to determine IC 
• The specific capabilities of structural controls/BMPs 

Stakeholder Concerns for Resolution by Consultant 

• Consider allowing greater density in “growth areas” (without consensus on how to define 
growth areas: e.g. city limits, preferred areas, etc.) 

• Equity is important: trading development rights and retrofitting should be tied to utility 
requests and rehabilitation 

• Address localized impacts 
• A combination of measures may be needed to achieve the water quality goals 
• De-facto IC limits will be determined by the practical limitations of the documented 

effectiveness of the BMPs that are utilized. 
• Need to address the realistic capabilities of BMPs 
• Risk basis: designated zones based on risk (high, medium and low, to be defined by 

jurisdictions) with “tradable” credits for IC 

Approach for Resolution by Consultant 

• Establish overall IC limits to be applied to all future development 
• Revise the IC recommendations in the plan to allow use of higher IC limits in localized 

areas, with the requirement to mitigate to the established overall IC limits, and to apply 
appropriate structural controls designed respecting their realistic capabilities, with reasonable 
safety factors applied. 

• Outline a strategy for local jurisdictions to identify high, medium and low risk areas, and 
allow the use of differing safety factors, commensurate with the established risk level. 

• Recommend procedures for determining appropriate safety factors 
• Incorporate requirements to use reliable data in design for structural BMPs 
• Address the level of technical expertise required on behalf of local jurisdictions to be able to 

properly implement the identified strategy 
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MITIGATION 

Consensus Agreement 

• The concept is appropriate for incorporation into the Plan. 
• Mitigation needs to include mechanisms to lock-up development rights. 

Majority Agreement, without Consensus 

• There should be differences in value (undefined) assigned to the RZ and the CZ. 

Stakeholder Concerns for Resolution by Consultant 

• Mitigation can’t just be a “math problem” 
• The IC “allocations” need to be truly “tradable” 
• All areas, including those which may not be “developable”, should be eligible for 

mitigation/IC credit trading. 
• Legal mechanisms for locking up development rights in the future 
• Long-term caretaking 

Approach for Resolution by Consultant 

• Tie the overall IC limit to the ability/requirement to perform mitigation for sites where the 
localized IC  exceeds the overall limit 

• Establish criteria for ownership/operation of mitigation areas 
• Establish criteria for “locking up” development rights for mitigation areas. 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – JANUARY 26, 2004 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC Pinnacle Campus, in 
Travis County, Texas. 

  

INFORMAL ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION ON WATER QUALITY GOALS [OPTIONAL]; 

Meeting Time: Wednesday, January 26, 2005, at 5:30 pm 

Meeting Information:  The roundtable discussion will give Stakeholder Committee Members an opportunity 
to participate in an informal discussion on water quality issues within the planning region.  Guest speakers 
will be invited to present their views on issues surrounding the preparation of a regional water quality 
protection plan within the planning region.  NOTE TO STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE 
MEMBERS – THIS ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION IS OPTIONAL.  FORMAL DISCUSSIONS 
RELATING TO THE REGIONAL PLAN WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING THE 
STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING THAT BEGINS AT 6:00 PM.    

Guest Speaker:   Robert Pine, Director, Austin office of the USFWS 

     Mary Ambrose, TCEQ. 

 

 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Wednesday, January 26, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: Regularly scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed 
can be found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available 
on the projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 
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ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the January 11, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of time.] 
2. Minutes from the January 19, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of time.]  
3. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on the Updated Project Schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the 
Updated- Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule. Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so 
that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting. .] 
4. Review, discuss, and approve decisions and recommendations reached at the January 19 and January 24, 
2005 SHC Meetings. 
[GOAL: Discussion and consensus approval of the decisions and recommendations of the Group 1 and Group 2 
decisions previously discussed.  [Group 1 – Where are the Standards to be applied?; Group 2 – What are the 
accepted standards for IMPERVIOUS COVER, BUFFER ZONES, AND MITIGATION.]    HOMEWORK: 
Read & review the minutes from the January 19, 2005 SHC Meeting (Attachment 2) and the summary of the 
discussion from the January 24, 2005 SHC Meeting (Group 2).] 
5. Review and Discussion of Water Quality Protection Measures Proposed for the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Review, discuss, and answer the following two questions: (1) What are the RIGHTS and 
RESPONSIBILITIES of the following participants in connection with New and Existing Development, and Water 
Quality Protection Measures?; and, (2) Who receives the BENEFITS and should pay the COSTS of: New 
Development and the Water Quality Protection Measures?  HOMEWORK: Read and review the 3rd draft of the 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan.  Any significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, 
preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these comments may be summarized for expedited review at the 
meeting.] 
 

 

                                                                                              - 2 -                                                                        January 26, 2005 



Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Wednesday, January 26, 2005 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

AGENDA  -  for the OPTIONAL Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives: 

Time Activity 

5:00 pm Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Issues Within the Planning 
Region.  Guest Speaker – Robert Pine, Austin Office of the USFWS. 

5:55 pm Break 

 

AGENDA  -  for the January 26, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the January 11, 2005 and January 19, 
2005 Stakeholder Committee Meetings – Terry Tull (See attachments 1 and 2) 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 3) 

6:20 pm Review, Discuss and Approve the Decisions and Recommendations Reached at the 
SHC Meetings of January 19 and January 24, 2005 (Group 1 and Group 2 
Discussions)  –  Terry Tull/NEI  (See attachment 2 and 4) 

7:20 pm Break 

7:30 pm What are the RIGHTS and RESPONSIBILITIES of the following participants in 
connection with New and Existing Development, and Water Quality Protection 
Measures: 

         Citizens? 
         Land Owners and Developers? 
         Governments? 

8:30 pm Who receives the BENEFITS and should pay the COSTS of: 
 New Development? 
 Water Quality Protection Measures? 

9:20 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please hand this form to the Executive Director or an NEI Consulting Team member as you leave the 
meeting.  Thanks again for your participation! 
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EEndangered Species Program/ndangered Species Program/
Edwards Aquifer InitiativeEdwards Aquifer Initiative

U.S. Fish and Wildlife ServiceU.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
&&

Texas Commission on Environmental Texas Commission on Environmental 
QualityQuality

USFWS/TCEQ CoordinationUSFWS/TCEQ Coordination
USFWS and TCEQ have USFWS and TCEQ have 
recognized the overlap in recognized the overlap in 
their natural resources their natural resources 
responsibilities and have responsibilities and have 
determined that taking a determined that taking a 
coordinated approach to coordinated approach to 
water quality protection water quality protection 
will have mutual benefits.will have mutual benefits.
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How is USFWS involved?How is USFWS involved?

USFWS has been coordinating with USFWS has been coordinating with 
TCEQ’sTCEQ’s development of optional water development of optional water 
quality measures for the technical quality measures for the technical 
guidance document of the Edwards guidance document of the Edwards 
Aquifer Rules.  These Rules protect Aquifer Rules.  These Rules protect 
groundwater from degradation.groundwater from degradation.

How is USFWS involved? (How is USFWS involved? (con’tcon’t))

The USFWS anticipates that if project The USFWS anticipates that if project 
planners follow the current technical planners follow the current technical 
guidance document for the Edwards guidance document for the Edwards 
Aquifer Rules and the new, optional water Aquifer Rules and the new, optional water 
quality measures, water quality impacts quality measures, water quality impacts 
would not result in “take” of some of the would not result in “take” of some of the 
listed and candidate species found in the listed and candidate species found in the 
Edwards Aquifer region.Edwards Aquifer region.
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Take avoidance through Take avoidance through 
Edwards Aquifer Rules and Edwards Aquifer Rules and 

optional water quality optional water quality 
measuresmeasures

The The optionaloptional water quality measures water quality measures 
are an appendix to are an appendix to TCEQ’sTCEQ’s technical technical 
guidance document for the Edwards guidance document for the Edwards 
Aquifer Rules.Aquifer Rules.

Take avoidance through Edwards Take avoidance through Edwards 
Aquifer Rules and optional water Aquifer Rules and optional water 

quality measures (quality measures (con’tcon’t))

These measures will include:These measures will include:
1)  1)  Stronger BMP performance requirementsStronger BMP performance requirements
2)2) Measures to address stream channel erosionMeasures to address stream channel erosion
3)3) Sensitive feature protection practicesSensitive feature protection practices
4)4) Natural buffers adjacent to streamsNatural buffers adjacent to streams
5)5) Guidelines for sealing sensitive featuresGuidelines for sealing sensitive features
6)6) Methods to improve BMP maintenance   Methods to improve BMP maintenance   

documentationdocumentation



4

What is “take”?What is “take”?

“Take” as defined by the Endangered “Take” as defined by the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended means Species Act of 1973, as amended means 
to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in such conduct”.attempt to engage in such conduct”.

What is “take”? (What is “take”? (con’tcon’t))

““Take” also includes habitat modification or Take” also includes habitat modification or 
degradation that results in death or degradation that results in death or 
injury to Federallyinjury to Federally--listed species.  listed species.  

Take is prohibited under the ESA, unless Take is prohibited under the ESA, unless 
a permit has been issued for a project by a permit has been issued for a project by 
the USFWS.the USFWS.
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How does “take” relate to the How does “take” relate to the 
measures?measures?

Implementation of the current technical Implementation of the current technical 
guidance document for the Edwards guidance document for the Edwards 
Aquifer Rules and the new optional water Aquifer Rules and the new optional water 
quality measures will allow project quality measures will allow project 
planners to determine that their project planners to determine that their project 
will not result in take of one or more listed will not result in take of one or more listed 
species due to water quality impacts.species due to water quality impacts.

Project PlanningProject Planning

To determine if take of listed species is To determine if take of listed species is 
possible and use of the optional water possible and use of the optional water 
quality measures should be considered, a quality measures should be considered, a 
project planner first needs to determine project planner first needs to determine 
if listed species are present in the if listed species are present in the 
segment of the Edwards Aquifer of their segment of the Edwards Aquifer of their 
planning area.  A species list may be planning area.  A species list may be 
requested from the USFWS.requested from the USFWS.
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Project Planning (Project Planning (con’tcon’t))

If no listed species are present, then If no listed species are present, then 
no further action is necessary for no further action is necessary for 
ESA compliance.  If a listed species ESA compliance.  If a listed species 
is present and it is one of the is present and it is one of the 
included species, then the technical included species, then the technical 
guidance document with optional guidance document with optional 
water quality measures may be water quality measures may be 
followed for ESA compliance.followed for ESA compliance.

Which species will be included?Which species will be included?
Barton Springs salamanderBarton Springs salamander
San Marcos salamanderSan Marcos salamander
San Marcos San Marcos gambusiagambusia
fountain darterfountain darter
Texas wildTexas wild--rice*rice*
Georgetown salamanderGeorgetown salamander

*Plants are not covered by the take provisions *Plants are not covered by the take provisions 
of section 9 of the ESA so wildof section 9 of the ESA so wild--rice would not rice would not 
be affected by water quality impacts through be affected by water quality impacts through 
implementing the Rules and optional water implementing the Rules and optional water 
quality measuresquality measures
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Southern Southern 
SegmentSegment

Barton Barton 
Springs Springs 
SegmentSegment

Northern Northern 
SegmentSegment

In what segment of the Edwards Aquifer In what segment of the Edwards Aquifer 
are the included species found?are the included species found?

Northern Segment:Northern Segment:

Georgetown salamanderGeorgetown salamander

Barton Springs Segment:Barton Springs Segment:

Barton Springs salamanderBarton Springs salamander

Southern Segment:Southern Segment:

fountain darterfountain darter
Texas wildTexas wild--ricerice
San Marcos salamanderSan Marcos salamander
San Marcos San Marcos gambusiagambusia

What situations will still warrant What situations will still warrant 
direct consultation with USFWS?direct consultation with USFWS?

Examples:Examples:
1)1) Projects outside the Edwards Aquifer Projects outside the Edwards Aquifer 

rules jurisdictionrules jurisdiction

2)2) Projects resulting in impacts to listed Projects resulting in impacts to listed 
species that are not water quality relatedspecies that are not water quality related

3)3) Projects in close proximity to springsProjects in close proximity to springs

4)4) Projects that may impact subterranean, Projects that may impact subterranean, 
listed specieslisted species
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Monitoring information sharingMonitoring information sharing

Recently, USFWS and TCEQ met Recently, USFWS and TCEQ met 
with many of the groups that are with many of the groups that are 
currently monitoring Edwards currently monitoring Edwards 
Aquifer water quality, and in some Aquifer water quality, and in some 
cases, biological resources.cases, biological resources.

Monitoring information sharing Monitoring information sharing 
((con’tcon’t))

All of these groups have committed to All of these groups have committed to 
sharing the results of their monitoring.sharing the results of their monitoring.

Information will be routed to a Information will be routed to a 
clearinghouse where trend analysis clearinghouse where trend analysis 
will be done.  This information will be will be done.  This information will be 
used for adaptive management.used for adaptive management.
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Adaptive managementAdaptive management

If analysis of Edwards Aquifer monitoring If analysis of Edwards Aquifer monitoring 
information indicates water quality information indicates water quality 
degradation that might impact an included degradation that might impact an included 
listed species, then a technical team would listed species, then a technical team would 
meet to plan appropriate actions.meet to plan appropriate actions.

Revisions to the optional water quality Revisions to the optional water quality 
measures will be made, if necessary. measures will be made, if necessary. 

USFWS/TCEQ information USFWS/TCEQ information 
coordinationcoordination

USFWS will receive information from USFWS will receive information from 
TCEQ such as the number and location of TCEQ such as the number and location of 
projects it authorizes within the Edwards projects it authorizes within the Edwards 
Aquifer region.Aquifer region.
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How is TCEQ involved?How is TCEQ involved?

TCEQ implements the Edwards Aquifer TCEQ implements the Edwards Aquifer 
Rules:Rules:

(Title 30 TAC, Chapter 213)(Title 30 TAC, Chapter 213)
were designed to ensure “the existing quality of were designed to ensure “the existing quality of 
groundwater not be degraded, consistent with groundwater not be degraded, consistent with 
the protection of the environment, the the protection of the environment, the 
operation of existing industries, and the operation of existing industries, and the 
maintenance and enhancement of the long term maintenance and enhancement of the long term 
economic health of the state”economic health of the state”

How is TCEQ involved? (How is TCEQ involved? (con’tcon’t))

The Edwards Aquifer Rules:The Edwards Aquifer Rules:

-- do not restrict the powers of any do not restrict the powers of any 
other governmental entity to protect other governmental entity to protect 
water qualitywater quality
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Edwards Aquifer RulesEdwards Aquifer Rules

To comply with the Edwards Aquifer Rules:To comply with the Edwards Aquifer Rules:

project planners must implement measures project planners must implement measures 
known as best management practices (BMPs) known as best management practices (BMPs) 
to reduce impacts to water qualityto reduce impacts to water quality

TCEQ has provided “TCEQ has provided “Complying with the Complying with the 
Edwards Aquifer Rules: Technical Guidance Edwards Aquifer Rules: Technical Guidance 
on Best Management Practiceson Best Management Practices””

Optional water quality 
measures approval process

Developer chooses to use the optional 
measures in their plan design. 

Developer indicates on their application 
to TCEQ that they want their plan 
reviewed under the optional measures 
document.
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Optional water quality measures 
approval process (con’t)

TCEQ reviews the application under 
the optional measures document, 
using the same processes currently in 
place for the program.

Optional water quality measures 
approval process (con’t)

Upon approval of the plan, developers 
that opt to comply with the new 
measures will receive an  
authorization letter from the TCEQ 
that indicates that the plan is 
approved under the optional 
measures.
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Optional Water Quality Measures:Optional Water Quality Measures:

(1) Stronger BMP (1) Stronger BMP 
performance requirementsperformance requirements

Justification Justification -- Current rules allow Current rules allow 
substantial increases in pollutant substantial increases in pollutant 
loads, exempt certain developments, loads, exempt certain developments, 
do not take advantage of retrofit do not take advantage of retrofit 
opportunitiesopportunities

(1) Stronger BMP performance (1) Stronger BMP performance 
requirements (requirements (con’tcon’t))

Action Action –– Require 80% removal of solids in Require 80% removal of solids in 
runoff (rather than 80% of the increase), runoff (rather than 80% of the increase), 
eliminate exemptions (i.e., there will no eliminate exemptions (i.e., there will no 
longer be an exemption from other longer be an exemption from other 
permanent BMPs if the site uses 20% or permanent BMPs if the site uses 20% or 
less impervious cover), and provide less impervious cover), and provide 
buffers between development and buffers between development and 
waterways.waterways.
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(2) Measures to address stream (2) Measures to address stream 
channel erosionchannel erosion

Justification Justification -- As much as 90% of the As much as 90% of the 
sediment carried in urban streams are sediment carried in urban streams are 
derived from channel erosion caused by derived from channel erosion caused by 
the increase in impervious cover.the increase in impervious cover.

Action Action –– Restrict post development Restrict post development 
runoff rates to maintain stream runoff rates to maintain stream 
morphology.  morphology.  

(3) Sensitive feature (3) Sensitive feature 
managementmanagement

Justification Justification –– Substantial recharge Substantial recharge 
occurs in upland sensitive features.occurs in upland sensitive features.

Action Action –– Require buffer areas around Require buffer areas around 
sensitive features.  Gate larger openings sensitive features.  Gate larger openings 
to prevent disposal of trash, protecting to prevent disposal of trash, protecting 
water quality with benefits to endangered water quality with benefits to endangered 
species.species.
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(4) Stream buffers(4) Stream buffers

Justification Justification –– Development adjacent to Development adjacent to 
streams promotes erosion and allows streams promotes erosion and allows 
pollutants to enter waterways.pollutants to enter waterways.

Action Action –– Require buffer areas adjacent to Require buffer areas adjacent to 
streams with size dependent on drainage streams with size dependent on drainage 
area.area.

(5) Sealing sensitive features(5) Sealing sensitive features

Justification Justification –– Sealing of sensitive Sealing of sensitive 
features reduces the quantity of clean features reduces the quantity of clean 
runoff entering the aquifer.runoff entering the aquifer.

Action Action –– Require that all sensitive Require that all sensitive 
features identified in geologic features identified in geologic 
assessment remain open except in assessment remain open except in 
extenuating circumstances.extenuating circumstances.
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(6) BMP maintenance (6) BMP maintenance 
documentationdocumentation

Justification Justification –– One of the principal One of the principal 
concerns regarding BMPs is impact of concerns regarding BMPs is impact of 
maintenance on long term performance.maintenance on long term performance.

Action Action –– Require facility owners to retain Require facility owners to retain 
records of maintenance activities for at records of maintenance activities for at 
least 3 years to document that activities least 3 years to document that activities 
were performed in accordance with WPAP were performed in accordance with WPAP 
and add signs to BMPs.and add signs to BMPs.

Future USFWS/TCEQ Future USFWS/TCEQ 
coordination coordination 

Additional species may be considered Additional species may be considered 
for inclusion in the “no take” for inclusion in the “no take” 
concurrence at a later date.  This will concurrence at a later date.  This will 
occur either:occur either:
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Future USFWS/TCEQ Future USFWS/TCEQ 
coordination (coordination (con’tcon’t))

-- as further analysis of biological as further analysis of biological 
information indicates that the Edwards information indicates that the Edwards 
Aquifer Rules and optional water quality Aquifer Rules and optional water quality 
measures are protective of other listed measures are protective of other listed 
species, orspecies, or

-- as new changes are made to the optional as new changes are made to the optional 
water quality measures that are water quality measures that are 
protective of additional species.protective of additional species.

Local water quality controlLocal water quality control

This effort is not meant to replace local This effort is not meant to replace local 
water quality control that is more water quality control that is more 
stringent and provides protection for stringent and provides protection for 
listed species.listed species.

Municipalities and local authorities are Municipalities and local authorities are 
encouraged to continue ongoing efforts encouraged to continue ongoing efforts 
that seek to improve water quality.that seek to improve water quality.
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Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - draft 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, January 26, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location:  Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 
78736, on the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC 
Pinnacle Campus, in Travis County, Texas. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
X Jon Beall X Nancy McClintock 
 Alan Bojorquez X Charles O’ Dell 

X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Jim Phillips 
X Henry Brooks  Randy Robinson 
X S. Tim Casey  Hank Smith 
X Colin Clark X Tom (Smitty) Smith 
X Joe C. Day X J. T. Stewart 
X Karen Ford  Jon Thompson 
X David Fowler X David Venhuizen 
X Mark Gentle X Michael Waite 
X Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
 Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 

X Bryan Jordan   
Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman X Chris Risher 
X Dana Blanton  S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
 Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 

X Bret Raymis X Donna Tiemann 
Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Tom Brown – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X David Fusilier – NEI 
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Contributing Zone 

[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 1/26/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT] 

AGENDA  -  for the OPTIONAL Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water 
Quality Planning Goals and Objectives: 

Time Activity 

5:30 pm Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Issues Within the Planning 
Region.  Guest Speaker – Robert Pine, Austin Office of the USFWS; Mary 
Ambrose, TCEQ. 

5:55 pm Break 

 

AGENDA  -  for the January 26, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the January 11, 2005 and January 19, 
2005 Stakeholder Committee Meetings – Terry Tull (See attachments 1 and 2) 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 3) 

6:20 pm Review, Discuss and Approve the Decisions and Recommendations Reached at the 
SHC Meetings of January 19 and January 24, 2005 (Group 1 and Group 2 
Discussions)  –  Terry Tull/NEI  (See attachment 2 and 4) 

7:20 pm Break 

7:30 pm What are the RIGHTS and RESPONSIBILITIES of the following 
participants in connection with New and Existing Development, and Water 
Quality Protection Measures: 
Citizens? 
Land Owners and Developers? 
Governments? 

8:30 pm Who receives the BENEFITS and should pay the COSTS of: 
• New Development? 
• Water Quality Protection Measures? 

9:20 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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INFORMAL ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION ON WATER QUALITY GOALS [OPTIONAL]; 

Meeting Time: Wednesday, January 26, 2005, at 5:30 pm 

Guest Speakers:   Robert Pine, Director, Austin office of the USFWS 

     Mary Ambrose, TCEQ. 

Meeting Information:  The roundtable discussion included a presentation by Robert Pine (US Fish & 
Wildlife Service – Austin Office) and Mary Ambrose (TCEQ – Austin Headquarters) on their agencies 
“Endangered Species Program/Edwards Aquifer Initiative”.  The speakers outlined the reasons behind 
the initiative and what their agencies hope to accomplish.  Topics discussed during the presentation 
included the current listed species involved in this effort, the area where this program will be in effect, 
their “Adaptive Management” program, and the “optional” water quality measures.  According to the 
speakers, their agencies intend to release the “Optional Water Quality Measures” by the end of February 
2005.  A copy of the presentation may be found on the project website at URL: 
http://www.waterqualityplan.org/stakeholders/1.26/13_USFWS%2BTCEQ%20Ed%20Aq%20Present
ation_color.pdf 

Also, the speakers announced that the following documents were available for review and comments: 

(1) USFWS’s Draft Barton Springs Salamander Recovery Plan is now available for public review.  
The Austin Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be accepting comments on the draft 
recovery plan through COB Monday, March 28th, 2005. 

Go to the URL: 
http://ifw2es.fws.gov/Documents/R2ES/Barton_Springs_Salamander_DRAFT_Recovery_Pl
an_Jan-2005.pdf 

 
Go to the Electronic Library @: 
http://ifw2es.fws.gov/Library/ 
 

Scroll down the page and select the link for the Barton Springs Salamander DRAFT Recovery 
Plan January-2005. 

(2) TCEQ’s Draft Edwards Aquifer Technical Guidance Document is now available for public 
review and comment. 

Go to the URL: 
http://www.tnrcc.state.tx.us/EAPP/index.html#manual 
 
And select the link to the Draft Technical Guidance Manual. 

 
The TCEQ plans to hold two meetings to receive comments on the draft plan.  The date and 
location for the meeting in the Austin area is as follows: 

 
February 3, 2005 at 9:00 am (Thursday) 
TCEQ Headquarters 
Building E, Room 201S 
12100 Park 35 Circle 
Austin, Texas 78753 
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CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at 
approximately 7:00 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
Several individuals spoke during the Open Public Comment Period.  The significant comments offered 
during this period were as follows: 
 
Mr. Robert Botto (SHC Member – Neighborhood Interests) – (1) expressed concern with the 
absence of some SHC members and reminded everyone that the adopted by-laws stated that SHC 
members that miss two consecutive meetings could be removed as a member of the SHC and replaced 
with an alternate; also concerned as to whether the members’ absences will result in possible disruption 
to the process later on when the absent member(s) may express an idea or opinion counter to the 
groups’ consensus, or introduce a new idea into the process [Coordinator Tull stated that he had been in 
contact with some (unnamed) SHC members concerning their attendance, and if this issue became a 
problem to the process later on it would be addressed at that time.  The SHC was in general agreement 
with this approach.] ; (2) concerned that participation in the SHC meetings by non-SHC members may 
reduce the ability of the SHC members to discuss the issues [Coordinator Tull said that he understood 
the concern and that generally, non-SHC members that were allow to participate and provide input 
during the meetings were members of the Technical Review Group (TRG) whose expertise had been 
sought by the SHC.  Other interested public who wished to have matters raised during the deliberations 
of the SHC should pass their requests to their representatives on the SHC.] 
 
Mr. Bret Raymis (SHC Member – Concerned Citizens) – Reminded everyone that the USFWS’s 
Draft Barton Springs Recovery Plan has been issued for review and comments and recommended that 
all SHC members review this document. 
 
Mr. Colin Clark (SHC Member – Public Interest Organizations) – Informed the group that it 
appeared that the LCRA was in the process of approving the extension of a wholesale water line along 
Hwy 71 (west from Bee Cave). 
 
Mr. Tim Casey (SHC Member – Property Owners/Agricultural Interests) – Stated that he hoped 
this plan would give consideration to the value of the land and how that value was being impacted.  He 
stated that it was time to get specific on this subject. 
 
Ms. Margot Clark (Member of the General Public in attendance) – Ms. Clark informed the group 
that she was a candidate for the City of Austin City Council and expressed her support for the planning 
effort and the group’s hard work. 
 
 
2. Discussion and consensus Approval of Meeting Minutes from the January 11, 2005 and 

January 19, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting (Meeting Attachments No. 1 and 2). 
 
Coordinator Tull stated that the minutes from these two meetings had been posted on the web site.  
Due to the fact that the SHC members had not had adequate time to review these minutes Coordinator 
Tull suggested that action on these two items be postponed until the next meeting.  The SHC agreed to 
this action. 
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3. Review and Discussion of the Proposed Meeting Schedule for the Remainder of the Project 

(Meeting Attachments No. 3a and 3b). 
 
Coordinator Tull stated that the schedule the group was working was basically the same as had been 
provided at the previous SHC meetings.  Coordinator Tull then handed out the SHC members present 
an updated meeting schedule that he had updated based on the previous SHC meetings.  There were no 
comments from the SHC regarding the current schedule. 
 
 
4. Review, Discuss and Approve the Decisions and Recommendations Reached at the SHC 

Meetings of January 19 and January 24, 2005 (the Group 1 and Group 2 Discussions)(included 
in Meeting Attachments Nos. 2 and 4). 

 
Grant Jackson/NEI summarized the subject of the discussions that took place at the January 19, 2005 
and January 24, 2005 SHC Meetings. 
 
The SHC members were given an opportunity to comment on the discussion summaries that were 
included in Meetings Attachments Nos. 2 and 4.  The comments received from the individual SHC 
members in attendance at the meeting are summarized below: 
 
Group 1 - Where are the measures to be applied? 
 

• How does acquisition of mitigation land for an already polluting subdivision reduce the 
pollution caused by that subdivision? 

• Existing developments causing problems need to be retrofitted. 

• Retrofits should not be reserved solely for existing developments causing problems. 

• Some existing developments, that aren’t egregious polluters, should still be required to 
retrofit before it becomes a major problem. 

• Plan could recommend that highway construction/expansion projects be required to 
conform to the plan. 

• Mitigation is a practical solution, although it does not reduce the pollution coming off an 
existing development, it helps to reduce the overall impervious cover, and is a simpler 
solution than retrofitting with structural BMPs. 

• The Group 1’s discussion of retrofitting acknowledged the high cost of retrofitting existing 
subdivisions with structural BMPs. 

• What if we allowed the developer of a new project, using his own resources, to retrofit an 
existing development in exchange for allowing increased impervious cover limits on the new 
development (vs. purchasing mitigation land)? 
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Group 2 – Do we accept the standards in The Plan regarding Impervious Cover Limits, Buffer 
Zones, and Mitigation Offsets for Higher Density? 

 
Buffer Zones 

• Buffer zones on streams with drainage areas less than 5 acres? 

• By protecting low order streams, you really do protect water quality.  

• Recommend using a minimum of 5 acres for the drainage area. 

• When establishing a minimum drainage area we should err on the side of caution. 

• We should protect first order streams, what ever the correct number. 

• Minimum buffer zone off-set of 25 feet off the centerline. 

• Delineation of the stream is important: (1) bed and banks?; (2) min. 5 acre drainage area? 

• Center for Watershed Protection document states that a minimum buffer zone should be 
100 feet off the centerline of the stream. 

• The 5 acre minimum drainage area may be acceptable, if we can determine that it is 
necessary, and what the economic impact is to the landowner 

• Have we lost the proposed concept of grading the buffer zone (based on buffer zone soil 
quality, slope, vegetation, etc…)? 

• Polluting utilities should not be allowed to run the length of the buffer zone, they should 
only be allowed to cross the buffer zone. 
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Impervious Cover 

• Concept for mitigation is basin wide? 

• Impervious cover limit is 10% across the planning region?  Is that 10% overall including 
existing and new development, or just new development?  [Grant Jackson/NEI – the 10% 
basin wide impervious cover limit would apply to new development] 

• If we do not have a current mechanism to cap the planning region area at 10% impervious 
cover (because of multiple jurisdictions), can we place this limit in the plan as a 
recommendation, but put into the plan site specific impervious cover limits? 

• What about selling development rights in cases where you don’t use up your impervious 
cover “allotment”? 

• Instead of setting site specific impervious cover limits, let the buffer zones, setbacks, and 
BMP removal calculations determine the impervious cover limit for a site. 

• We need to specify an upper impervious cover limit for sites so that someone doesn’t come 
in with a ridiculous impervious cover number (like 100%). 

• The Plan should be based on a risk-based concept – high risk vs. low risk areas.  Low risk 
areas could purchase mitigation land in high risk areas, but high risk could not purchase 
mitigation land in low risk areas (high risk area being defined as more environmentally 
sensitive than low risk areas). 

• The concept of “trading” development rights sounds risky, and this plan should attempt to 
minimize risk. 

• Why do we have to set an upper impervious cover limit for a specific site? 

• The 3rd Draft of The Plan sets a limit of 10% impervious cover over the entire planning 
region, and caps the impervious cover on a specific site at 35%. [Grant Jackson/NEI] 

• Will there be a process put in place to tell the developer that thier proposed development is 
too dense and that they have to reduce the impervious cover?  If not, let’s be conservative. 

• Why can’t we specify an overall, planning region-wide, impervious cover limit, but 
recommend a site specific upper limit for impervious cover?  

• Vulnerability and risk have not been addressed adequately in the draft plan. 

• We should consider two approaches for crafting the plan: (1) “Passive” approach – low risk, 
conservative limits; (2) “Expert” approach – higher risk, higher cost, and requires much 
more expertise on both sides of the issue (Developer’s side and the Regulating Entity’s side). 

• Why don’t we define a preferred growth corridor.  Higher impervious cover limits could be 
allowed in this corridor. 

• The Plan should distinguish between residential and commercial development. 
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• Allow Cities to designate a preferred growth area with the idea of mitigating to an overall 
impervious cover percentage. 

• “Mitigation fund” – for smaller commercial developments (for example), you could offer a 
fee-in-lieu-of.  The money collected in this fund would be used to purchase mitigation land. 

• The plan should acknowledge the work of Envision Central Texas. 

• The plan should specify the level of expertise of City reviewers (we should also require them 
to conduct on-site inspections of projects). 

• We should scrap the table in the plan that allows increased impervious cover limits within 
City limits. 

• The plan should differentiate between the recharge and the contributing zones. 

• There should be a cap placed on the maximum amount of mitigation allowed for an 
individual project. 
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NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

Coordinator Tull asked the SHC to vote on whether they would like to meet to discuss the items and 
issues that were not discussed in tonight’s meeting.  After a show of hands, it was decided that the next 
meeting would be the Stakeholder Committee Meeting already scheduled for Wednesday, February 2, 
2005. 

2. New Draft of Regional Water Quality Protection Plan 

Grant Jackson of NEI stated that they would attempt to post the 4th draft of The Plan on the project 
web site by the end of the day, Monday, January 31, 2005. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:00 pm. 

 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on ____________. 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – FEBRUARY 2, 2005 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC Pinnacle Campus, in 
Travis County, Texas. 

 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Wednesday, February 2, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: A scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed can be 
found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available on the 
projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 
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ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the January 11, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

2. Minutes from the January 19, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.]  

3. Minutes from the January 26, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 
[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

4. Review and Discuss Draft Stakeholder Committee Preface to the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on future actions to draft the Stakeholder Committee Preface..  
HOMEWORK: Review the first draft Stakeholder Committee Preface to be posted on the web site.  Be prepared to 
comment and discuss. Any significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-
mail, prior to the meeting so that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

5. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on the Updated Project Schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the 
Updated- Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule. Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so 
that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

6. Review and Discussion of 4th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation by NEI Consulting Team and Discussion on the 4th Draft of the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on revisions.  Also, the identification 
and discussion of remaining contentious issues among SHC members.  HOMEWORK: Read and review the 4th 
draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan.  Any significant comments should be forwarded to the 
Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these comments may be summarized for 
expedited review at the meeting.] 
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AGENDA  -  for the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull. 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the January 11, 2005, January 19, 2005, 
and January 26, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meetings – Terry Tull (See 
attachments 1, 2 and 3). 

6:15 pm Review and Discuss Draft Stakeholder Committee Preface to the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan – Terry Tull (See attachment 4). 

6:45 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 5) 

6:55 pm Present the 4th Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI 
(See attachment 6) 

7:40 pm Break 

7:50 pm Discuss the following issues as they relate the 4th Draft of the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan and provide input to the Consulting Team: 

         Performance Measures 
         Implementation Details 
         Economic Implications 

9:20 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please hand this form to the Executive Director or an NEI Consulting Team member as you leave the 
meeting.  Thanks again for your participation! 
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Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - final 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, February 2, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location:  Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 
78736, on the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC 
Pinnacle Campus, in Travis County, Texas. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus X Gene Lowenthal 
 Jon Beall X Nancy McClintock 
 Alan Bojorquez X Charles O’ Dell 

X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Jim Phillips 
X Henry Brooks  Randy Robinson 
X S. Tim Casey X Hank Smith 
X Colin Clark  J. T. Stewart 
X Joe C. Day  Jon Thompson 
X Karen Ford X David Venhuizen 
 David Fowler  Michael Waite 

X Mark Gentle X Hugh Winkler 
 Karen Hadden X Ira Yates 

X Rebecca Hudson   
 Bryan Jordan   

Present Alternate Present Alternate 

 Jack Goodman  Chris Risher 
X Dana Blanton X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
X Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 
X Bret Raymis  Donna Tiemann 

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Tom Brown – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X David Fusilier – NEI 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 2/2/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT] 

AGENDA  -  for the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull. 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the January 11, 2005, January 19, 2005, 
and January 26, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meetings – Terry Tull (See 
attachments 1, 2 and 3). 

6:15 pm Review and Discuss Draft Stakeholder Committee Preface to the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan – Terry Tull (See attachment 4). 

6:45 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 5) 

6:55 pm Present the 4th Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI 
(See attachment 6) 

7:40 pm Break 

7:50 pm Discuss the following issues as they relate the 4th Draft of the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan and provide input to the Consulting Team: 

         Performance Measures 
         Implementation Details 
         Economic Implications 

9:20 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at 
approximately 6:00 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

 

1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
No comments were made during the Open Public Comment Period. 
 
 
2. Discussion and consensus Approval of Meeting Minutes from the January 11, 2005, January 

19, 2005, and January 26, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting (Meeting Attachments No. 1, 
2, and 3). 

 
Coordinator Tull stated that the minutes from these three meetings had been posted on the web site, 
and asked if anyone had any suggested changes for the meeting minutes.  No changes were suggested.  
The minutes were approved by consensus. 
 
 
3. Review and Discussion of the Draft Stakeholder Committee Preface to the Regional Water 

Quality Protection Plan (Meeting Attachments No. 4). 
 
Coordinator Tull presented a three page handout of a draft of the preface for The Plan.  Coordinator 
Tull stated that the intent of the preface was to summarize the message that the SHC believes will be 
important for the EC/CC to consider.  Coordinator Tull requested that the SHC members review this 
preface and be ready to discuss and offer suggestion at the meeting on Wednesday, February 9 2005.  It 
was requested that the SHC members e-mail suggestions if they were going to be unable to attend the 
meeting. 
 
 
4. Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones (Meeting 

Attachment No. 5). 
 
Coordinator Tull stated that Grant Jackson/NEI had requested that the next SHC Meeting scheduled 
for Wednesday, February 9, 2005 be postponed until Wednesday, February 16, 2005 in order to give the 
Consulting Team additional time to incorporate changes necessitated by SHC and TRG comments, and 
to complete, as much as possible, the entire plan.  Mr. Jackson stated that the Consulting Team 
proposed that the next draft of The Plan would be posted to the web site by the end of the day, Friday, 
February 11, 2005. 
 
Coordinator Tull suggested that the full SHC meet on Wednesday, February 9, 2005 to work on the 
SHC Preface for The Plan. 

 
Coordinator Tull also stated that it was his intent to request of the Executive and Core Committees that 
the EC/CC Meeting currently scheduled for February 23, 2005 (presentation of The Plan to the 
EC/CC) be postponed until Wednesday, March 9, 2005.  Coordinator Tull said that this request had not 
yet been made to the EC/CC, because he wanted to be sure that the SHC was in general agreement with 
this schedule prior to making the request. 
 
After a brief discussion, the SHC agreed to the schedule outlined above. 
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Contributing Zone 

 
 
 

5. Presentation of the 4th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan (Meeting 
Attachments No. 6). 

 
Grant Jackson/NEI stated that the 4th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan had been 
posted to the web site.  Mr. Jackson distributed a six page handout that provided additional details on 
buffer zones, impervious cover limits, and mitigation with respect to the current draft of the plan 

 
6. Discussion of Issues Relating to the 4th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
 
Grant Jackson/NEI led the discussion of the 4th Draft of The Plan.  The discussion focused on buffer 
zones, impervious cover, and mitigation. 

 
The SHC members were given an opportunity to comment on the issues.  The comments received from 
the individual SHC members in attendance at the meeting are summarized below: 

 

Buffer Zones [Stream Offsets/Buffer Zones section, including Table 1] 

• Consensus at the last meeting was to offset the buffer zone from the stream centerline.  
Need to clarify in the Stream Offsets/Buffer Zones section in The Plan that this is the basis 
for the stream offsets. 

• Why is the minimum contributing drainage area for establishing buffer zones based on 5 
acres?  Why does off-site contributing drainage areas of less than 5 acres matter, but not on-
site contributing areas of less than 5 acres? 

• It was unclear to several of the SHC members that the buffer zone widths specified in Table 
1 were total width of the buffer zone centered on the stream, and not an offset from the 
centerline [e.g., for a contributing drainage area of 120-300 acres, the 150 feet width 
specified in Table 1, means an offset of 75 feet from the centerline of the stream].  It was 
requested that this fact be clarified. 

• SHC consensus was to approve eliminating the first line of Table 1 (for contributing areas 
“Up to 5 acres from off-site”.  The SHC deemed it impractical to establish contributing 
drainage areas of less than 5 acres. 

• What is the science behind these numbers? 

• [Grant Jackson/NEI stated that the Consulting Team would review the basis for the current 
stream buffer zone requirements and report back to the SHC at the next meeting.  Draft #5 
would also be updated to include the latest recommendation from the Consulting Team.  
The Consulting Team may also consult with members of the TRG on this issue.] 
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Impervious Cover Limits [Table 2 from handout (updated for inclusion in The Plan)] 

• Where did we get the idea of no professional review?  There should always be a professional 
review. [After a discussion by the SHC, the consensus of the group was to eliminate the 
second column of Table 2 (Max. Impervious Cover (%) – with TDR & No. Prof. Review)]. 

• BMP Removal Efficiencies.  Does the current plan set the numbers for BMP removal 
efficiencies? [Grant Jackson/NEI – no].  Experts say not to use set removal efficiencies.  
How will the engineer design his system?  How does The Plan provide guidance on this 
issue?  What will keep one local entity in the planning region from doing something different 
than everyone else?  How are we going to resolve this? 

• We should embrace the “smart growth” concept, some of which is already in the plan (like 
TDRs, the notion of preferred growth areas, etc…).  Clustering development on a regional 
level is a good idea that should be encouraged.  TDRs should be a “one-way” street – 
landowners outside the preferred growth areas sell TDRs to developers inside preferred 
growth areas. 

• The Plan should limit (some said prohibit) the ability to trade up if you are outside the 
preferred growth areas. 

• Table 2 – for the first two rows, the impervious cover limits should be the same across the 
row (i.e., for the Recharge Zone – the impervious cover limit should be the same in each 
column [No TDRs & TDRs w/ Prof. Review]. 

• For column 3, recommend the following limits (1st row – 15%, 2nd row – 20%, 3rd row – 
25%). 

• For column 3, recommend the following limits (1st row – 15%, 2nd row – 30%, 3rd row – 
45%).  We want very little risk in the recharge zone 

• For column 1, use 10% in all the rows.  Why should the impervious cover limits be any 
different for the recharge zone vs. contributing zone?  What is the justification for this? 

• For the TDR example given (at the bottom of page 4 of the handout), it should be clarified 
whether this is for the recharge zone or contributing zone.  [Grant Jackson – the example is 
for the Contributing Zone]. 

• Would like to see direction from the SHC as to why they think that preferred growth areas 
are a good idea.  What are the criteria of the preferred growth areas?  Also, would like to see 
something on public policy guidance on this subject 

• How are we going to define preferred growth areas? [Grant Jackson/NEI – someone, or 
some entity outside the current planning process would do that.].  The Plan should at least 
define the concept and give some guidance for establishing preferred growth areas. 

• We should encourage entities (like the City of Austin) to “sell” preferred growth land 
(outside the current planning region) in exchange for not developing land on the recharge 
zone. 

• [Grant Jackson – TDRs are in the plan to address the equity issue.]  
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• Let Cities be flexible in establishing maximum impervious cover limits within the preferred 
growth areas. 

• Current plan will encourage “big box” developments, since small developers (“Mom & Pop” 
stores) will be unable to afford to develop with the impervious cover limits set by the current 
plan.  

• Why is irrigation area considered impervious cover?  What is the science behind this issue?  
This requirement forces you to keep the irrigation area as small as possible, and also 
discourages the use of irrigation altogether. 

 

Mitigation 

• The concept of mitigation was discussed by the SHC in terms Transferable Development 
Rights (TDRs).  This discussion was included in the discussion on impervious cover limits.  
Please see above summary on impervious cover limits. 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed February 9, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

Coordinator Tull, at the suggestion of Grant Jackson/NEI, proposed that the SHC meet on Wednesday, 
February 16, 2005 to discuss the 5th Draft of The Plan.  To allow the Consulting Team more time to 
work on The Plan, Grant Jackson suggested that the NEI Team skip any meeting scheduled for 
Wednesday, February 9, 2005.  Coordinator Tull suggested that the SHC meet on February 9, 2005 to 
work on the SHC Preface to The Plan.  After a show of hands, it was decided that the next SHC 
Meeting would be a Workshop held on Wednesday, February 9, 2005 to discuss the Preface to The Plan 
(w/o the NEI Team present), and that the SHC would then meet again on Wednesday, February 16, 
2005. 

2. New Draft of Regional Water Quality Protection Plan 

Grant Jackson of NEI stated that the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan would be 
posted by the end of the day, Friday, February 11, 2005. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:00 pm. 

 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on February 23, 2005. 



Summary of discussions during SHC Workshop Meeting on Feb 9, 2005, regarding SHC Preface to the 
Water Quality Protection Plan 
 
1. The attendees were: 

 Neighborhood Interests: Karen Ford 
 
 Concerned Citizens:  none 
 
 Property Owners:  Henry Brooks 
     Ira Yates 
 
 Economic Interests:  Joe Day 
 
 Development Interests: none 
 
 Public Interests Orgs.:  none 
 
 Local Env./Good Gov.: Mark Gentle 
     Charles O’Dell 
     Dana Blanton 
 
 Government Entities:  Andrew Backus 
     Charlie Johnson 

 
2. The discussions are summarized in the following table: 
 
Item 
# 

Who 
Commented 

Comment Votes to Incl. 
in Pref.(of 10) 

1. Karen Set specific goal for land conservation 
   - 20K acres – perhaps more? 

0 

2. Joe Identify & target sensitive land for conserving. 
   - means to do difficult to specify 

0 

3. Henry Steer away from specifics. Na 
4. Henry Amend 3rd paragraph to read: “… flow past us. The waters in our 

streams …. “owned” by anyone.  Rather, We must collectively…” 
Na 

5. Joe Need to target the audience that we need to sell to (local govt. & 
citizens).  What does local govt. need to know? 
   - budget impact 
   - legal risk & assoc. costs 
   - citizen views 

Na 

6. Charles Lots of media attention will surround delivery of plan. Na 
7. Charles Need show parameters (e.g., same details listed as what local govt. 

wants to know) 
Na 

8. Charles Austin Mayor’s proposal for bond election to buy conservation land 
   - we can project conservation land needs based on projected build out 
under plan 

Na 



9. Charles Recognize ECT results supportive of Plan 
   - “Protect open space in hill country/aquifer” 
   - “not business as usual” 

Na 

10. Charles  Need for companion document with summary of impacts and results Na 
11. Charles Mention that Plan is “community based” 9 
12. Mark Our charge was to have “implementable” plan 

   - implementable-must be defensible based on: 
      -- science 
      -- legal 
      -- consensus 
      -- community based 
      -- fair (sharing of burdens and benefits) 

Na 

13. Mark This is a unique area requiring unique actions.  What is unique?: 
   - eco-region based 
   - not political boundaries 
   - community based 
   - consensus based 
   - drainage basin/watershed 
   - No Net Increase goal adopted 
   - Replicable model for employment elsewhere as a process 
   - most studied aquifer = best data 
   - aquifer most threatened by growth 
 
Karen: “In the PR Business, this is called a “Unique selling 
proposition.” ” 
 
Mark: “A vulnerability will be drawing conclusions based on data from 
other regions.” 
 
Mark: “Pioneering”, “Call to action”, “Obligation to act” 

10 

14. Charles Put positive face on difficult issues Na 
15. Dana Importance of coherent/regional action – emphasize the Big Picture and 

stress overall action (see unique features above) 
Na 

16. Karen Mention region Na 
17. Charles This is a model for others to apply Na 
18. Mark Say that the goal is No Net Increase Na 
19. Joe Set in historical perspective: “Longstanding Public Concerns…” Na 
    
  AGREED REVISED STRUCTURE FOR SHC PREFACE: 

1. You charged us to do this 
2. We’ve done it 
3. You take it and act on it 
4. Here are the benefits if you implement it 

 

    
  OTHER ITEMS TO DISCUSS WITH NAISMITH 

1. Need for a separate legal statement regarding legal basis and 
 



defensibility, implementability 
2. Need for a companion Impact Summary 

    
  CONSIDERATIONS ABOUT A STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE 

TRANSMITTAL LETTER: 
1. Be more forceful than the Preface 
2. State expectations for action 
3. Coordinate content with Preface 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – FEBRUARY 16, 2005 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC Pinnacle Campus, in 
Travis County, Texas. 

 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Wednesday, February 16, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: A scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed can be 
found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available on the 
projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 
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ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

2. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on the Updated Project Schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the 
Updated- Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule. Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so 
that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

3. Review and Discuss 2nd Draft of the Stakeholder Committee Preface to the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on future actions to draft the Stakeholder Committee Preface..  
HOMEWORK: Review the 2nd draft Stakeholder Committee Preface to be posted on the web site.  Be prepared to 
comment and discuss. Any significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team and the Executive 
Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that comments may be summarized for expedited 
presentation at the meeting.] 

4. Review and Discussion of 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation by NEI Consulting Team and Discussion on the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on revisions.  Also, the identification 
and discussion of remaining contentious issues among SHC members.  HOMEWORK: Read and review the 5th 
draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan.  Any significant comments should be forwarded to the 
Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these comments may be summarized for 
expedited review at the meeting.] 
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AGENDA  -  for the February 16, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull. 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1). 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 2) 

6:30 pm Review and Discuss 2nd Draft of Stakeholder Committee Preface to the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan – Terry Tull (See attachment 3). 

7:00 pm Break 

7:10 pm Present the 5th Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI 
(See attachment 4) 

8:00 pm Break 

8:10 pm Discuss the following issues as they relate to the 5th Draft of the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan and provide input to the Consulting Team: 

         Stream Buffer Zones 
         Transferable Development Rights (TDR) 
         Implementation Details 
         Economic Implications 

9:20 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please hand this form to the Executive Director or an NEI Consulting Team member as you leave the 
meeting.  Thanks again for your participation! 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - Final 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, February 16, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location:  Oak Hill United Methodist Church, located at 7815 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 
78736, on the south side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the ACC 
Pinnacle Campus, in Travis County, Texas. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus  Bryan Jordan 
X Jon Beall X Gene Lowenthal 
 Alan Bojorquez X Nancy McClintock 

X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Charles O’ Dell 
X Henry Brooks X Jim Phillips 
 S. Tim Casey  Randy Robinson 

X Colin Clark X Hank Smith 
X Joe C. Day X J. T. Stewart 
X Karen Ford X Donna Tiemann 
 David Fowler  David Venhuizen 

X Mark Gentle  Michael Waite 
X Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
X Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 
X Charles Johnson   

Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman  Chris Risher 
X Dana Blanton X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
X Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 
X Bret Raymis   

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Tom Brown – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X David Fusilier – NEI 
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[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 2/16/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT] 

AGENDA  -  for the February 16, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull. 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1). 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 2) 

6:30 pm Review and Discuss 2nd Draft of Stakeholder Committee Preface to the Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan – Terry Tull (See attachment 3). 

7:00 pm Break 

7:10 pm Present the 5th Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - NEI 
(See attachment 4) 

8:00 pm Break 

8:10 pm Discuss the following issues as they relate to the 5th Draft of the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan and provide input to the Consulting Team: 

         Stream Buffer Zones 
         Transferable Development Rights (TDR) 
         Implementation Details 
         Economic Implications 

9:20 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at 
approximately 6:00 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

 

1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
Suzanne Pierce, a doctoral graduate student in Geological Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin Jackson 
School of Geosciences spoke to the SHC.  Her announcement is summarized as follows: 
 
A team of researchers at the University of Texas at Austin are looking at ways of creating tools that can enhance 
a stakeholder decision making process. Ms. Pierce presented information related to a request for stakeholder 
participation in the design and development of an interactive decision support tool that could possibly aid 
groundwater management practices.  The tool is an integrated, systems model that is based on Texas Water 
Development Board Groundwater Availability Model (GAM) for hydrologic performance, linking GIS, and 
stakeholder preferences with a relational database.  Her announcement ended with a request for any stakeholders 
interested in the simulation process to contact Terry Tull to confirm an interest in possible participation.  As 
plans progress updates will be communicated to the stakeholder group. 
 
It was requested by a SHC member that Ms. Pierce summarize what would be expected of potential participant 
(number of meetings, time involved, etc…) and forward this summary to Executive Director Tull so he could in 
turn distribute the information to the SHC members for their consideration. 
 
 
2. Discussion and Approval of Meeting Minutes from the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee 

Meeting (Meeting Attachments No. 1). 
 
Coordinator Tull stated that the minutes from the February 2, 2005 SHC meeting had been posted on the web 
site yesterday, 2/15/05.  The SHC requested that this item be continued to the next SHC meeting in order to 
give the members adequate time to review the draft minutes. 
 
 
3. Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones (Meeting Attachments Nos. 

2a and 2b). 
 
Coordinator Tull and Grant Jackson/NEI presented the latest Project Schedule that showed the tentative dates 
of the remaining meetings.   
 
Coordinator Tull stated that a meeting location for the SHC meeting tentatively scheduled for next week 
(Wednesday, February 23, 2005) had not been finalized, but that the Oak Hill UMC was not available.  
Coordinator Tull stated that he would let the SHC members know of the proposed meeting location as soon as 
possible. 
 
Coordinator Tull also stated that due to schedule conflicts of some of the Executive and Core Committee 
members, he was attempting to reschedule the next EC/CC Meeting tentatively from Wednesday, March 9, 2005 
to a date the following week.  Coordinator Tull said that he had requested that the EC/CC members advise him 
on which dates were preferred from March 15, 16, and 17.  SHC members pointed out that this was Spring Break 
week for most school children and some requested that the meeting be scheduled for another week. 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 3 -    February 16, 2005 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

 
4. Review and Discussion of the Draft Stakeholder Committee Preface to the Regional Water Quality 

Protection Plan (Meeting Attachments No. 3). 
 
Coordinator Tull presented the 2nd draft of the SHC Preface to The Plan.  Coordinator Tull again stated that the 
intent of the preface was to summarize the message that the SHC believes will be important for the EC/CC to 
consider. 
 
SHC members had the following comments on the current draft Preface: 
 

• If we recommend set asides (natural areas, conservation areas, etc…) we should put that 
recommendation in the Preface (other SHC members recommended putting this into the Executive 
Summary); 

• We should detail in the Preface, by the use of bullets, what the benefits are to adopting The Plan. 
• We should not clutter up the Preface with a lot of details, let the details be outlined in the Executive 

Summary and The Plan itself. 
 
Grant Jackson/NEI, asked if it would be acceptable for this draft Preface to be put into any subsequent draft of 
The Plan.  The SHC members did not object to the inclusion of the latest draft Preface in the latest draft version 
of The Plan. 
 
 
5. Presentation of the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan (Meeting Attachments 

No. 6). 
 
Grant Jackson/NEI stated that the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan had been posted to 
the web site.   
 
6. Discussion of Issues Relating to the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
 
Grant Jackson/NEI led the discussion of the 5th Draft of The Plan.  The discussion focused on economic 
implications, transferable development rights (TDRs), implementation details, and stream buffer zones. 
 
The SHC members were given an opportunity to comment on the issues.  The comments received from the 
individual SHC members in attendance at the meeting are summarized below: 
 
 

General Comments  

• It may be a good idea to invite the Technical Review Committee (TRG) to the next SHC 
meeting, so they can help provide input on some portions of the plan. 

• The unintended consequences of The Plan are a concern. 

• The Plan does not include enough details on commercial development, including “Big Box” 
developments. 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

 

Economic Implications 
 

• Economic analysis needs to consider that there are current rules in place within the 
planning region (Cities of Austin, Dripping Springs, etc…; TCEQ; USFWS; LCRA; etc…). 

• What are our current criteria to determine whether to incur a cost for implementation of 
The Plan.  Who bears this cost?  Need to address cost of infrastructure to serve new 
development. 

• Would like the economic analysis to consider the loss of the use of Barton Springs. 

• The Plan should state why we have not considered the infrastructure cost into the 
economic analysis, if we are not going to do so. 

• The Plan should show the economic “savings” that result from limiting impervious cover 
and promoting more dense (clustered) developments (i.e., more density results in less 
infrastructure, therefore less infrastructure cost, etc…). 

• We need to find a way to encourage commercial development, since commercial 
development helps the tax base. 

• The City of Austin’s SOS ordinance has not negatively impacted property values.  We 
should present a better picture of the value of the land.  BMP costs are minor compared to 
other costs associated with the land. 

• Local developers should be consulting to find out realistic numbers for the economic 
impacts. 

• The costs for projected toll roads to be constructed in the Barton Creek watershed should 
be considered.  Under their current planned, CAMPO (Capitol Metropolitan Planning 
Organization) will construct approximately $1.5 billion worth of toll roads in the Barton 
Creek watershed. 

• If money was used to purchase land currently earmarked for development, the costs for 
future infrastructure would be reduced. 

• Buying up land currently set aside for future develops would push developments further out 
and increase the needs for roads and other infrastructure. 

• Need to add information that quantifies the damages caused by the degradation of water 
quality (similar to how studies have quantified the damages caused by the degradation of air 
quality in the Big Bend area).  
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Meeting Summary – Wednesday, February 16, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

Economic Implications (cont.) 

• Need to quantify and summarize the cost of the various BMP approaches (e.g., structural 
vs. non-structural). 

• How can we judge the cost of this Plan and its effect on affordable housing? 

 

 
Implementation Details 

• The cost of implementation could be simulated by estimating the cost to a local 
government entity to implement the plan (e.g., Travis or Hays County).  You could use 
current labor costs and estimate the number of staff members necessary to implement a 
program under The Plan. [one SHC member commented that this would be a very difficult 
undertaking; another commented that this would at least be an attempt to quantify the 
expected cost and could be used for comparison purposes].  

• Local entities within the planning region will implement this plan differently.  Until we get a 
unified approach in place, implementation will be fragmented. 

• TDRs – Is there a problem with someone acquiring TDRs outside of another local 
governments jurisdiction (e.g., developing a project in City of Austin, and acquiring TDRs 
in Hays County)?  How will The Plan control this? 

• Has The Plan been written so that local entities can implement The Plan under current 
laws? [Grant Jackson/NEI – yes.] 

• Cost of implementation would be more valuable if we had a variety of different scenarios. 

 
 

Transferable Development Rights (TDRs)/ Impervious Cover 

• Table 10 (Recommended Impervious Cover Limits) – Add rows to Table 10 – inside 
“preferred conservation areas”. 

• Recommend defining “preferred conservation areas” as being inside the recharge zone.  
“Preferred development areas” should be defined as inside City Limits. 

• Leave TDR methodology open-ended – The Plan should just define the basics (i.e., TDRs 
should follow the guiding principles, etc…). 

• Have we, or are we going to, define “preferred conservation areas”? 

• As Table 10 is currently drafted, Cities over the recharge zone will be severely limited on 
commercial development.  We should increase the allowable impervious cover limits shown 
in the table (based on the 5th Draft version of the table). [another SHC member commented 
that higher impervious cover numbers will create densities that are too high and destroy the 
character of the Hill Country and degrade water quality.] 
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Contributing Zone 

 
Transferable Development Rights (TDRs)/ Impervious Cover (cont.) 

• The ability of public officials to administer a “preferred conservation area” system is a 
“showstopper” issue. 

• Plan does not adequately address construction on steep slopes. 

• The risk of failure is from BMPs.  The impervious cover table (Table 10 of 5th Draft) is the 
heart of The Plan. 

• How about breaking out commercial developments in the table and give them their own 
impervious cover limits? 

• The impervious cover table as drafted is pretty good, and already accommodates 
commercial development 

• Maybe we could increase impervious cover numbers for commercial development inside 
“preferred growth areas”. 

• The Plan should put in place recommendations to encourage environmentally sensitive 
developments (for parking lots, etc…). 

• BMPs could be used to increase the allowable impervious cover limits allowed by The Plan. 

 

 

Irrigation Areas as Impervious Cover 

• Grant Jackson/NEI – current input from SHC and TRG members has indicated that if a 
site specific analysis was conducted to determine proper irrigation rates and locations on a 
site, then it would be permissible to not count the irrigation area as impervious cover. 

• Nothing is more labor intensive than the proper operation and maintenance of an irrigation 
system.  Against not counting this area as impervious cover. 

• The irrigation area should be deducted from the gross site area, prior to determining the 
imperious cover percentage. 

• The 5th Draft includes the BMP areas as impervious cover.  This area should not be 
considered impervious cover. 

• Current TCEQ wastewater drip irrigation rules are inadequate. 
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NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

Coordinator Tull stated that the meeting location for February 23, 2005 has not been finalized and that 
the he would notify the SHC when the location had been determined. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:00 pm. 

 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on March 2, 2005. 



Participant Information 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Wednesday, February 23, 2005 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – FEBRUARY 23, 2005 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: ACC Pinnacle Campus, 6th Floor, located at 7748 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the north side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the Oak Hill United 
Methodist Church, in Travis County, Texas. 

 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING: 

 Meeting Time: Wednesday, February 23, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: A scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed can be 
found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  All attachments will be available on the 
projects web site prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are finalized). 
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Participant Information 
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Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its Contributing Zone 

ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

2. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on the Updated Project Schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the 
Updated- Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule. Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so 
that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

3. Review and Discuss Draft Illustrative Case. 
[GOAL: Presentation by NEI, and discussion on, the draft illustrative case prepared by NEI.  HOMEWORK: 
Review the draft Illustrative Case to be posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss at the 
meeting.] 

4. Review and Discussion of Revised Draft of Table 10 – Recommended Maximum Impervious Cover 
Limits from the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation by NEI Consulting Team and Discussion on a revised, draft version of Table 10 from the  5th 
Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on 
further revisions to the table.  HOMEWORK: Read and review the revised Table 10 that has been e-mailed to 
SHC members and posted on the web site.   Any significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting 
Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so that these comments may be summarized for expedited review 
at the meeting.] 
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AGENDA  -  for the February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull. 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1). 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 2) 

6:20 pm Review and Discuss Illustrative Case – NEI (See attachment 3). 

7:15 pm Break 

7:25 pm Discuss the revised Table 10 - Recommended Maximum Impervious Cover Limits 
Table and provide input to the Consulting Team (See attachment 4) 

8:25 pm Break 

8:35 pm Identify remaining SHC “Showstopper” issues and “Important” issues as they relate 
to the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan, and provide input to 
the Consulting Team. 

9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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EVALUATION FORM 

The Executive and Core Committees, the Executive Director and the Consulting Team appreciate your 
participation in this meeting.  We would like to have your evaluation of this meeting, with a focus on how 
we might improve future meetings.  Please rate the following elements of the meeting: 

Category Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The method and timeliness of notification about 
this meeting was good 

� � � � 

The meeting date and time were good � � � � 

The meeting location was good � � � � 

The meeting environment (facility) was good � � � � 

The meeting format was good � � � � 

The handout materials were clear and helpful � � � � 

The length of the presentations was just right � � � � 

The content of the presentations was helpful � � � � 

The meeting followed the agenda � � � � 

The meeting followed the time schedule � � � � 

There was adequate opportunity for each 
representative to participate 

� � � � 

Describe your favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your favorite? 

 
 
 

Describe your least favorite part of the meeting.  What made it your least favorite? 

 
 
 

Other Suggestions/Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 
Please hand this form to the Executive Director or an NEI Consulting Team member as you leave the 
meeting.  Thanks again for your participation! 
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Resolution of Resolution of 
Outstanding IssuesOutstanding Issues

Austin Community College - Pinnacle Campus
February 23, 2005

Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 

Aquifer and its Contributing ZoneAquifer and its Contributing Zone

““Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by 
SHC MembersSHC Members

Transferable Development RightsTransferable Development Rights
Need preferred conservation areas where low Need preferred conservation areas where low 
IC cannot be increased through IC cannot be increased through TDRsTDRs
No Eminent Domain/Condemnation allowedNo Eminent Domain/Condemnation allowed

Impervious CoverImpervious Cover
Limits are “required”, not “recommended”Limits are “required”, not “recommended”
Actual Constructed IC < or = Estimated ICActual Constructed IC < or = Estimated IC
Steep slopes must be consideredSteep slopes must be considered
Include % of irrigation areas and Include % of irrigation areas and BMPsBMPs/Ponds/Ponds

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005



2

““Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by 
SHC Members (Continued)SHC Members (Continued)

Impervious Cover (Continued)Impervious Cover (Continued)
RZ be limited to 10%RZ be limited to 10%

Buffer ZonesBuffer Zones
No No BMPsBMPs in BZin BZ

ImplicationsImplications
Economic impact evaluation either more Economic impact evaluation either more 
thorough or eliminatedthorough or eliminated

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005

OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Critical Water Quality Critical Water Quality 
ParametersParameters

Preferred measurement methodsPreferred measurement methods
Existing test methods under existing Existing test methods under existing 
programs/ordinancesprograms/ordinances
Coordinated with regional clearinghouseCoordinated with regional clearinghouse

Procedures for response to “failing” data, Procedures for response to “failing” data, 
as part of Adaptive Management as part of Adaptive Management 

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005
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OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– Description of Description of 
MeasuresMeasures

Stream Offsets/Buffer ZonesStream Offsets/Buffer Zones
Construction (utilities, etc.) in BZ [SHC]Construction (utilities, etc.) in BZ [SHC]
Requirements for discharges into BZRequirements for discharges into BZ
•• No No BMPsBMPs in BZin BZ
•• No concentrated flow (sheet flow required)No concentrated flow (sheet flow required)

Site Specific Construction Phase ControlsSite Specific Construction Phase Controls
Site/BMP DesignSite/BMP Design

Expanded definition of Low Impact Dev. (LID)Expanded definition of Low Impact Dev. (LID)
Site characteristics Site characteristics -- irrigation areas not ICirrigation areas not IC

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005

OnOn--Going Work Going Work –– ImplementationImplementation
TDRsTDRs

Differences across jurisdictionsDifferences across jurisdictions
Concept of acquiring Concept of acquiring TDRsTDRs from regional from regional 
“Mitigation Bank” vs. individual tracts“Mitigation Bank” vs. individual tracts
Detail requirements for obtaining Detail requirements for obtaining TDRsTDRs by by 
retrofitting prior developmentretrofitting prior development
Specific recommendations for purchase of Specific recommendations for purchase of 
NA/OS Conservation EasementsNA/OS Conservation Easements

Economic implications of measuresEconomic implications of measures
Relationship with growth/demographicsRelationship with growth/demographics

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005
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Illustrative Case #1 Illustrative Case #1 –– Scenic, TexasScenic, Texas
LocationLocation

Contributing ZoneContributing Zone
Rural Rural –– Outside Preferred Growth AreasOutside Preferred Growth Areas

Site CharacteristicsSite Characteristics
218 Acres, undeveloped ranch land218 Acres, undeveloped ranch land
Boundaries: S Boundaries: S –– 4 lane US Highway, E 4 lane US Highway, E –– TX TX 
RR w/ paved shoulders, W RR w/ paved shoulders, W –– 2 lane CR, N 2 lane CR, N ––
ranch land & Scenic Creek (>2,000 Ac drain.)ranch land & Scenic Creek (>2,000 Ac drain.)
Several onSeveral on--site streams/site streams/karstkarst featuresfeatures

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005

PrePre--Development Development -- Illustrative Case #1Illustrative Case #1

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005
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PostPost--Development Development -- Illustrative Case #1Illustrative Case #1

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005

IC Calculations IC Calculations –– Illustrative Case #1Illustrative Case #1

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005

NoneNone5.405.40RoadwaysRoadways
--3.503.50BMPsBMPs

32.34 / 218 = 14.83%32.34 / 218 = 14.83%32.3432.34TotalsTotals

10.83 Ac. @ 60% IC10.83 Ac. @ 60% IC6.56.5CommercialCommercial

18.83 Ac. @ 40% IC18.83 Ac. @ 40% IC7.537.53MultiMulti--Family Family 
ResidentialResidential

82 lots @ 5,000 82 lots @ 5,000 sfsf IC per lotIC per lot9.419.41Single Family Single Family 
ResidentialResidential

BasisBasisImpervious Impervious 
Cover Cover 
(Acres)(Acres)

Land UseLand Use
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Illustrative Case #2 Illustrative Case #2 –– Mythic, TexasMythic, Texas
LocationLocation

Contributing ZoneContributing Zone
Urban Urban –– Inside Preferred Growth AreasInside Preferred Growth Areas

Site CharacteristicsSite Characteristics
4.0 Acres, undeveloped agricultural land4.0 Acres, undeveloped agricultural land
Boundaries: S & W Boundaries: S & W –– Open field, NW Open field, NW -- 4 lane 4 lane 
US Highway, SE US Highway, SE –– paved city streetpaved city street
Nearly flat, moderately deep soilsNearly flat, moderately deep soils

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005

PrePre--Development Development -- Illustrative Case #2Illustrative Case #2

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005
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Illustrative Case #2 Illustrative Case #2 –– Mythic, TexasMythic, Texas
Development ObjectivesDevelopment Objectives

Retail CommercialRetail Commercial
Max. building, material Max. building, material laydownlaydown and parkingand parking

Design RestrictionsDesign Restrictions
Ret./Ret./IrrIrr. requires 1.0 Ac. of irrigation area. requires 1.0 Ac. of irrigation area
Resulting: 3.0 Ac. Or 75% ICResulting: 3.0 Ac. Or 75% IC

TDRsTDRs
On On –– site allows: 0.6 Ac. IC (4 x 15% = 0.6)site allows: 0.6 Ac. IC (4 x 15% = 0.6)
OffOff--site site req’dreq’d: 2.4 Ac. IC or 26.67 Ac. @ 1% : 2.4 Ac. IC or 26.67 Ac. @ 1% 
(26.67 x [.10 (26.67 x [.10 -- .01] = 2.4).01] = 2.4)

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005

Est. Est. AddnAddn. Cost . Cost –– TypTyp. Residential Lot. Residential Lot

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005
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Proposed Impervious Cover TableProposed Impervious Cover Table

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005

3030

2525

2525

1515

Sec. Sec. 
(LID) (LID) 
BMPsBMPs & & 
TDRsTDRs

NoneNone252520201010Contributing Contributing 
Zone, commercial, Zone, commercial, 
inside inside PGAsPGAs

3030202015151010Contributing Contributing 
Zone, residential, Zone, residential, 
inside inside PGAsPGAs

2525202015151010Contributing Contributing 
Zone, outside Zone, outside 
PGAsPGAs

1515151510107.57.5Recharge ZoneRecharge Zone

Prim. Prim. 
BMPsBMPs & & 
TDRsTDRs

Prim. Prim. 
BMPsBMPs & & 
no no TDRsTDRs

Sec. Sec. 
(LID) (LID) 
BMPS, BMPS, 
no no TDRsTDRs

No No BMPsBMPs
No No 
IncomingIncoming
TDRsTDRs

LocationLocation

Recommendations Recommendations –– Compilation of Compilation of 
Various Development InterestsVarious Development Interests

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005

5050--60 60 
(30)(30)

2525--30 30 
(25)(25)

2525--30 30 
(25)(25)

2020--25 25 
(15)(15)

Sec. Sec. 
(LID) (LID) 
BMPsBMPs & & 
TDRsTDRs

No No 
LimitLimit

3535--40 40 
(25)(25)

2020--25 25 
(20)(20)

2020
(10)(10)

Contributing Contributing 
Zone, commercial, Zone, commercial, 
inside inside PGAsPGAs

3030--35 35 
(30)(30)

2020--25 25 
(20)(20)

20 (15)20 (15)2020
(10)(10)

Contributing Contributing 
Zone, residential, Zone, residential, 
inside inside PGAsPGAs

2525--30 30 
(25)(25)

2020--25 25 
(20)(20)

20 (15)20 (15)1010Contributing Contributing 
Zone, outside Zone, outside 
PGAsPGAs

2525--30 30 
(15)(15)

1515--25 25 
(15)(15)

1010--15 15 
(10)(10)

7.57.5Recharge ZoneRecharge Zone

Prim. Prim. 
BMPsBMPs & & 
TDRsTDRs

Prim. Prim. 
BMPsBMPs & & 
no no TDRsTDRs

Sec. Sec. 
(LID) (LID) 
BMPS  BMPS  
onlyonly

No No BMPsBMPs
No No TDRsTDRs

LocationLocation
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Questions/Comments on the Draft Questions/Comments on the Draft 
PlanPlan

Naismith Engineering Naismith Engineering 
(NEI)(NEI)
Grant A. Jackson, P.E. Grant A. Jackson, P.E. 
gjacksongjackson@@
Tom BrownTom Brown
tbrowntbrown@@
David Fusilier, P.E.David Fusilier, P.E.
dfusilierdfusilier@@

All NEI eAll NEI e--mails:mails:
@@naismithnaismith--engineering.comengineering.com

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project February 23, 2005February 23, 2005



Meeting Summary – Wednesday, February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - Final 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, February 23, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location:  ACC Pinnacle Campus, located at 7748 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on the 
north side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the Oak Hill United Methodist 
Church, in Travis County, Texas. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus  Bryan Jordan 
X Jon Beall X Gene Lowenthal 
X Alan Bojorquez X Nancy McClintock 
X Robert (Robbie) Botto  Charles O’ Dell 
X Henry Brooks X Jim Phillips 
 S. Tim Casey  Randy Robinson 

X Colin Clark X Hank Smith 
X Joe C. Day X J. T. Stewart 
X Karen Ford X Donna Tiemann 
X David Fowler  David Venhuizen 
X Mark Gentle  Michael Waite 
X Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
 Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 

X Charles Johnson   
Present Alternate Present Alternate 

 Jack Goodman  Chris Risher 
X Dana Blanton X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
X Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 
X Bret Raymis   

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Tom Brown – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X David Fusilier – NEI 
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Meeting Summary – Wednesday, February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 2/23/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT] 

AGENDA  -  for the February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

Time Activity 

6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry Tull. 

6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1). 

6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 2) 

6:20 pm Review and Discuss Illustrative Case – NEI (See attachment 3). 

7:15 pm Break 

7:25 pm Discuss the revised Table 10 - Recommended Maximum Impervious Cover Limits 
Table and provide input to the Consulting Team (See attachment 4) 

8:25 pm Break 

8:35 pm Identify remaining SHC “Showstopper” issues and “Important” issues as they relate 
to the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan, and provide input to 
the Consulting Team. 

9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9:30 pm Adjourn 
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Meeting Summary – Wednesday, February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at 
approximately 6:00 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

 

1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
No public comments. 
 
 
2. Discussion and Approval of Meeting Minutes from the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee 

Meeting (Meeting Attachment No. 1). 
 
Coordinator Tull stated that the minutes from the February 2, 2005 SHC meeting had been posted on the web 
site and that he had received no comments from the SHC members.  Coordinator Tull asked if anyone had any 
comments on the minutes, and hearing none, the minutes were approved by consensus. 
 
 
3. Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones (Meeting Attachment No. 

2). 
 
Coordinator Tull and Grant Jackson/NEI presented the latest Project Schedule that showed the tentative dates 
of the remaining meetings.  Coordinator Tull also passed out a document showing completion milestones left for 
the planning process (titled “Outline of Milestones to Finish Water Quality Protection Plan – 2nd Draft February 
23, 2005).  The current schedule has the SHC meeting on the next two Wednesday nights, March 2 and 9.  
Additional meetings, if necessary, would have to be scheduled as necessary. 
 
Coordinator Tull stated that the Executive and Core Committee meeting to present the plan had been 
set for Monday, March 21, 2005. 
 
Coordinator Tull also stated that in accordance with the contract between the City of Dripping Springs and the 
Texas Water Development Board (TWDB), a draft version of the plan must be submitted to the TWDB by 
March 31, 2005.  The current schedule presented is based on this deadline. 
 
Coordinator Tull also mentioned that the TWDB had a 30-day comment period and based on their comments, 
the plan may need to be revised, with a submittal deadline for the final report of May 31, 2005. 
 
Some SHC members expressed concern with the process of finalizing The Plan, and the possibility of a lack of 
SHC input into changes proposed to The Plan during the revision process. 
 
 
4. Review and Discussion of Illustrative Case #1. (Meeting Attachment No. 3). 
 
Grant Jackson/NEI began the discussion with a presentation titled “Resolution of Outstanding Issues” 
(presentation is included on the project’s web site as a meeting summary document).  The presentation included 
the following topics: 

- “Showstopper” issues from SHC members; 
- On-going Work by the NEI Team; 
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- Illustrative Case #1; 
- Illustrative Case #2; 
- Graph showing “Estimated Additional Cost to Typical Residential Lot” as the result of The 

Plan; 
- Updated, revised Table 10 from the 5th Draft of The Plan (Recommended Impervious 

Cover Limits). 
 
Grant Jackson presented the Illustrative Case #1.  This imaginary case involves the development of 
approximately 218 acres of Hill Country property.  Mr. Jackson showed the layout of the illustrative case in both 
the existing and proposed conditions.  He stated that the intent of the illustrative case was to show people what 
can be designed under the requirements of the proposed plan.  The proposed conditions result in an impervious 
cover of approximately 14.85%. 
 
Mr. Jackson also presented an outline of Illustrative Case #2.  This imaginary case involves the development of 
approximately 4.0 acres in a “preferred development area”. 
 
The discussion of the illustrative cases generated the following comments: 
 

• The net site area should be shown for comparison purposes. 

• Grant Jackson/NEI:  The two most common methods for setting aside property used for TDRs 
would be: 

(1) Fee simple transfer of property used for TDRs to an entity that will manage this 
property, or ensure its management (preferred method); 

(2) easement dedication of the property. 
 

• Taxing Implications: 

▪ Assume you had 100 acres of “raw”, undeveloped property: 
▪ You “sold” 20 ac of the 100 acres for TDRs (but still retained ownership); 

▪ The 100 acres now consists of the following: 
▪ “Development Interest” Property = 80 acres (100 ac – 20 ac sold for TDRs) 
▪ “Surface-Interest” Property = 20 acres (the 20 ac TDRs that can no longer be 

developed. 
▪ How is the entire 100 acres taxed? 

▪ 80 acres at one rate + 20 acres at a different rate (reduced?)? 
▪ 100 acres at the same rate? 
▪ Will the difference in land value, between the 80 acres and the 20 acres, be 

recognized by the taxing authority? 

Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes - 4 -    February 23, 2005 



Meeting Summary – Wednesday, February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting 
Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
Contributing Zone 

• The TDR transfer example needs to be simplified, or explained in more detail. 

• It is very difficult to give an accurate opinion of the affect The Plan may have on property values at 
this time (The Plan may actually increase the value of undeveloped land due to the TDR 
implications). 

• As an example of real-life tax implications – one recent case resulted in a landowner donating an 
endowment to maintain a conservation easement, resulting in an approx. $1 million dollar annual tax 
savings. 

• We do not need to re-invent the wheel with respect to TDRs.  Let’s look at existing model programs 
and get input from existing experts. 

• Small businesses couldn’t afford to acquire enough TDRs to develop the 4 acre site shown in 
Illustrative Case #2. 

• TDRs allow someone to buy a small piece of property and acquire TDRs on cheaper property, 
instead of having to buy a larger, contiguous piece of property to begin with. 
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5. Presentation and discussion of Revised Table 10 (Recommended Maximum Impervious Cover 
Limits) of the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan (Meeting Attachments No. 6). 

 
Grant Jackson/NEI presented the following revised Table 10 from the 5th Draft of The Plan: 

Table 10 - Recommended Maximum Impervious Cover Limits 

                          Columns:             (1)                       (2)                    (3)                   (4)                  (5)  
Location No BMPs1 

No TDRs 
Sec. (LID) 
BMPS2 only 

Prim. 
BMPs & no 
TDRs3 

Sec. (LID) 
BMPs & 
TDRs4 

Prim. 
BMPs & 
TDRs5 

Recharge Zone 7.5 10 15 15 15 
Contributing Zone, 
outside “preferred 
growth areas” (PGAs)6 

10 15 20 25 25 

Contributing Zone, 
Residential inside 
PGAs 

10 15 20 25 30 

Contributing Zone, 
Commercial inside 
PGAs 

10 20 25 30 None7 

 
1 Includes a restriction to limit contiguous impervious cover to blocks less than 50,000 sf, with 

non-concentrated discharge flow. 
2 Includes demonstration of “no net increase” and comprehensive site design using Low Impact 

Design (LID) measures, including non-contiguous impervious cover, and the use of secondary 
BMPs (as described in the Plan) which do not require an operation component (vegetated buffer 
strips, grassy swales, etc)  

3 Includes demonstration of “no net increase” and comprehensive site design relying mostly on 
primary BMPs, as defined in the Plan). 

4 TDRs assume the maximum impervious cover, including the additional development rights is 
15%. 

5 Includes demonstration of “no net increase” and comprehensive site design using a combination 
of primary and secondary BMPs, in conjunction with TDRs. 

6 Preferred Growth Areas as used in this Plan are areas defined by local governmental 
jurisdiction(s) through the comprehensive planning process (in accordance with the Texas Local 
Government Code, Chapter 213) as areas where higher concentrations of development should be 
directed, provided they are located within municipal boundaries. 

7 Building roof runoff requires rainwater harvesting with fourteen (14) days storage capacity. 
 
The discussion of the revised, updated Table 10 generated the following comments: 
 

• The table is too complicated.  Why do we need column 1, why not just use column 2? 

• Column 1 (No BMPs + No TDRs) would allow too much development.  At 10% impervious cover 
you could make a significant impact on water quality. 

• We need to allow an option to not have to provide calculations to prove the “no net increase” 
requirement.  Column 1 gives us this option.  Supports the inclusion of Column 1 in the table. 
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• Column 1 is a loophole.  Violates the intent of what we want to accomplish. 

• What if we simplify the table?  We could define what the removal efficiencies are for a variety of 
BMPs. 

• What exactly is meant by an LID BMPs? [Grant Jackson/NEI – a BMP  WITHOUT an 
“operating” element (e.g., a re-irrigation pump, a sand filter, etc…). 

• Arrange the table, by columns, from low to high impervious cover, and explain what the 
requirements are to reach each level of impervious cover. 

• Could we set a minimum lot size requirement. 

• Column 1 should still have the “no net increase” requirement. 

• Set some design standards for Column 1. 

• The following table was drawn on the board and represented the input from some of the SHC 
members present (table was a working draft and was generated to promote discussion): 

Table 10 - Recommended Maximum Impervious Cover Limits 

                                              Columns:             (1)                       (2)                    (3)  
Location Review 

Streamlined + 
Low Imp. Cov.?

No TDRs w/ TDRs 

Recharge Zone ? 10 15 
Contributing Zone ? 15 25 
Contributing Zone -   
inside PGA ? 15 (20?) 30 

Contributing Zone - 
Commercial inside PGAs 
“designated urban core” 

? 35 45 

 
 
Other general comments received during the discussion on impervious cover limits included: 

• Designated transportation corridors should be considered to be inside the designated “Preferred 
Growth Area”. 

• We should encourage clustering of developments.  PGAs should not be extended to the 
transportation corridors. 

• We should include in The Plan the emphasis that the impervious cover table was the negotiated 
upper limit and the impervious cover numbers should not be increased beyond what is shown in the 
table. 

• We should encourage development of a comprehensive plan for each project. 

• Recommend limiting the designated PGAs to no more than 10% of the entire planning region. 
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6. Discussion of Remaining Issues Relating to the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan. 
 
Grant Jackson/NEI led the discussion of remaining issues relating to the 5th Draft of The Plan.  The following 
are general comments received from the individual SHC members in attendance at the meeting: 
 
 

General Comments  

• The current cost impact analysis included in the plan is not very good, or at least, is 
incomplete.  This cost impact analysis does not currently account for the benefits of The 
Plan. 

• The impact of The Plan on some properties could be next to zero.  Please show the 
illustrative cases before The Plan (w/ TCEQ, USFWS requirements) and after The Plan. 

 
Comments from members of the Technical Review Group 
[The following comments are a summary of comments received from various TRG members that were 
in attendance at the meeting.] 

• Recommend using prescriptive criteria for BMP treatment capabilities (i.e., % removal). 

• Some design standards need to be set even for low density, low impervious cover 
developments. 

• Against performance-based standards (monitoring of each BMP).  The Table 10 – 
Recommended Impervious Cover Limits introduced by Grant Jackson tonight include good 
numbers.  Numbers significantly higher than what have been proposed will result in 
degradation. 

• With respect to erosive flow control – volume control has not been addressed by the 
current plan. 

• No net increase is a good idea. 

• Yes to use of gross site area. 

• Recommend looking at the “what ifs” with respect to build-out of the watershed (using a 
variety of scenarios).  

• Wastewater issues have not been adequately addressed by the current version of The Plan. 
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NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed March 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

Coordinator Tull stated that based on the current schedule and SHC input, the next SHC meeting would 
be held on Wednesday, March 2, 2005.  Based on a show of hands, the SHC preferred holding the 
meeting at the ACC Pinnacle Campus. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:00 pm. 

 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on March 2, 2005. 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – MARCH 2, 2005 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: ACC Pinnacle Campus, 6th Floor, located at 7748 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the north side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the Oak Hill United 
Methodist Church, in Travis County, Texas. 

Meeting Time: Wednesday, March 2, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: This is a scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed can 
be found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  Attachments will be available on the 
project web site ( www.waterqualityplan.org ) prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are 
finalized). 

ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the February 16, 2005 and February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

2. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on the Updated Project Schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the 
Updated- Project Schedule posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss this revised schedule. Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so 
that comments may be summarized for expedited presentation at the meeting.] 

3. Review and Discuss Draft Illustrative Case. 
[GOAL: Presentation by NEI, and discussion on, a draft illustrative case prepared by NEI.  HOMEWORK: 
Review the draft Illustrative Case to be posted on the web site.  Be prepared to comment and discuss at the 
meeting.] 

4. Review and Discussion of  an Updated Version of the Revised Draft of Table 10 – Recommended 
Maximum Impervious Cover Limits from the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation by NEI Consulting Team and Discussion on an updated, revised, draft version of Table 10 
from the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan, based on SHC input at the February 23, 2005 
SHC Meeting; recommendations from the SHC to the Consulting Team on further revisions to the table.  
HOMEWORK: Read and review the updated, revised draft of Table 10 that has been posted on the web site.   Any 
significant comments should be forwarded to the Consulting Team, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting, so 
that these comments may be summarized for expedited review at the meeting.] 

5. Review and Discussion of Remaining “Showstopper” and “Important” Remaining Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan.  
[GOAL: Identification of the remaining “Showstopper” and “Important” issues identified by the SHC members 
with respect to the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan; recommendations from the SHC to the 
Consulting Team on possible revisions to The Plan to resolve these issues.  HOMEWORK:  Review the current 
draft (5th Draft) of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan.  It would be helpful if all SHC members would e-
mail a list of their issues to the Consulting Team prior to the meeting.  These issues will be summarized for 
review at the meeting.] 
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 AGENDA  -  for the March 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

 Time Activity 

 6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry 
Tull. 

1. 6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

2. 6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the February 16 and 23, 2005 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1a and 1b). 

3. 6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 2). 

4. 6:20 pm Review and Discuss Illustrative Case – NEI. (See attachment 3). 

5. 6:50 pm Discuss the updated, revised Table 10 - Recommended Maximum Impervious 
Cover Limits Table and provide input to the Consulting Team. (See 
attachment 4). 

 7:20 pm Break 

5. 7:30 pm Discuss the updated, revised Table 10 - Recommended Maximum Impervious 
Cover Limits Table and provide input to the Consulting Team. (cont.) 

6. 8:00 pm Identify remaining SHC “Showstopper” issues and “Important” issues as they 
relate to the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 

7. 9:00 pm Discuss process for resolving remaining issues and reaching final SHC decision 
on the Plan at March 9th SHC meeting. 

8. 9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9. 9:30 pm Adjourn 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - draft 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, March 2, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location:  ACC Pinnacle Campus, located at 7748 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on the 
north side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the Oak Hill United Methodist 
Church, in Travis County, Texas. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

 Andrew Backus X Bryan Jordan 
X Jon Beall X Gene Lowenthal 
 Alan Bojorquez X Nancy McClintock 

X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Charles O’ Dell 
X Henry Brooks X Jim Phillips 
 S. Tim Casey  Randy Robinson 

X Colin Clark  Hank Smith 
X Joe C. Day  J. T. Stewart 
X Karen Ford X Donna Tiemann 
X David Fowler X David Venhuizen 
X Mark Gentle  Michael Waite 
X Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
 Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 

X Charles Johnson   
Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman  Chris Risher 
X Dana Blanton X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
 Carlotta McLean X Randall Thomas 
 Bret Raymis   

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X Tom Brown – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI X David Fusilier – NEI 
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[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 3/02/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT] 

AGENDA  -  for the March 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

 Time Activity 

 6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry 
Tull. 

1. 6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

2. 6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the February 16 and 23, 2005 
Stakeholder Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1a and 1b). 

3. 6:15 pm Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 2). 

4. 6:20 pm Review and Discuss Illustrative Case – NEI. (See attachment 3). 

5. 6:50 pm Discuss the updated, revised Table 10 - Recommended Maximum Impervious 
Cover Limits Table and provide input to the Consulting Team. (See 
attachment 4). 

 7:20 pm Break 

5. 7:30 pm Discuss the updated, revised Table 10 - Recommended Maximum Impervious 
Cover Limits Table and provide input to the Consulting Team. (cont.) 

6. 8:00 pm Identify remaining SHC “Showstopper” issues and “Important” issues as they 
relate to the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 

7. 9:00 pm Discuss process for resolving remaining issues and reaching final SHC decision 
on the Plan at March 9th SHC meeting. 

8. 9:25 pm Other Business (next meeting agenda, etc…)  

9. 9:30 pm Adjourn 
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CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at 
approximately 6:00 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

 

1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
Donna Tiemann announced that the Greater Edwards Aquifer Alliance was hosting a regional summit in San 
Antonio this weekend, March 4-6, 2005 (“A Regional Summit on The Edwards Aquifer and the Hill Country”).  
She had sent e-mails to the SHC suggesting that the group put together an informational handout on this current 
planning effort. 
 
Robbie Botto stated that he thought this was a good idea. 
 
It was suggested that the Executive Director prepare a summary about the Regional Planning process for 
distribution at the Summit.  The Regional Director agreed to review the materials regarding the Summit and to 
let the SHC know of his decision in this regard. 
 
2. Discussion and Approval of Meeting Minutes from the February 16 & 23, 2005 Stakeholder 

Committee Meetings (Meeting Attachments Nos. 1a and 1b). 
 
Coordinator Tull stated that the minutes from the February 16 & 23, 2005 SHC meetings had been posted on the 
web site and that he had received no comments from the SHC members.  Coordinator Tull asked if anyone had 
any comments on the minutes, and hearing none, the minutes were approved by consensus. 
 
 
3. Review, Discuss and Approve Updated Project Schedule and Milestones (Meeting Attachment No. 

2). 
 
Coordinator Tull presented the latest Project Schedule that showed the tentative dates of the remaining meetings.  
The current schedule has the next SHC meeting scheduled for next Wednesday night, March 9th.  It is currently 
the last scheduled SHC meeting.  Additional meetings, if necessary, would have to be scheduled as necessary. 
 
Coordinator Tull stated that the Executive and Core Committee meeting to present the plan had been 
set for Monday, March 21, 2005. 
 
 
4. Review and Discussion of Illustrative Case s #1 and #2. (Meeting Attachment No. 3). 
 
Grant Jackson/NEI began a discussion of Illustrative Cases #1 and #2. 
 
Grant Jackson presented the Illustrative Case #1.  This imaginary case involves the development of 
approximately 218 acres of Hill Country property.  Mr. Jackson showed the layout of the illustrative case in both 
the existing and proposed conditions.  He stated that the intent of the illustrative case was to show people what 
can be designed under the requirements of the proposed plan.  The proposed conditions result in an impervious 
cover of approximately 13.24%. 
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Mr. Jackson also presented an outline of Illustrative Case #2.  This imaginary case involves the development of 
approximately 4.0 acres in a “Preferred Growth Area”. 
 
The discussion of the illustrative cases generated the following comments: 
 

 

• If the irrigation rate is set at the hydraulic conductivity of the soil, this is too high. 

• Where in the Hill Country do we have 12” of soil as required by The Plan? 

• Cost information would be helpful in evaluating the effects of The Plan. 

 
 
5. Presentation and discussion of Updated, Revised Recommended Maximum Impervious Cover Limits 

(Table 10 from the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan) (Meeting Attachment 
No. 4). 

 
Grant Jackson/NEI presented the following updated, revised Table 10: 

 

Table 10 – Required Maximum Impervious Cover Limits 

  Column #:                 (1)                   (2)                  (3)                  (4) 
Location <100 Ac + 

No Review 
(1)  

Sec. (LID) 
BMPs only 
(2) 

Prim. BMPs 
& no TDRs 
(3,4) 

BMPs + 
TDRs (5) 

Recharge Zone 3 10 15 20 
Contributing Zone, outside 
“preferred growth areas” 
(PGAs)(6) 

5 15 20 25 

Contributing Zone, 
Residential inside PGAs 

5 15 20 30 

Contributing Zone, 
Commercial inside PGAs 

5 20 35 45 or No 
Limit (7) 

1) Includes the following restrictions: Only applicable to tracts less than 100 acres, no contiguous IC 
blocks greater than 20,000 sf, IC blocks must be separated from each other by at least 25 feet 
(excluding sidewalks), and no concentrated discharge of runoff (e.g. no curb & gutters, storm sewers or 
drainage ditches/swales). 

2) Site design must includes demonstration of “no net increase” and comprehensive site design using Low 
Impact Design (LID) measures, including non-contiguous impervious cover, and the use of secondary BMPs 
(as described in the Plan) which do not require an operation component (vegetated buffer strips, grassy 
swales, etc)  

3) Includes demonstration of “no net increase” and comprehensive site design relying on primary BMPs, as 
defined in the Plan). 

4) TDRs used in the RZ must be obtained from the RZ and the combined IC of all tracts considered 
together must be 10% or lower.  TDRs used in the CZ may be obtained from either the RZ or the CZ 
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and should come from properties outside of PGAs.  The combined IC of all tracts considered together 
must be 15% or lower. 

5) Includes demonstration of “no net increase” and comprehensive site design using BMPs, in conjunction 
with TDRs. 

6) Preferred Growth Areas as used in this Plan are areas defined by local governmental jurisdiction(s) through 
the comprehensive planning process (in accordance with the Texas Local Government Code, Chapter 213) 
as areas where future zoning is proposed to be industrial, commercial or high-density residential, provided 
these area are located within incorporated municipal boundaries. 

7) The “No Limit” option requires that building roof runoff be captured through rainwater harvesting with 
fourteen (14) days storage capacity, used for landscape irrigation. 

 
The discussion of the revised, updated Table 10 generated the following comments: 

• How will the Preferred Growth Areas (PGAs) be established?  Can Mountain City prepare a 
comprehensive plan? 

• The I.C. limits shown in Columns 3 & 4 are too high. 

• Construction site run-off is our biggest problem and we have not adequately addressed this issue. 

• The underlying numbers are 10% for RZ and 15% for CZ.  Higher numbers are site specific.  The 
“no net increase” requirement still applies. 

• TCEQ’s current rules for construction BMPs do not address sites under one acre in size.  
Recommend we require/provide some type of education for these types of projects. 

• We started out with a basin wide 10% I.C. limit, because studies showed that I.C. limits greater than 
10% cause problems.  This table abandons that idea, and puts the plan at risk. 

• The lack of maintenance and enforcement for BMPs is a problem.  Footnote Column 33 with a 
requirement for a public entity to operate and maintain the BMPs.  The entity could make sure the 
BMPs are functioning properly, not necessarily own the BMP. 

• We wanted a basin wide I.C. limit.  We have abandoned that idea.  The amount of impervious cover 
is now dependent on BMPs.  TDRs were to be used to increase risk.  Now you can increase your 
I.C. limit (and therefore your risk), without the use of TDRs. 

• Let’s produce a plan that is based on science.  Let’s not negotiate I.C. limits now.  That can be done 
later.  Request that no negotiations be done outside this group on our behalf. 

• Why can’t we recommend performance testing for BMPs (quarterly?)?  We can set performance 
limits that the BMPs must meet. 

• Column #3 [CZ, Commercial Inside PGA] – now 35%, was 35%.  Why would we want to allow this 
build-out in areas (PGAs) that we don’t know for sure what the boundaries are? 
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• Need to produce a plan that can be implemented, otherwise all this time put in by the SHC 
members has been wasted. 

• Politics are involved.  How do we get past Column #3?  We need to reach consensus. 

• Column #3 is not needed.  BMPs are given their due by Column #4. 

• Column #1 – disconnect applies to parking lots and buildings (should not apply to roads, etc…).  
Public entities will own and operate BMPs.  Column #3 is good and can be supported by science.  
Why limit Column #1 to 100 acres? 

• Why limit Column #1 to 100 acres? [multiple comments on this subject] 

 
• Why different I.C. limits for residential and commercial properties? [answer from other SHC 

members was that this was a concession to developers of commercial tracts] 

• Column #3 is necessary/essential.  [multiple comments on this subject] 

• In Footnote #1 – strike the mention of ditches/swales.  It would be difficult to development 
anything without them. 

• The thought process for implementation is critical.  Maintenance of BMPs needs to be in public 
hands, just like roads, sewers, water lines, etc… 

• Agreed months ago to a basin-wide cap of 10% I.C.  Some went along w/ concept of gross-site area 
basis because of this overall 10% limit.  Need to move numbers down, or go to net site area 
concept. 

• TDR concept is currently unclear and potentially problematic.  Perhaps using the City of Austin 
concept (a concept not actually implemented at this time) of limiting TDRs/Mitigation to a two mile 
radius from the development. 

• Why do we need Column #2?  [Other SHC members – Column #2 will be a popular option.] 

• Grant Jackson – Straw poll on how many agree to the following concept for BMPs, in exchange for 
increases in I.C.: 

(1) Monitoring; 
(2) Quarterly Inspection; 
(3) O&M by public entity. 

 
Yes – 14;  No – 9. 
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• Supports 10% basin-wide I.C. limits.  If there is not a 10% cap, then we will see degradation. 

• Why allow greater I.C. for using more vulnerable BMPs (structural)?  Vulnerability analysis should 
be required. 

• Why would we want a “no limit” option? 

• The proposed table is not as strict as the USFWS 2000 requirements. 

• NEI hasn’t done a good job a selling the plan.  The plan is more about landowners than developers. 

• Footnote #1 is not workable. 

• For Column #1 – delete 100 ac limit, instead require a maximum of 10% I.C. on any 10 acre tract of 
a development. 

• We should assign numbers (acreage) to all of the tables cells so we can calculate an overall basin 
impervious cover percentage. 

• Naismith should give the SHC multiple options for the I.C. table (based on SHC input received). 

 
6. Identify remaining SHC “Showstopper” issues and “Important” issues as they relate to the 5th Draft 

of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 

 
Grant Jackson presented a graph showing economic implications resulting from the proposed plan.  The 
graph generated the following comments from the SHC: 

 

• We’re not seeing the base costs.  Platted residential subdivisions are not at 30% I.C. in this 
area.  We need to see this in relation to the overall base cost. 

• Why is the current plan more expensive than USFWS 2000 requirements?  [Grant Jackson – 
we judge the current plan to be more restrictive than the USFWS 2000 requirements.]  Not 
giving enough credits to the “strictness” of the USFWS measures. 

• Don’t start at 30% I.C. for existing developments, use something more like 20%. 

• Concerned about the accuracy of these numbers.  These are “guesses” – concerned about 
the implications of the numbers if we choose to put them in the plan. 
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NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed March 9, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

Coordinator Tull stated that the next SHC meeting would be held on Wednesday, March 9, 2005, at the 
ACC Pinnacle Campus. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:00 pm. 

 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on ____________. 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – MARCH 9, 2005 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Location: ACC Pinnacle Campus, 6th Floor, located at 7748 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on 
the north side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the Oak Hill United 
Methodist Church, in Travis County, Texas. 

Meeting Time: Wednesday, March 9, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Information: This is a scheduled Stakeholder Committee Meeting.  Items and issues to be discussed can 
be found on the below list of attachments and the accompanying agenda.  Attachments will be available on the 
project web site ( www.waterqualityplan.org ) prior to the meeting (attachments will be posted as soon as they are 
finalized). 

ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 
[Please note that below each listed attachment we have outlined our expectations for each Stakeholder Committee 
Representative with regards to the particular attachment.  Where appropriate, we have also included things each 
representative may want to consider when reviewing the attachments.]  

 
1. Minutes from the March 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting. 

[GOAL: Consensus approval of minutes.  HOMEWORK: Read & review final version posted on the web site.  
Any significant problems with the minutes should be brought to the attention of the entire Stakeholder Committee 
and the Executive Director, preferably via e-mail, prior to the meeting so that issues may be resolved ahead of 
time.] 

2. Review and Discuss Updated Project Schedule and Milestones. 
[GOAL: Presentation, discussion and agreement on the Updated Project Schedule.  HOMEWORK: Review the 
Updated- Project Schedule posted on the web site. 

3. Review and Discussion of 6th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
[GOAL: Presentation by NEI Consulting Team and Discussion on the 6th Draft of the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan.  HOMEWORK: Read and review the 6th draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan 
posted on the web site. 

4. Review, Discussion, and Resolution of Remaining “Showstopper” Issues for the Regional Water 
Quality Protection Plan.  
[GOAL: Identification of and resolution of (by consensus, if possible) the remaining “Showstopper” issues 
identified by the SHC members with respect to the 6th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan; hear 
recommendations from individual SHC members on their proposal(s) to resolve their “Showstopper” issue(s); 
voting by the SHC to resolve remaining “Showstopper” issues.  HOMEWORK:  Review the current draft (6th 
Draft) of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan posted on the web site.  Identify your “Showstopper” 
issues; develop solutions for these “Showstopper” issues; circulate via e-mail (to all SHC members, the E.D., 
and NEI) a list of your “Showstopper” issues and your developed solutions for these “Showstopper” issues by 
the end of the day on Monday, March 7, 2005.  These issues will be summarized for review at the meeting.] 
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 AGENDA  -  for the March 9, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

 Time Activity 

 6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry 
Tull. 

1. 6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

2. 6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the March 2, 2005 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1). 

3. 6:15 pm Review and Discuss the Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 2). 

4. 6:20 pm Present the 6th Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - 
NEI (posted on the web site). 

 6:50 pm Break 

5. 7:00 pm Identification of, and resolution of, remaining SHC “Showstopper” issues 
as they relate to the 6th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan.  SHC members will present their “Showstopper” issues and their 
developed solution for these issues.  If unable to reach consensus on an 
identified issue in a timely manner, the SHC will vote to resolve the issue (in 
accordance with the SHC By Laws). 

6. 9:00 pm SHC Vote on the Pre-Final Version of the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan to be presented to the Executive/Core Committee on March 
21, 2005. 

 9:30 pm Break 

7. 9:45 pm The Way Ahead.  Discussion on the role the SHC will play at the March 21, 
2005 EC/CC Meeting; discussion on the future involvement of the SHC with 
respect to finalizing the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 

8. 10:00 pm Adjourn 
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Resolution of Resolution of 
Outstanding Issues and Outstanding Issues and 
Final Committee VotesFinal Committee Votes

Austin Community College - Pinnacle Campus
March 9, 2005

Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 

Aquifer and its Contributing ZoneAquifer and its Contributing Zone

““Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by 
SHC MembersSHC Members

Comprehensive Site DesignComprehensive Site Design
“thorough, site specific assessment of pre and “thorough, site specific assessment of pre and 
post development conditions“ [DIG] post development conditions“ [DIG] –– ClarifyClarify

Transferable Development Rights (Transferable Development Rights (TDRsTDRs))
No IC credits for retrofits [IY]No IC credits for retrofits [IY]
Others associated with IC Table (later)Others associated with IC Table (later)

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project March 9, 2005March 9, 2005
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““Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by 
SHC Members (Cont’d)SHC Members (Cont’d)

Buffer ZonesBuffer Zones--CEF SetbacksCEF Setbacks
3232--120 Ac. & 120120 Ac. & 120--300 Ac. Too large [DIG]300 Ac. Too large [DIG]
“Credit” for “Credit” for BZsBZs [DIG][DIG]
Wetlands Wetlands ––conflicts between BZ & CEF [DIG]conflicts between BZ & CEF [DIG]

Wastewater ManagementWastewater Management
Design criteria left to TCEQ or more Design criteria left to TCEQ or more 
discussion by this group [DIG]discussion by this group [DIG]

Structural Structural BMPsBMPs
No safety factor to be added [DIG]No safety factor to be added [DIG]
Innovation & performance [JD]Innovation & performance [JD]

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project March 9, 2005March 9, 2005

““Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by 
SHC Members (Cont’d #2)SHC Members (Cont’d #2)

ImplementationImplementation
No development agreements [CC, IY]No development agreements [CC, IY]
Perpetual funding for O&M of Perpetual funding for O&M of BMPsBMPs [IY][IY]

ImplicationsImplications
Economic impact evaluation should include Economic impact evaluation should include 
more than development costs [DV]more than development costs [DV]
Include ranges of demographic projections in Include ranges of demographic projections in 
implications [KH]implications [KH]

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project March 9, 2005March 9, 2005
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““Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by Show Stopper” Issues Submitted by 
SHC Members (Cont’d #3)SHC Members (Cont’d #3)

Impervious Cover (General)Impervious Cover (General)
Upper Limit on Transitional [GL]Upper Limit on Transitional [GL]
No extra IC for No extra IC for BMPsBMPs [IY][IY]
No region. cap on IC + “no net increase” [DIG]No region. cap on IC + “no net increase” [DIG]
TDRsTDRs required for IC > 10%. [HB, KF, BR, JB]required for IC > 10%. [HB, KF, BR, JB]
PGAsPGAs to included “transportation corridors” or to included “transportation corridors” or 
take out completely [DIG]take out completely [DIG]
Exempt roadways (Exempt roadways (govtgovt) from IC limits [DIG]) from IC limits [DIG]
Table on next slideTable on next slide

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project March 9, 2005March 9, 2005

Proposed Impervious Cover TableProposed Impervious Cover Table
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4545(50M)(50M)/NL/NL
[60 DIG][60 DIG]
[30 CC][30 CC]

3030(30M)(30M)

25 25 (20M)(20M)
[30 DIG][30 DIG]
[15 CC][15 CC]

20 20 (10)(10)
[25 DIG][25 DIG]
[10 CC][10 CC]

Standard + Standard + 
TDRsTDRs

35 35 (40M)(40M)20/30 20/30 (30M)(30M)
[30[30--40 DIG]40 DIG]
[+TDR[+TDR--HB]HB]

55
[20 DIG][20 DIG]

Contributing Contributing 
Zone, MF Res. & Zone, MF Res. & 
Comm. in PGAComm. in PGA

25 25 (25M)(25M)1515
[25[25--30 DIG]30 DIG]
[+TDR[+TDR--HB]HB]

55
[20 DIG][20 DIG]

Contributing Contributing 
Zone, SF Res. in Zone, SF Res. in 
PGAPGA

20 20 (15)(15)1515
[20[20--25 DIG]25 DIG]
[+TDR[+TDR--HB]HB]

55
[10 DIG][10 DIG]

Contributing Contributing 
Zone, outside Zone, outside 
PGAsPGAs

15 15 (10)(10)1010
[15 DIG][15 DIG]

33
[7.5 DIG][7.5 DIG]

Recharge ZoneRecharge Zone

Transitional Transitional 
+ Std. [Del.+ Std. [Del.--
SevSev.].]

StandardStandard
[Mon[Mon--CC]CC]

SimplifiedSimplifiedLocationLocation
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Impervious Cover Table (Markup)Impervious Cover Table (Markup)
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4545(50M)(50M)/NL/NL
[60 DIG][60 DIG]
[30 CC][30 CC]

3030(30M)(30M)

25 25 (20M)(20M)
[30 DIG][30 DIG]
[15 CC][15 CC]

20 20 (10)(10)
[25 DIG][25 DIG]
[10 CC][10 CC]

Standard + Standard + 
TDRsTDRs

35 35 (40M)(40M)20/30 20/30 (30M)(30M)
[30[30--40 DIG]40 DIG]
[+TDR[+TDR--HB]HB]

55
[20 DIG][20 DIG]

Contributing Contributing 
Zone, MF Res. & Zone, MF Res. & 
Comm. in PGAComm. in PGA

25 25 (25M)(25M)1515
[25[25--30 DIG]30 DIG]
[+TDR[+TDR--HB]HB]

55
[20 DIG][20 DIG]

Contributing Contributing 
Zone, SF Res. in Zone, SF Res. in 
PGAPGA

20 20 (15)(15)1515
[20[20--25 DIG]25 DIG]
[+TDR[+TDR--HB]HB]

55
[10 DIG][10 DIG]

Contributing Contributing 
Zone, outside Zone, outside 
PGAsPGAs

15 15 (10)(10)1010
[15 DIG][15 DIG]

33
[7.5 DIG][7.5 DIG]

Recharge ZoneRecharge Zone

Transitional Transitional 
+ Std. [Del.+ Std. [Del.--
SevSev.].]

StandardStandard
[Mon[Mon--CC]CC]

SimplifiedSimplifiedLocationLocation

Questions/Comments on the Draft Questions/Comments on the Draft 
PlanPlan

Naismith Engineering Naismith Engineering 
(NEI)(NEI)
Grant A. Jackson, P.E. Grant A. Jackson, P.E. 
gjacksongjackson@@
Tom BrownTom Brown
tbrowntbrown@@
David Fusilier, P.E.David Fusilier, P.E.
dfusilierdfusilier@@

All NEI eAll NEI e--mails:mails:
@@naismithnaismith--engineering.comengineering.com
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STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - draft 

A meeting of the Stakeholder committee was held as follows: 

MEETING INFORMATION 

Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, March 9, 2005, at 6:00 pm 

Meeting Location:  ACC Pinnacle Campus, located at 7748 Hwy 290 West, Austin, Texas 78736, on the 
north side of Hwy 290, west of the Y in Oak Hill, and opposite to the entrance to the Oak Hill United Methodist 
Church, in Travis County, Texas. 

ATTENDEES 

Present Member Present Member 

X Andrew Backus X Bryan Jordan 
X Jon Beall X Gene Lowenthal 
X Alan Bojorquez X Nancy McClintock 
X Robert (Robbie) Botto X Charles O’ Dell 
X Henry Brooks X Jim Phillips 
 S. Tim Casey  Randy Robinson 

X Colin Clark X Hank Smith 
X Joe C. Day X J. T. Stewart 
X Karen Ford  Donna Tiemann 
X David Fowler X David Venhuizen 
X Mark Gentle  Michael Waite 
X Karen Hadden X Hugh Winkler 
X Rebecca Hudson X Ira Yates 
X Charles Johnson   

Present Alternate Present Alternate 

X Jack Goodman X Chris Risher 
X Dana Blanton X S.H. (Tary) Snyder 
X Carlotta McLean  Randall Thomas 
X Bret Raymis   

Present Staff/Consultants Present Staff/Consultants 

X Terry Tull – Executive Director X David Fusilier – NEI 
X Grant Jackson – NEI   
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[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 03.09.05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT] 

AGENDA  -  for the March 9, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting: 

 Time Activity 

 6:00 pm Convene Stakeholder Committee Meeting, Opening Remarks, Roll Call – Terry 
Tull. 

1. 6:05 pm Open Public Comment. 

2. 6:10 pm Discussion and Action to approve Minutes of the March 2, 2005 Stakeholder 
Committee Meeting – Terry Tull (See attachment 1). 

3. 6:15 pm Review and Discuss the Updated Project Schedule and Milestones – Terry 
Tull/NEI (See attachment 2). 

4. 6:20 pm Present the 6th Draft Version of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan - 
NEI (posted on the web site). 

 6:50 pm Break 

5. 7:00 pm Identification of, and resolution of, remaining SHC “Showstopper” issues 
as they relate to the 6th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan.  SHC members will present their “Showstopper” issues and their 
developed solution for these issues.  If unable to reach consensus on an 
identified issue in a timely manner, the SHC will vote to resolve the issue (in 
accordance with the SHC By Laws). 

6. 9:00 pm SHC Vote on the Pre-Final Version of the Regional Water Quality 
Protection Plan to be presented to the Executive/Core Committee on March 
21, 2005. 

 9:30 pm Break 

7. 9:45 pm The Way Ahead.  Discussion on the role the SHC will play at the March 21, 
2005 EC/CC Meeting; discussion on the future involvement of the SHC with 
respect to finalizing the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 

8. 10:00 pm Adjourn 
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CALL TO ORDER 

Executive Director Terry Tull served as Coordinator.  Coordinator Tull called the meeting to order at 
approximately 6:15 p.m.  Mr. Tull performed a roll call of members present, as outlined in the table above. 

 
1.  Open Public Comment Period. 
 
Suzanne Pierce, a doctoral graduate student in Geological Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin Jackson 
School of Geosciences spoke to the SHC.  Ms. Pierce had previously addressed the SHC (the February 16, 2005 
SHC Meeting) concerning her participation, as part of a research team, in a process to look at ways of creating 
tools that can enhance a stakeholder decision making process.  The project involves design and development of 
an interactive decision support tool that could possibly aid groundwater management practices.  The tool is an 
integrated, systems model that is based on Texas Water Development Board Groundwater Availability Model 
(GAM) for hydrologic performance, linking GIS, and stakeholder preferences with a relational database.   
 
She indicated that she had recently attended a conference where she was able to become familiar with several 
tools and methods that will aid in making this project a success.  She encouraged the group to continue their 
good work, as they are helping to serve as a guide for the development of the integrated, systems model.  Any 
SHC member that would be interested in participating in this project should contact Ms. Pierce through the 
Executive Director (Terry Tull) via e-mail. 
 
SHC Member Colin Clark showed an animated presentation CAMPO’s current proposed toll roads within the 
planning region.  The projects’ estimated costs total approximately $1.6 billion dollars.  Mr. Clark stated that a 
more complete presentation is available on the Save Our Springs Alliance web site (www.sosalliance.org).  
 
SHC Member Robbie Botto addressed the group and requested that the SHC Members carefully consider their 
“Showstopper” issues and hoped that all the members would help in getting the group to come to a consensus 
on what is, as currently drafted, a fairly sound plan.  
 
 
2. Discussion and Approval of Meeting Minutes from the March 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee 

Meeting (Meeting Attachment No. 1). 
 
Coordinator Tull stated that the minutes from the March 2, 2005 SHC meeting had not been finalized and had 
not been posted to the web site, and therefore consideration by the SHC of these minutes would not take place. 
 
 
3. Review and Discuss the Updated Project Schedule and Milestones (Meeting Attachment No. 2). 
 
Coordinator Tull presented the latest Project Schedule (meeting handout) that showed the tentative dates of 
some of the remaining tasks including: delivery of The Plan to the EC/CC members (March 14-16); presentation 
of The Plan to the EC/CC at their meeting on March 21; a workshop for EC/CC members to help familiarized 
them with The Plan’s features and requirements; deadline for submittal of The Plan to the Texas Water 
Development Board (March 31). 
 
Coordinator Tull also stated that additional important dates to remember that have not been included on the 
schedule handout presented at this meeting are as following: 
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April 30, 2005 - Comments on The Plan expected back from TWDB; 
May 31, 2005 - Final Plan due to TWDB;  
June 30, 2005 - TWDB deadline to accept or reject The Plan. 

 
Coordinator Tull stated that the Executive and Core Committee meeting to present the plan is still set 
for Monday, March 21, 2005. 
 
SHC members expressed concern with the process of finalizing The Plan, and the possibility of a lack of SHC 
input into changes proposed to The Plan during the revision process.  Grant Jackson/NEI stated that it was his 
and the Executive Director’s intent that the SHC would be engaged in some manner during the revision process. 
 
 
4. Presentation of the 6th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 

Grant Jackson stated that the 6th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan had been posted on the 
web site as of end of the day on Friday, March 4, 2005.  Subsequent to the posting of the 6th Draft, additional 
changes/updates have been made to the plan and are included in a 17 page handout (handout only includes those 
pages that have had changes made since March 4th). 

 
 
5. Identification of, and resolution of, remaining SHC “Showstopper” issues as they relate to the 6th 

Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan. 
 
The Executive Director reviewed the ground rules for identifying and voting on (if necessary) the “Showstopper” 
issues.  Grant Jackson/NEI then began a review of a PowerPoint slide presentation that listed the SHC 
“Showstopper” issues currently identified by the Consulting Team.  Each voting member of the SHC was then 
asked to identify any other showstopper issues that were not currently listed by the Consulting Team.  Once this 
process was complete, a break was taken and the PowerPoint presentation was updated by the Consulting Team 
to include these additional issues.  
 
The “Showstopper” issues addressed at the meeting were as follows: 
 

1. Comprehensive Site Design 

Issue: 
• Page 51 still says "For areas to be developed, this strategy will require a thorough, site specific 

assessment of pre and post development conditions"... I thought we discussed this a long time 
ago and agreed to modify - I do see in version 6 that there is some discussion about what a 
"comprehensive site plan" must include and additional information in the implementation section 
but no clear relationship back to a "thorough site specific assessment of pre and post development 
conditions..." [DIG] 

• What does the above sentence really mean? 
 

Solution: 
• Add a sentence that states there is “…no requirement for pre- and post-development monitoring of 

the site…”. 
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Vote: 

• The SHC approved the above solution by consensus (no SHC member voiced their objection to the 
proposed solution). 

 

2. TDRs 

Issue: 
• Do not support impervious cover credit for retrofits of existing developments. [IY] 
• What does retrofit mean?  If you add a BMP to an existing development, how do you calculate the 

benefit? 
 

Solution: 
• Amend the plan to state the following: 

(1) Retrofits are to be encouraged; 
(2) If the retrofit involves reducing (removing) impervious cover from an existing subdivision 

or development, then the developer can receive credit for this impervious cover removal.  
(3) Local jurisdictions are encouraged to develop a retrofit program through the adaptive 

management process.  The development of the retrofit program should include the 
determination of the amount of “credit” to assign to various retrofit options. 

 
Vote: 

• The SHC approved the above solution by consensus (no SHC member voiced their objection to the 
proposed solution). 

 

3. Buffer Zones/CEF Setbacks 

Issue: 
• Page 57-58 stream and CEF setbacks - in the lower 2 areas 32-120 and 120-320 these setbacks are 

too large (larger than COA today).  Setbacks less than 64 acres would be acceptable if they could be 
included in the yards or development area but have a building setback on the lot and be tied to a 
pesticide management education program for homeowners. [DIG] 

• [Grant Jackson: FYI – current plan (6th Draft) says buffer zones must be owned by a public entity.] 
 
Solution: 

• Change stream buffer zones to the following: 
Drainage Area Buffer Zone from Stream CL 

         16 – 64 ac.           50 ft. 
         64 – 120 ac.           75 ft. 
         16 – 64 ac.           100 ft. 

• Buffer zone can be on private property, provided they are included in a dedicated easement and are 
outside building setbacks, and tied to pesticide management education program for homeowners. 

 
Vote: 

• The SHC voted to leave The Plan as is (did not want to consider the alternative). 
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4. Credit for Pollutant Removal in Buffer Zones 

Issue: 
• Further we continue to assert that the development should be able to recognize credit for these 

buffer zones since they do provide a water quality benefit and as I have stated before if credit is 
given for these structures we are only encouraging them to be properly constructed and maintained 
and not just an area left undisturbed that may not truly end up being a benefit at all.  [DIG] 

 
Solution: 

• Credit for pollutant removal by stream buffer zones, as a vegetative filter strip, will be allowed with 
the following conditions: 

1. Sheet flow must be established into the buffer zone; 
2. A vegetative management plan must be developed (and areas inside the buffer zone 

improved if necessary); 
3. Areas receiving pollutant removal credit must be outside the 100-yr floodplain, and must 

not have steep slopes; 
4. Allow Consultant Team to set a standard for buffer zones that will receive pollutant 

removal credit. 
 

Vote: 
• A straw poll of the SHC was taken, and the SHC voted to leave The Plan as is (did not want to 

consider the alternative). 
 

5. Wetlands in Buffer Zones and CEF Setbacks 

Issue: 
• Also Stream setbacks get widened when wetlands are encountered but wetlands also are considered 

CEF and have setbacks - this conflicts!  All references to wetlands should be removed from the 
plan.  Wetlands are the jurisdiction of the USACE (federal gov't). [DIG] 

 
Solution: 

• The following changes to The Plan were proposed: 
1. remove the mention of wetlands from the CEF setbacks section; 
2. include the term “jurisdictional wetland” in the section on stream buffer zones. 

 
Vote: 

• The SHC approved the above solution by consensus (no SHC member voiced their objection to the 
proposed solution). 

 

6. Wastewater Management 

Issue: 
• Page 75 - wastewater treatment and irrigation criteria needs to be left to TCEQ or we need to have 

several major discussions of these issues which we have not even talked about to date. [DIG] 
• The section titled “Treated Wastewater Discharge Through Land Application” states in part “…a 

safety factor of 1.50 shall be applied to the measured infiltration rate to determine the design 
application rate.”  What is the justification for this safety factor? 

• [Grant Jackson – the safety factor was included as part of a set of requirements that, if met, would 
exclude wastewater irrigation sites from being included as impervious cover in the impervious cover 
calculations.  This requirement was primarily aimed at spray irrigation systems.] 
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Solution: 

• Eliminate the proposed safety factor. 
 

Vote: 
• A straw poll of the SHC was taken, and the SHC voted to leave The Plan as is (did not want to 

consider the alternative). 
 

7. Structural BMPs 

Issue: 
• No Safety factor should be added to design of the structural BMP controls. [DIG] 
• [Grant Jackson – the safety factor was included to account for the variability in BMP data available 

in the EPA database for structural BMPs.  Formula used would be as follows: 
Removal Efficiency from EPA Statistics/Safety Factor = Design Standard] 

 
Solution: 

• Eliminate the safety factor proposed for the sizing of structural BMPs. 
 

Vote: 
• A straw poll of the SHC was taken, and the SHC voted to leave The Plan as is (did not want to 

consider the alternative). 
 

8. Structural BMPs 

Issue: 
• Innovation & Performance of Structural BMPs.  The Plan does not encourage innovation of new 

BMP technologies.  Also, The Plan does not adequately ensure that all BMPs are functioning 
properly, and providing the removal rates necessary to meet their design requirements.[JD] 

 
Solution: 

• Revise The Plan to better encourage innovation (such as the EPA stipulations for Innovative and 
Performance Studies). 

• Modify language in The Plan’s Adaptive Management section to more clearly indicate that BMP 
performance is important and should be considered. 

 
Vote: 

• The SHC approved the above solution by consensus (no SHC member voiced their objection to the 
proposed solution). 

 

9. Implementation 

Issue: 
• No Development Agreements. They are too political in nature and should be discouraged. [CC,IY] 

 
Solution: 

• Include the following wording, or something with the same meaning, in the existing Development 
Agreement section of the plan: “Development Agreements are intended as a tool to enforce the 
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provisions of The Plan, and are not intended to allow circumvention of any provisions of The 
Plan.” 

 
Vote: 

• A straw poll of the SHC was taken, and the SHC voted to approve the above solution (and modify 
The Plan accordingly). 

 

10. Implementation 

Issue: 
• Perpetual funding for O&M of BMPs is necessary and should be required.  The Plan does not 

specifically require the developer to pay for the on-going O&M of BMPs. [DV, IY] 
 

Solution: 
• Funding for BMP O&M shall be as follows: 

• Inside City Limits: 
(a) City should be responsible for on-going O&M for residential developments; 

  (b) City can charge a fee for funding O&M for commercial developments. 
• Outside City Limits: 

(a) The funding source for the O&M of the BMPs to be installed must be detailed in 
accordance with The Plan requirements. 

 
Vote: 

• A straw poll of the SHC was taken, and the SHC voted to approve the above solution (and modify 
The Plan accordingly). 

 

11. Impervious Cover Table (Table 11 from 6th Draft) 

Issue #1: 
• Column #4 (Transitional period I.C. Limits) in the Option #1 – I.C. Table (Table 11 from 6th Draft) 

is not a good idea. 
 

Solution: 
• Eliminate this column from the I.C. Table. 

 
Vote: 

• The SHC approved the above solution by consensus (no SHC member voiced their objection to the 
proposed solution). 

 
Issue #2: 

• What impervious cover percentages should be included in the I.C. Table to be included in The Plan 
(Table 11 from 6th Draft). 

 
Solution: 

• The following revisions/modifications were suggested: 
1. Allow the Consulting Team to prepare their own table, using their best professional 

judgment, to establish what they believe to be the proper impervious cover limit numbers. 
2. The Consulting Team should prepare a second version of the I.C. Table showing the range 

in values for the impervious cover limits suggested by the SHC.  
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Vote: 

• The SHC approved the above solution by consensus (no SHC member voiced their objection to the 
proposed solution). 

 
 

12. Additional “Showstopper” Issues Raised During the Meeting 

Issue: 
• Economic Analysis – assign value to loss of recreation, tourism, quality of life, etc…due to water 

quality degradation. [KH] 
• Cost of implementation – provide more scenarios. [KH] 
• Erosive flows. [DV] 
• Economic Impact – relating to I.C. table (depends on what we decide about the table). [TS] 

 
Solution: 

• The above issues were raised by individual SHC members during the meeting, however, due to lack 
of time, no significant SHC member discussion on these issues occurred during the meeting.  The 
Consulting Team will attempt to resolve these issues with the individual SHC members without 
altering the plan in such a way as to raise additional issues with other SHC members. 

 
 
 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Proposed March 21, 2005 Executive and Core Committee Meeting. 

Coordinator Tull stated that the current schedule calls for The Plan to be presented to the Executive and 
Core Committees at their next meeting scheduled for Monday, March 21, 2005. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 11:30 pm. 

 

APPROVAL 

These minutes were approved, with no changes, at the Stakeholder Committee meeting on ____________. 
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BY-LAWS OF REGIONAL WATER QUALITY PROTECTION PLANNING 
STAKEHOLDERS COMMITTEE 

   
  INTRODUCTION 
 

These By-Laws are intended to be used as ground rules and operating procedures to assist the 
Stakeholder Committee in the process to develop consensus on issues and implementation 
goals among the various stakeholder interests participating in the development of a Regional 
Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Spring segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its 
contributing zone. 
 
Rapid growth and development in northern Hays County and southwest Travis County have 
created concerns with the increasing potential for pollution of groundwater and surface 
waters. Concerns raised were not only on the impacts to drinking water supplies but to the 
threatened or endangered species that reside in the area. 

 
In December, 2002, Hays County Judge Jim Powers and City of Austin Council Member 
Daryl Slusher convened a Regional Summit to begin discussions on the impacts development 
was having on the region and particularly on water quality in the Barton Creek Watershed. 
These discussions continued and from this initial effort the Cities of Dripping Springs and 
Austin, Hays and Travis Counties and the Barton Springs Edwards Aquifer Conservation 
District and the Hays Trinity Groundwater Conservation District entered into an Interlocal 
Agreement to address the water quality issues facing the area of the Barton Springs segment 
of the Edwards Aquifer and its contributing zone and the desire to preserve water quality in 
this area. It was determined there is a need to develop a regional approach to water quality 
protection within the Barton Creek watershed in order to protect the quality of drinking water 
and the endangered species in the area, particularly the Barton Springs salamander. The 
completion of a regional water quality protection plan would provide the basis for political 
subdivisions, to the extent allowed by law, to implement local water quality protection plans 
and ordinances and provide best management practices that could be adopted by local 
stakeholders for water quality protection. 

 
The planning area is the Barton Springs segment of the Edwards Aquifer and its contributing 
zone. The area covers northern Hays County, southwest Travis County and a small section of 
Blanco County. The area includes the cities of Austin, West Lake Hills, Buda, Hays City, 
Kyle, Mountain City, Rollingwood, Sunset Valley, the Villages of Bee Cave and Bear Creek 
and the areas within the jurisdiction of the Barton Springs/Edwards Aquifer and Hays Trinity 
Conservation Districts. 

 
Article I. Organization 

 
Section 1: Name 
 
The official name of this group shall be the Regional Water Quality Planning Project 
Stakeholder Committee, (hereafter “Stakeholder Committee”). 
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Section 2: Purpose 
 
The purpose of the Stakeholder Committee will be to represent the interests of various 
stakeholder groups by identifying issues and implementation goals, reaching consensus on 
best management practices and providing input in the development of a regional water 
quality protection plan that can be implemented by local governments and be voluntarily 
adopted by private interests. 
 
Section 3: Principal Administrative Office 
 
The principal administrative office of the Stakeholder Committee will be the office of the 
Executive Director, Regional Water Quality Planning Project, P.O. Box 384, Dripping 
Springs, Texas 78620. The office is located at 550 Hwy 290 W. in Dripping Springs. 
 
 
Article II. Stakeholder Committee 

 
Section 1: Stakeholder Group Membership 
 
Membership within the various stakeholder groups is open to all interested persons willing to 
make the commitment in time and resources to the process. Stakeholder groups, with the 
assistance from the Executive Director and the Naismith Engineering Project Team, will 
facilitate initial stakeholder membership and assist in the selection process for membership 
on the Stakeholder Committee.  The identified stakeholder groups are as follows:  
 

a. Property Owners which represent large and medium size landowners and 
agricultural interests. These stakeholders own tracts of land large enough 
to subdivide and develop and have the potential for impacting water 
quality in the project area. (4 primary members plus 1 alternate) 

 
b. Development Interests which represent persons or groups interested in 

platting, subdividing and constructing new residential and commercial 
developments. (3 primary members plus 1 alternate) 

 
c. Environmental/Preservation/Good Governance Groups which 

represent local groups primarily interested in effective local governance 
that plans for growth, and in the protection of local resources and 
conservancy of land for open space and habit protection. (3 primary 
members plus 1 alternate) 

 
d. Neighborhood Interests which represent existing home owners’ 

associations, property owners’ associations and neighborhood 
associations. (3 primary members plus 1 alternate) 
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e. Public Interest Organizations which represent organized groups that 

advocate regional and/or national policies on environmental protection and 
resource conservation. (3 primary members plus 1 alternate) 

 
f. Governmental Entities which represent affected cities, counties, special 

purpose districts and other utility providers. (4 primary members plus 1 
alternate) 

 
g. Economic Interests which represent existing local business owners, 

business or economic development associations, chambers of commerce 
and real estate interests. (3 primary members plus 1 alternate) 

 
h. Concerned Citizens which represent individuals that are interested in 

water quality protection but do not feel that their interests coincide with 
other identified groups. (3 primary members plus 1 alternate) 

 
 
 

Section 2:   Selection of Stakeholder Committee 
  

The Stakeholder Committee shall consist of members selected from each of the stakeholder 
groups listed in Section 1. Voting members from each stakeholder group will select 4 or 5 
members from their group to represent them on the Stakeholder Committee, as indicated 
above. All but one of these members will be the primary representatives on the Stakeholder 
Committee and the remaining member will be an alternate. The alternate representative will 
serve on the Stakeholder Committee in the absence of one of the primary representatives 
from the Stakeholder Group. In the selection of stakeholder committee members, the voting 
members of each stakeholder group shall strive to achieve interest and geographic diversity. 
Stakeholder Committee members must acknowledge that they have been selected to the 
committee as the representative of all others in their stakeholder group, and not just 
themselves. To this end, the committee members pledge to communicate with other members 
of their stakeholder group to ensure that the issues they represent reflect the viewpoints of 
their stakeholder group or interests as a whole. 

 
 

Section 3:  Executive Director and Consultant Responsibilities 
 
The Executive Director will provide facilitative leadership at the group meetings and work 
with committee members to ensure that the process runs smoothly.  Working with and 
assisted by the Consultants, the Executive Director’s duties include posting agendas, 
focusing meeting discussions, working to resolve any impasses that may arise among the 
various groups and committees working within this process, posting meeting summaries, 
working with committee members to support between-meeting activities, working with the 
Consulting Team in locating and posting background materials and documents the members 
need or develop on the project web site. 
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Section 4: Responsibilities of Stakeholder Committee Members 
Representatives to the Stakeholder Committee will be responsible for the following: 

• Carefully consider the requirements (in time and effort) before agreeing to 
serve as a representative on the Stakeholder Committee. 

• Review and evaluate materials submitted to you prior to the meetings, to 
facilitate informed discussion. 

• Communicate and meet with members of your stakeholder category to 
develop input for the Stakeholder Committee meetings. 

• Represent the views and interests of your stakeholder category on the 
Stakeholder Committee. 

• Participate in Working Groups outside of the regular Stakeholder Committee 
meetings. 

• Work with the Project Executive Director and the Consultant’s Team to 
provide input and feedback on issues and work toward consensus among the 
Stakeholder Committee and working groups.  

• Follow the Guidelines for participating in the meetings as set forth in Sections 
1 and 2 of Article VII. 

 
Section 5: Participation 
 
Stakeholder Committee members will be expected to participate in all Stakeholder 
Committee meetings. Records of attendance will be kept by the Project Executive Director 
and presented as part of the minutes. Only the committee member or the designated alternate 
may participate in any decision making that occurs during meetings of the Stakeholder 
Committee.  Members that have recorded absences from two consecutive meetings shall be 
considered to have in engaged in excessive absenteeism and may at the will of the other 
members of their Stakeholder Group be removed as a member of the Stakeholder Committee 
and replaced with the Alternate Member from the Stakeholder Group.   

 
Section 6: Alternate Member to the Stakeholder Committee 
 
The selected alternate must be a member of the stakeholder group and must have similar 
expertise and perspective and/or the ability to fully represent the members. A committee 
member that anticipates being absent will take responsibility for briefing the alternate on the 
issues under discussion in advance of any meeting to ensure the substitution of an alternate 
does not slow down the group discussions. The designated alternate shall enjoy the same 
privileges and shall be bound by the same duties, terms, and conditions as other committee 
members. 
 
Section 7: Right to Resign 
 
Any committee member may resign from the committee at any time. 

 
Section 8:  Successors 
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Members of the stakeholder group shall select a replacement to the Stakeholder Committee 
by a means of their choosing.  Resigning stakeholder committee members shall be given the 
opportunity to fully participate in the selection process for their successors and shall serve 
until their successors are selected.  
 
 
Section 9: Replacing a Member of the Stakeholder Committee 
 
The following shall constitute grounds for replacing of a member: 

a. engaging in excessive absenteeism as defined under Section 5 of this 
Article 

b. death 
c. resignation 
d. change in status, as determined by the committee, so that the member no 

longer represents the interest they were selected to represent 
e. any other serious violation of these bylaws as may be determined by the 

committee members 
 
Article III. Subcommittees 

 
Section 1: Project Executive Director 
 
The Project Executive Director may establish subcommittees or technical work groups to 
assist the Stakeholder Committee.  A subcommittee may be formed to address specific issues 
assigned by the Project Executive Director and may have a specified term of membership. 
Subcommittees may consist both of individuals who are members of the stakeholder groups 
and individuals who are not. 

 
Section 2: Stakeholder Groups 
 
Each stakeholder group may establish subgroups to assist the associated stakeholder group.  
Subgroups may consist both of individuals who are members of the stakeholder group and 
individuals who are not. However, only those subgroup members who are also members of 
the stakeholder group will participate in decision-making for recommendations to the full 
committee. The subgroup(s) shall strive to operate by consensus in generating 
recommendations or advice to the full group.  Should consensus not be forthcoming, the 
subgroup may produce majority and minority reports; outside interests, at the request of the 
subgroup, may submit or contribute to such reports. 
 
Article IV.  Meetings  

Section 1:  Meetings and Notice 
 

(a) All meetings of the Stakeholder Committee and its subcommittees will be posted and 
open to the public. Stakeholder Groups and/or sub-groups are encouraged to notify the 
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Executive Director of their meetings and open those meetings to the public.  The time and 
place of meetings shall be set to facilitate, to the greatest extent possible, the participation of 
all members.  
 
(b) All interested parties and the general public are allowed to attend scheduled meetings of 
the stakeholder committee, subcommittees, Stakeholder Groups, and/or sub-groups.  The 
members of the general public will be allowed to address the Stakeholder Committee during 
the public comment period identified in the Meeting Agenda.  Every effort will be made to 
provide copies of all materials presented or discussed and made available for public 
inspection on the project web site following any meeting of the Stakeholder Committee, 
subcommittee, Stakeholder Groups, and subgroups meetings. 
 
Section 2: Agendas 
 
(a) Stakeholder Committee. The Project Executive Director will be responsible for preparing 
the agenda for each Stakeholder Committee meeting and will post the agenda on the project 
website. The draft agenda shall be sent to all eight stakeholder groups (e.g., distributed by 
email and/or posted on the project website) approximately 10 days in advance of the meeting, 
with an invitation to provide review and comment.  If feedback on the agenda is received 
from Stakeholder Committee members, the Executive Director shall confer with the Naismith 
Engineering Project Team on how best to incorporate this feedback. 
 
(b) All stakeholder groups or their subcommittee’s should prepare an agenda for their 
meetings and supply it to the Executive Director. 

Article V. Meeting Summaries 
 

Section 1: Meeting Minutes for the Stakeholder Committee  and Stakeholder Groups 
 

(a) Stakeholder Committee Meeting Minutes shall be kept by the Executive Director, assisted 
by the Consultant Team, and posted on the web site for the project. The Stakeholder 
Committee will review the minutes at its next meeting and will approve the minutes as 
presented or amended.  
 
(b) Each Stakeholder Group shall determine the method of keeping minutes of their meetings 
and provide those minutes to the Executive Director so that they can be posted on the web 
site.  
 
Section 2: Electronic Communication 
 
Electronic communication mechanisms will be utilized to the greatest extent possible for the 
sharing of information outside of committee and sub-committee meetings, including 
distribution of meeting agendas and summaries.  For any committee member who is unable 
to participate in electronic communication, others means of communication will be utilized 
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(fax and hard copy mail).  The purpose of electronic communications is to reduce paperwork, 
delay and expense of mailing or faxing. 

 
Article VI.  Decision Making  
 
Section 1: Proxies 
 
Written proxies shall not be allowed in any decision-making by the Stakeholder Committee, 
its subcommittees, Stakeholder Groups or its subgroups. However, the designated alternate 
shall be allowed to participate in decision making as set forth in these bylaws in the absence 
of the Stakeholder Committee member.  Because it is important in achieving consensus for 
all members to participate actively, keep up-to-date on the progress of the group, and develop 
a common base of information, members shall in good faith attempt to minimize the number 
of times they are absent from meetings or are represented by the designated alternates.   
 
Section 2:  Decision-Making Process 
 
(a) Use of Consensus Based Decision Making. The Stakeholder Committee shall attempt to 
make decisions using a consensus decision-making process.  Consensus is an agreement built 
by identifying and exploring all members’ interests and by assembling a package agreement 
which satisfies these interests to the greatest extent possible.  A consensus is reached when 
all members agree that their major interests have been taken into consideration and addressed 
in a satisfactory manner so that they can support the decision of the group.  The process of 
building consensus involves the development of alternatives and the assessment of the 
impacts of those alternatives. 
 
Consensus does not necessarily mean unanimity.  Some members may strongly endorse a 
particular solution while others may accept it as a workable agreement.  A member can 
participate in the consensus without embracing each element of the agreement with the same 
fervor as other members, or necessarily having each of his or her interests satisfied to the 
fullest extent.  In a consensus agreement, the members recognize that, given the combination 
of gains and trade-offs in the decision package and given the current circumstances and 
alternative options, the resulting agreement is the best one the voting members can make at 
this time. 
 
(b) Failure to Reach Consensus. If, after good faith negotiations, it appears likely to the 
Project Executive Director  that the voting members will be unable to reach consensus, the 
Project Executive Director  shall entertain a motion to put the issue to a vote to be 
conclusively decided by agreement of not less than three-fourths of the voting members 
present. 
 
Article VII. Meetings  
 
Section 1: Guidelines 
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To the greatest extent possible, committees shall take ownership over decisions about the 
mechanics of their committee operations.  The committee shall work out such details in a 
way that meets the needs of its members and reflects timing considerations associated with 
the issues they want to work on. To help maintain an effective and productive meeting, 
committee members agree to comply with the following:  
 

• Focus on the purpose and objectives of the meeting. 
• Be courteous and considerate of others. 
• Provide honest, straightforward input. 
• Be willing to rationally discuss all points of view, even those with which you personally 

disagree. 
• Be positive. 
• Resist the urge to monopolize the discussion.  Express your ideas, then allow others to 

do the same. 
• Listen to the other participants and digest their input. 
• Give the process an opportunity to work.   
• Personal attacks and prejudiced statements will not be tolerated 

 
Section 2: Meeting Procedure 
 
Meeting procedures should be adopted by stakeholder groups and committee members to 
help maintain an effective and productive meeting. Members agree to comply with the 
following:   

• The agenda for each meeting will be coordinated with committee members in 
advance. 

• Follow the agenda and stay on topic. 
• Participants shall speak one at a time and not interrupt others who are speaking. 
• Participants agree to show respect for all other participants, their positions, and 

concerns. 
• Participants agree to ask questions for clarification or for more information, not to 

challenge or intimidate the other participants. 
• All pagers or phones with audible beeps or rings should be turned off during 

meetings. 
• In order to maximize the productive time available, participants should avoid 

repeating points that have been adequately made by others, except to briefly indicate 
concurrence. 

 
Article VIII. ADOPTING AND AMENDING THE BYLAWS 

 
These bylaws shall have full force and effect upon approval and adoption by the voting 
members of the Stakeholder Committee, acting on behalf of the interests they represent. The 
voting members shall adopt these bylaws and any amendments thereto by consensus, but not 
less than agreement of three-fourths of the voting membership present. 
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  4.3.2. Edwards Aquifer Contributing Zone/Trinity Aquifer Recharge Zone 
  
 The Contributing Zone for the Edwards Aquifer in Hays and Travis Counties lies 
on the outcrop of the Lower Cretaceous Age Glen Rose Formation. These formations 
also serve as the recharge zone for the Trinity-Glen Rose aquifer. Within the 
Planning Region, the Glen Rose Formation is subdivided into the upper member and 
the lower member. The surface of the Contributing Zone is the exposed expression 
of the upper member of the Glen Rose Formation. As a result of the Balcones 
Fault System, rocks of the younger Edwards Group are in lateral contact with the 
Glen Rose Formation in southern Hays and Travis Counties.  
 
 The upper member of the Glen Rose (upper Glen Rose) is characterized by light 
to dark gray, resistant beds of limestone and dolomite alternating with softer 
clayey or marl layers. The alternating soft and hard layers create the stair-
step topography common in the Central Texas region. The lower member of the Glen 
Rose Formation (lower Glen Rose) is generally more massive and fossiliferous 
than the upper Glen Rose. It is composed of pale brown to buff, massive, 
fossiliferous limestone with some interbedded marl layers. The lower Glen Rose 
tends to be more fractured and has dissolution features containing secondary 
calcite along fracture or dissolution planes. The lower Glen Rose unconformably 
overlies the Lower Cretaceous age Hensel Sand and Cow Creek Limestone members of 
the Travis Peak Formation in the subsurface. At some locations, the base of the 
Cow Creek grades into the Hammett Shale member of the Travis Peak Formation. The 
Hammett Shale overlies the Sligo Limestone of the Travis Peak Formation (Sligo). 
The Sligo is usually light gray in color and is composed of argillaceous 
limestone interbedded with shale. The Sligo overlies the Hosston Sand member of 
the Travis Peak Formation (Hosston).  
  
The Trinity aquifer is actually a series of three (3) differentiated aquifers: 
the Upper Trinity, the Middle Trinity, and the Lower Trinity. The Upper Glen 
Rose Formation comprises the Upper Trinity aquifer. The Lower Glen Rose 
formation and the upper Travis Peak formations (the Hensell Sand and the Cow 
Creek Limestone) comprise the Middle Trinity aquifer. The Hammett Shale serves a 
confining layer between the Middle Trinity aquifer and the Lower Trinity 
aquifer. The lower Travis Peak formations (the Sligo limestone and the Hosston 
Sand), comprise the lower Trinity Aquifer. Various studies have established some 
hydrologic communication between the Upper Trinity and the Middle Trinity, and 
between the Middle Trinity and the Lower Trinity. The Trinity Aquifer group is 
an important groundwater supply, which extends from Uvalde County in South Texas 
to Montague County along the Red River in North Texas.16, 17, 18, 19  
  
Page 22 Footnotes 
 16 “Groundwater Availability of the Lower Cretaceous Formations in the Hill 
Country of South-Central Texas”, J.B. 
 Ashworth, Texas Department of Water Resources, Report 273, 1983. 17 “Geologic 
Atlas Map of Texas, Austin Sheet”, Bureau of Economic Geology, University of 
Texas, 1974. 



 18 “Geologic Atlas Map of Texas, Llano Sheet”, Bureau of Economic Geology, 
University of Texas, 1981. 
 19 “Evaluation of Groundwater Resources of the Paleozoic and Cretaceous 
Aquifers in the Hill country of Central Texas”, R.L. Bluntzer, Texas Water 
Development Board, Report 339, 1992. 
  
 end page 22   
 
The primary sources of direct recharge to the Trinity aquifer in the study area 
are from rainfall on the outcrop, and seepage losses through headwater creeks 
into the Upper Member of the Glen Rose Limestone (Mace et al, 2000, page 33). 
“The Cow Creek Limestone and Lower Trinity aquifer sediments are recharged by 
vertical leakage from overlying strata (Ashworth, 1983). Interbeds of relatively 
low permeability marl sediments within the Upper Member of the Glen Rose 
Limestone impede downward percolation of stream recharge and provide for 
baseflow and springflow to the mostly gaining perennial streams that drain the 
Hill Country (Barker and Ardis, 1996; Ashworth, 1983)” (Mace et al, 2000, Page 
33). 
 
The range of average precipitation recharge rates to the Trinity Aquifer for the 
study area lie between 31,000 and 33,000 ac-ft/yr (Jones, 2004, page 4). These 
values are based on results of calibrated groundwater-flow models that indicate 
recharge of 4.7 percent of average annual rainfall. These results do not differ 
much from previous work by the Texas Water Development Board that reported 
recharge rates of 4 to 5 percent of average annual rainfall (Ashworth, 1983; 
Bluntzer, 1992). 
 
Ashworth (1983, page 10)reports that in some areas “caverns formed by the 
solution of limestone and evaporites by ground water are common in the Trinity 
formations, particularly in the Glen Rose Limestone. These caverns are 
characteristically influenced by the jointing structure of the limestone and may 
extend both vertically and laterally for great distances and provide major 
conduits for the flow of ground water. When caverns grow to such a size as to no 
longer support their overburden, they collapse thus forming sinkholes that are 
visible from the surface as circular depressions that may transmit large 
quantities of surface water to a passage below ground. Sinkholes are a common 
occurrence in streambeds flowing over the Glen Rose Limestone and provide a 
passageway for a substantial amount of recharge to the aquifer”. 
 
However Mace et al (2000, page 33) contends that “because much of this recharge 
is quickly transmitted to the Edwards (BFZ) aquifer (Barker and Ardis, 1996; 
Veni, 1994), it has minimal effects on the Trinity aquifer”. 
 
 
 
 4.3.3. Groundwater Flow in the Barton Springs Zone 
 Abundant caves, sinkholes, and enlarged fractures provide further evidence of 
the karst nature of the aquifer and dictate the transport patterns of water (and 
pollutants) entering the aquifer. Groundwater flow in the Barton Springs Zone of 
the Edwards Aquifer is dependent on a number of factors. These factors include 
recharge, groundwater withdrawal, and micro-geology NE-SW trending faulting and 
jointing associated with the Balcones Fault Zone, and karst solution features. 
As indicated previously, the Edwards Aquifer is unusual in its karst geology 
manifested in faults, fractures, caves, sinkholes, and other micro-geologic 
features. The karst features such as caves, sink holes and enlarged fractures of 
the Edwards Aquifer are the result of dissolution of the limestone aquifer along 
groundwater flow paths. In contrast to more homogeneous aquifers, these mircro-



geologic secondary solution features serve as preferred pathways for groundwater 
flow. Darcy’s Law (20) which normally is used to describe flow in porous media, 
typically does not properly represent flow in highly karstic formations such as 
the Edwards. Groundwater flow in the aquifer occurs primarily in these micro-
geologic solution features with secondary transport through porous limestone. 
Unfortunately, these preferred pathways for water also serve as preferred 
pathways for pollutants. This feature makes the Edwards Aquifer in general and 
the Barton Springs Segment in particular extremely susceptible to contamination 
from pollutants.  
 
It is certain that the Upper and Middle Trinity aquifers contribute groundwater 
to the Edwards aquifer but the specific amount it is not well understood, Mace 
et al (2003) note that some studies suggest that up to 50% of the Edwards BFZ 
Aquifer recharge is contributed from the Upper and Middle Trinity aquifers but 
most experts believe this estimate is too high (Mace et al 2000).  A number of 
studies have shown, either through hydraulic or chemical analyses, that 
groundwater likely flows from the Trinity aquifer into the Edwards (Balcones 
Fault Zone) aquifer (Mace et al, 2000, page 57). Most of the studies have 
focused on the movement of groundwater from the Glen Rose Limestone into the 
Edwards aquifer. Water level studies suggest that groundwater from the Trinity 
aquifer discharges to the east in the direction of the Edwards (BFZ) aquifer in 
the Water Quality Plan study area (Mace et al, 2000, page 57). The Hill Country 
Trinity Groundwater Availability Model (Mace et al, 2000) is calibrated so that 
12% and 14% of the precipitation recharge to the Upper and Middle Trinity 
Aquifers’, respectively, is discharged to the Edwards BFZ Aquifer (Mace, 2003). 
Mace et al (2000) believe that ‘part of this groundwater moves into the Edwards 
through faults, and part continues to flow in the Trinity aquifer beneath the 
Edwards (BFZ). It is likely that the groundwater that continues to flow in the 
Trinity aquifer eventually discharges upward to the Edwards (BFZ) aquifer (Mace 
et al, 2000).  
 
Recharge to the Barton Springs Zone occurs mostly in the channels of the six 
major creeks identified previously. Average recharge contribution calculations 
from the USGS gages in the watershed indicated that Onion and Barton creeks are 
the two largest contributors of recharge. Their peak recharge rate also is 
larger compared to the smaller creeks. Data from these gages indicates that 
approximately 75% of the stream volume is generated from baseflow and 25% 
results from runoff. Runoff recharged into the Edwards Aquifer in this area 
comprises less than 13% of the total recharge volume. Once this water enters the 
aquifer, its movement is generally in an eastern direction until the edge of the 
confined portion is reached. At this point, flow moves generally northeast to 
discharge at the Barton Springs.(21)  
 
Surface and groundwater pollution of the Upper and Lower Trinity Aquifer will 
ultimately recharge the Edwards Aquifer. Moving greater development density, 
that is known to be produced as non-point source pollution from residential 
development, to the contributing zone of the Edwards will only delay the 
inevitable degredation of the Edwards Aquifer and increase the speed that the 
Trinity Aquifer is degraded. The most certain way to avoid degredation of the 
Edwards and Trinity aquifer is to move greater density east of the Edwards 
recharge zone.  
 
 
 4.4. Description of Critical Environmental Features in the Planning Region  
 Critical Environmental Features (CEFs) are defined as geological, 
topographical, physiographical, or hydrological components of the landscape 
within the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer that, if protected, 



would serve to remediate the quality of surface and ground water for consumptive 
and non-consumptive human use as well as protect biological components of the 
human environment such as terrestrial and aquatic biological resources including 
endangered species. Other entities and agencies have developed definitions and 
descriptions for some of these types of features as a part of various regulatory 
and natural resource protection programs.22 For the purpose of this Plan, many 
of these definitions have been incorporated due to their current use in actual 
practice. Critical Environmental Features, as used in this Plan, are described 
as follows:  
 
page 23  
 
 Page 23 footnootes:  
20 “Handbook of Applied Hydrology”, V.T. Chow, et al, McGraw-Hill Publishing 
 21 "Barton Springs Management Plans for Groundwater Protection”, C. Soeur, et 
al, presentation to the National Symposium on: Assessing the Cumulative Impacts 
of Watershed Development on Aquatic Ecosystems and Water Quality, Chicago, 
Illinois, March, 1996. 
 22 Section III.A.2A, “Instructions to Geologists for Geologic Assessments on 
the Edwards Aquifer Recharge/Transition Zones”, Application Form 0585, Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality, October, 2004. 
   
 4.4.1. Category 1: Limestone recharge features  
 • Caves – natural underground open space formed by dissolution of limestone 
that are large enough for an average-sized person to enter. 
 • Solution Cavities – a natural cavity or depression formed as a result of 
dissolution of limestone. 
 • Solution-enlarged Fractures – fractures that show evidence of being locally 
enlarged by dissolution of limestone, may be part of interconnected voids 
connecting surface with subsurface strata. 
 • Faults- a fracture along which there has been displacement of one side of the 
fracture relative to the other. 
 • Manmade features affecting bedrock - unplugged abandoned water wells, 
quarries, or cultural features that would permit infiltration of surface water 
to subsurface strata. 
 • Swallet or swallow holes – a recharge feature in a streambed or drainage 
where surface flow is diverted to subsurface strata. 
 • Sinkholes – a broad topographic depression greater than 6 feet in diameter 
with more than 6 inches of topographic relief that provides a pathway to 
subsurface strata. 
  
  
 4.4.2. Category 2: Streams and associated streambeds 
  
 Streams and associated streambeds that transport water to recharge features or 
contain aquatic communities that would be adversely affected by degraded water 
quality. This category includes all creeks and associated tributaries lying over 
the recharge and artesian zones of the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 
Aquifer.  
 
 4.4.3. Category 3: Floodplains and Wetlands 
  
 Floodplains, wetlands, associated soils, and vegetation that would attenuate 
rainfall runoff, decrease the volume and velocity of flood flows, filter 
suspended solids and contaminants, and contribute to groundwater recharge. 
Construction and development activities in the vicinity of floodplains and 



wetlands are governed by several existing federal regulatory programs, as 
outlined below.   
 
 4.4.4. Category 4: Edwards Aquifer discharge areas  
 Involving seeps and springs including: Power House Spring near Tom Miller Dam, 
Seiders Springs on Shoal Creek, Cold Springs near Town Lake, Manchaca Springs on 
a tributary of Onion Creek, Barton Springs, and Barton Creek. These areas 
support biological communities including rare or endangered species that depend 
on spring discharge entirely or partially for survival. Because these features 
function as a result of the combined effects of pumping and recharge, they are 
directly affected by effects to the previous Categories 1-3.  
 As discussed in more detail below, all projects under the jurisdiction of the 
TCEQ’s Edwards Aquifer rules requires a geologic assessment. These features 
should be identified and categorized as a part of this assessment. Categories 1-
3 are geographically located with generally finite boundaries, and can function 
to substantially affect water quality. Therefore, protection of these features 
is the first line of defense in protecting Category 4 features. A number of 
structural and non-structural measures are identified in this Plan to protect 
Critical Environmental Features. Category 1, 2 and 4 features should be 
protected using dedicated offsets, as described below. Procedures for protecting 
Category 3 features (floodplains wetlands) have been incorporated into the 
protections for streams. Any development occurring in the vicinity of these 
features should incorporate the water quality protection measures prescribed in 
this Plan.  
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Edwards- Trinity (Plateau) and Cenozoic Pecos Alluvium Aquifer Systems, Texas: 
Texas Water Development Board GAM report, http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/gam/ 
eddt_p/eddt_p.htm, 208 pp 
 
Ashworth, J. B., 1983, Ground-water availability of the lower Cretaceous 
formations in the Hill Country of south-central Texas. Texas Department of Water 
Resources Report 273, 65 pp. 
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Bluntzer, R. L., 1992, Evaluation of the ground-water resources of the Paleozoic 
and Cretaceous aquifers in the Hill Country of central Texas. Texas Water 
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Jones, I. C., 2004, What is the recharge rate for the Trinity aquifer within the 
Hays Trinity Groundwater Conservation District?, Texas Water Development Board, 
GAM Run 04-18, 4 pp.  
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Regulatory Regulatory 
BriefingBriefing

September 2, 2004

Presented to the Stakeholder CommitteePresented to the Stakeholder Committee

Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Plan 
for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer 

and its Contributing Zoneand its Contributing Zone

“Regional Water Quality Planning Project”“Regional Water Quality Planning Project”

THE KEY TO UNDERSTANDING THE KEY TO UNDERSTANDING 
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS:ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS:

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

►► ““Insiders” use acronyms Insiders” use acronyms 
for everything!for everything!

►► These acronyms are These acronyms are 
confusing to even the confusing to even the 
average college graduateaverage college graduate

►► We’re here to help make We’re here to help make 
sense out of all this!sense out of all this!

►► If we forget to spell out If we forget to spell out 
an acronym, please ask!an acronym, please ask!

Making Sense of the 
Alphabet Soup!

® Campbell Soup Company
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RELATIONSHIP TO THE REGIONAL RELATIONSHIP TO THE REGIONAL 
WATER QUALITY PLANNING WATER QUALITY PLANNING 

PROCESSPROCESS
►► Some areas and activities impacting water Some areas and activities impacting water 

quality are regulated under existing programsquality are regulated under existing programs
►► An understanding of current regulations will An understanding of current regulations will 

bring into focus activities to be addressed in the bring into focus activities to be addressed in the 
water quality protection planwater quality protection plan

►► Identification of areas where Identification of areas where implementationimplementation
can be shared, coordinated or augmentedcan be shared, coordinated or augmented

►► Identification of areas where Identification of areas where enforcementenforcement can can 
be shared, coordinated or augmentedbe shared, coordinated or augmented

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

DISCLAIMERSDISCLAIMERS
►► While certainly not brief, neither is this While certainly not brief, neither is this 

presentation exhaustive or unabridged.  It is presentation exhaustive or unabridged.  It is 
intended to provide general background intended to provide general background 
information only.information only.

►► It is not intended to provide specific direction or It is not intended to provide specific direction or 
advice to any person or entity, or to offer legal advice to any person or entity, or to offer legal 
opinions or advice.opinions or advice.

►► The regulatory framework presented is focused The regulatory framework presented is focused 
on the project area.  Other water quality on the project area.  Other water quality 
regulations exist that apply to other geographic regulations exist that apply to other geographic 
areas and those were omitted from this areas and those were omitted from this 
presentation. presentation. 

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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OVERVIEWOVERVIEW

►►Applicable Federal LegislationApplicable Federal Legislation
►►Federal Water Quality Regulatory Federal Water Quality Regulatory 

ProgramsPrograms
►►Federal Endangered Species ProgramsFederal Endangered Species Programs
►►Applicable State LegislationApplicable State Legislation
►►State Water Quality Regulatory ProgramsState Water Quality Regulatory Programs
►►State Endangered Species ProgramsState Endangered Species Programs

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

APPLICABLE FEDERAL APPLICABLE FEDERAL 
LEGISLATIONLEGISLATION

►► Federal Clean Water Act (CWA)Federal Clean Water Act (CWA)
►► Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)
►► Additional Federal LegislationAdditional Federal Legislation

Rivers and Harbors ActRivers and Harbors Act
Fish and Wildlife Coordination ActFish and Wildlife Coordination Act
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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APPLICABLE FEDERAL APPLICABLE FEDERAL 
LEGISLATION (Continued)LEGISLATION (Continued)

►► Additional Federal Legislation (Continued)Additional Federal Legislation (Continued)
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) to Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) to 
RCRARCRA
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
(SARA) / Emergency Planning and Community Right(SARA) / Emergency Planning and Community Right--
toto--Know Act (EPCRA)Know Act (EPCRA)
Oil Pollution Act (OPA)Oil Pollution Act (OPA)
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and RodenticideRodenticide Act Act 
(FIFRA)(FIFRA)
Numerous provisions attached to other pieces of Numerous provisions attached to other pieces of 
legislation (e.g. riders to appropriations bills, etc.)legislation (e.g. riders to appropriations bills, etc.)

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Federal Clean Water ActFederal Clean Water Act
►►Legislative History:Legislative History:

Congress in 1948 Congress in 1948 –– “Water Pollution Control “Water Pollution Control 
Act”Act”
Major amendments 1961, 1966, 1970, and Major amendments 1961, 1966, 1970, and 
19721972
Amended/renamed 1977 Amended/renamed 1977 -- “Clean Water Act” “Clean Water Act” 
(CWA)(CWA)
Several subsequent amendmentsSeveral subsequent amendments

►►Governs discharges to water, activities that Governs discharges to water, activities that 
can impact water quality, and the disposal can impact water quality, and the disposal 
of sludge from water treatment processesof sludge from water treatment processes

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Federal Clean Water Act Federal Clean Water Act 
(Continued)(Continued)

►►Implemented by the U.S. Environmental Implemented by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (COE)Corps of Engineers (COE)

►►Allows delegation of activities to approved Allows delegation of activities to approved 
statesstates

►►Provides civil and criminal penalties for Provides civil and criminal penalties for 
violations and citizen suits for enforcementviolations and citizen suits for enforcement

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Federal Endangered Species ActFederal Endangered Species Act
►►Legislative History:Legislative History:

Congress in 1966 Congress in 1966 -- “Endangered Species “Endangered Species 
Protection Act”Protection Act”
Amended/Renamed 1969 Amended/Renamed 1969 –– “Endangered “Endangered 
Species Conservation Act”Species Conservation Act”
Amended/Renamed 1973 Amended/Renamed 1973 –– “Endangered “Endangered 
Species Act” (ESA)Species Act” (ESA)

►►Several subsequent amendmentsSeveral subsequent amendments
►►Identifies procedures for listing species as Identifies procedures for listing species as 

“threatened” and “endangered”“threatened” and “endangered”
Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004



6

Federal Endangered Species Act Federal Endangered Species Act 
(Continued)(Continued)

►►Governs activities that could impact listed Governs activities that could impact listed 
speciesspecies

►►Implemented and enforced by the U.S. Fish Implemented and enforced by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS)and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

►►Provides civil and criminal penalties for Provides civil and criminal penalties for 
violations and citizen suits for enforcementviolations and citizen suits for enforcement

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Additional Federal LegislationAdditional Federal Legislation––Part 1Part 1
►► Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899

Dredging/filling & ensuing ecological damageDredging/filling & ensuing ecological damage
►► Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934

Consultation with USFWS for impounding, controlling Consultation with USFWS for impounding, controlling 
or diverting wateror diverting water

►► National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969
Assessment/control of environmental impacts from Assessment/control of environmental impacts from 
federal actionsfederal actions

►► Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
of 1976of 1976

Identification/control of hazardous wastes and Identification/control of hazardous wastes and 
permitting of management facilitiespermitting of management facilities

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Additional Federal LegislationAdditional Federal Legislation––Part 2Part 2

►► Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976
Identification/control of toxic substances and Identification/control of toxic substances and 
permitting of management facilitiespermitting of management facilities

►► Comprehensive Environmental Response Comprehensive Environmental Response 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980

Defined/regulated hazardous substances, municipal Defined/regulated hazardous substances, municipal 
and hazardous wastes, and petroleum storage tanksand hazardous wastes, and petroleum storage tanks

►► Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) 
to RCRA of 1984to RCRA of 1984

Restrictions and minimum technology requirements for Restrictions and minimum technology requirements for 
disposal of hazardous and industrial wastesdisposal of hazardous and industrial wastes

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Additional Federal LegislationAdditional Federal Legislation––Part 3Part 3

►► Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
(SARA) / Emergency Planning and Community (SARA) / Emergency Planning and Community 
RightRight--toto--know Act (EPCRA) of 1986know Act (EPCRA) of 1986

Petroleum storage tanks design and operationPetroleum storage tanks design and operation
Local planning to prevent health/safety threat & Local planning to prevent health/safety threat & 
environmental pollution from hazardous materialsenvironmental pollution from hazardous materials

►► Oil Pollution Act (OPA) of 1990Oil Pollution Act (OPA) of 1990
Planning, response and cleanPlanning, response and clean--up for oil spillsup for oil spills

►► Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and RodenticideRodenticide
Act (FIFRA)Act (FIFRA)

Pesticide approval, use and managementPesticide approval, use and management

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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FEDERAL WATER QUALITY FEDERAL WATER QUALITY 
REGULATORY REGULATORY PROGRAMSPROGRAMS

►► National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) (NPDES) 

►► Federal Spill Prevention, Control and Federal Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasure (SPCC) ProgramCountermeasure (SPCC) Program

►► Federal Municipal Solid Waste Management Federal Municipal Solid Waste Management 
ProgramProgram

►► Federal Hazardous Waste ProgramFederal Hazardous Waste Program
►► Federal Sludge Management ProgramFederal Sludge Management Program
►► Federal Superfund ProgramFederal Superfund Program
►► Federal Toxic Substances Control ProgramFederal Toxic Substances Control Program

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

National Pollutant Discharge National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES)Elimination System (NPDES)

►►Administered by the U.S. EPA  [Title 40, Administered by the U.S. EPA  [Title 40, 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Chapter Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Chapter 
122 or 40 CFR §122]122 or 40 CFR §122]

►►Regulates:Regulates:
Municipal Wastewater (Sewer) DischargesMunicipal Wastewater (Sewer) Discharges
Industrial Wastewater (Process) DischargesIndustrial Wastewater (Process) Discharges
Municipal Storm Water DischargesMunicipal Storm Water Discharges
Industrial Storm Water DischargesIndustrial Storm Water Discharges
Construction Site Storm Water DischargesConstruction Site Storm Water Discharges

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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National Pollutant Discharge National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES)Elimination System (NPDES)––

ContinuedContinued

►►Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” structural” 
controlscontrols

►►Administered through a permit systemAdministered through a permit system
►►Includes requirements for public notice & Includes requirements for public notice & 

public involvementpublic involvement
►►Provides for delegation to approved statesProvides for delegation to approved states

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Federal Spill Prevention, Control and Federal Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasure (SPCC) ProgramCountermeasure (SPCC) Program
►►Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR 

§§112]112]
►►Regulates the storage and handling of Regulates the storage and handling of 

petroleum products and hazardous petroleum products and hazardous 
materialsmaterials

►►Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” structural” 
controlscontrols

►►“Self Implementing” system “Self Implementing” system –– submittals submittals 
only when requestedonly when requested

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Federal Municipal Solid Waste Federal Municipal Solid Waste 
ProgramProgram

►► Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR §256§256--259]259]
►► Regulates the transportation, storage, processing Regulates the transportation, storage, processing 

and disposal of municipal solid waste (garbage)and disposal of municipal solid waste (garbage)
►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through combination of permit Implementation through combination of permit 

program and “self implementation”program and “self implementation”
►► Includes requirements for public notice & public Includes requirements for public notice & public 

involvementinvolvement
►► Provides for delegation to approved statesProvides for delegation to approved states

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Federal Hazardous Waste ProgramFederal Hazardous Waste Program

►► Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR §260§260--273]273]
►► Regulates the generation, transportation, Regulates the generation, transportation, 

storage, processing and disposal of hazardous storage, processing and disposal of hazardous 
wasteswastes

►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through combination of permit Implementation through combination of permit 

program and “self implementation”program and “self implementation”
►► Includes requirements for public notice & public Includes requirements for public notice & public 

involvementinvolvement
►► Provides for delegation to approved statesProvides for delegation to approved states

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Federal Superfund ProgramFederal Superfund Program
►► Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR §300§300--399]399]
►► Requires the compilation and management of the Requires the compilation and management of the 

National Priorities List (NPL) for contaminated National Priorities List (NPL) for contaminated 
sites, governs the cleansites, governs the clean--up of those sites, and up of those sites, and 
outlines the Emergency Planning and Community outlines the Emergency Planning and Community 
RightRight--toto--Know programKnow program

►► Implementation through direct federal actions Implementation through direct federal actions 
and required reportingand required reporting

►► Includes requirements for public notice & public Includes requirements for public notice & public 
involvementinvolvement

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Federal Sludge Management Federal Sludge Management 
ProgramProgram

►► Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR §500§500--503]503]
►► Regulates the transportation, storage, processing Regulates the transportation, storage, processing 

and disposal of sludge from water and and disposal of sludge from water and 
wastewater treatmentwastewater treatment

►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through combination of permit Implementation through combination of permit 

program and “self implementation”program and “self implementation”
►► Includes requirements for public notice & public Includes requirements for public notice & public 

involvementinvolvement
►► Provides for delegation to approved statesProvides for delegation to approved states

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Federal Toxic Substance Control Federal Toxic Substance Control 
ProgramProgram

►► Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR Administered by the U.S. EPA  [40 CFR §700§700--766]766]
►► Regulates the creation, use, transportation, Regulates the creation, use, transportation, 

storage, processing and disposal of toxic storage, processing and disposal of toxic 
substancessubstances

►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through combination of permit Implementation through combination of permit 

program and “self implementation”program and “self implementation”
►► Includes requirements for public notice & public Includes requirements for public notice & public 

involvementinvolvement

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES 
PROGRAMS PROGRAMS –– Part 1Part 1

►►Administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and the National Oceanic Service (USFWS) and the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
[50 CFR §1[50 CFR §1--697]697]

►►Listing Program (ESA §4)Listing Program (ESA §4)
Includes procedures to evaluate and list Includes procedures to evaluate and list 
“threatened” and “endangered” species“threatened” and “endangered” species
Species Recovery PlansSpecies Recovery Plans

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES 
PROGRAMS PROGRAMS –– Part 2Part 2

►►““Federal Actions” (ESA §7)Federal Actions” (ESA §7)
§7(a)(1) requires all federal agencies to aid §7(a)(1) requires all federal agencies to aid 
conservation efforts for endangered species conservation efforts for endangered species 
§7(a)(2) requires consultation with USFWS on §7(a)(2) requires consultation with USFWS on 
direct federal actions, actions using federal direct federal actions, actions using federal 
funds, and the issuance of permits under funds, and the issuance of permits under 
federal programs, including delegated statesfederal programs, including delegated states

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES 
PROGRAMS PROGRAMS –– Part 3Part 3

►►Prohibition of “Taking” endangered species Prohibition of “Taking” endangered species 
(ESA §9 & §10)(ESA §9 & §10)

Prohibits taking, possession, sale, or transfer Prohibits taking, possession, sale, or transfer 
of certain endangered speciesof certain endangered species
Allows the issuance of incidental take permitsAllows the issuance of incidental take permits
Habitat Conservation PlansHabitat Conservation Plans

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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APPLICABLE STATE LEGISLATIONAPPLICABLE STATE LEGISLATION
►►Texas Water CodeTexas Water Code

Governs the protection, procurement, use, Governs the protection, procurement, use, 
storage, and return of water in the statestorage, and return of water in the state

►►Health and Safety CodeHealth and Safety Code
Governs the treatment & disposal of municipal Governs the treatment & disposal of municipal 
& industrial wastes, sewage sludge, & & industrial wastes, sewage sludge, & 
pollution cleanpollution clean--upup

►►Natural Resources CodeNatural Resources Code
Governs oil & gas exploration/production, Governs oil & gas exploration/production, 
mining, natural resource protection, &  mining, natural resource protection, &  
conservation easementsconservation easements

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

STATE WATER QUALITY REGULATORY STATE WATER QUALITY REGULATORY 
PROGRAMS PROGRAMS –– Part 1Part 1

►► Texas Oil and Gas Environmental ProgramTexas Oil and Gas Environmental Program
►► Texas Edwards Aquifer Protection ProgramTexas Edwards Aquifer Protection Program
►► Texas OnTexas On--Site Sanitary Facility (OSSF) ProgramSite Sanitary Facility (OSSF) Program
►► Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(TPDES)(TPDES)
►► Texas Sludge Disposal ProgramTexas Sludge Disposal Program
►► Texas Municipal Solid Waste ProgramTexas Municipal Solid Waste Program

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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STATE WATER QUALITY REGULATORY STATE WATER QUALITY REGULATORY 
PROGRAMS PROGRAMS –– Part 2Part 2

►► Texas Petroleum Storage Tank ProgramTexas Petroleum Storage Tank Program
►► Texas Industrial and Hazardous Waste ProgramTexas Industrial and Hazardous Waste Program
►► Texas Agricultural and Texas Agricultural and SilviculturalSilvicultural Water Quality Water Quality 

Management ProgramManagement Program

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Texas Oil and Gas Environmental Texas Oil and Gas Environmental 
ProgramProgram

►► Administered by the Railroad Commission of Administered by the Railroad Commission of 
Texas (RRC) [Title 16, Texas Administrative Texas (RRC) [Title 16, Texas Administrative 
(TAC), Chapters 1(TAC), Chapters 1--7 or 16 TAC §17 or 16 TAC §1--§7]§7]

►► Regulates the exploration and production of oil, Regulates the exploration and production of oil, 
gas & geothermal resources and the disposal and gas & geothermal resources and the disposal and 
cleanclean--up of wastesup of wastes

►► Implementation through various regulatory Implementation through various regulatory 
approvals, including registrations and major and approvals, including registrations and major and 
minor permitsminor permits

►► Enforcement by RRC Division officesEnforcement by RRC Division offices
Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Texas Edwards Aquifer Protection Texas Edwards Aquifer Protection 
Program Program –– Part 1Part 1

►► Administered by Texas Commission on Administered by Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) [Title 30, Texas Environmental Quality (TCEQ) [Title 30, Texas 
Administrative (TAC), Chapter 213 or 30 TAC Administrative (TAC), Chapter 213 or 30 TAC 
§213] §213] 

►► Regulates soil disturbance activities over the Regulates soil disturbance activities over the 
recharge zone, contributing zone and the recharge zone, contributing zone and the 
transition zone of the Edwards Aquifertransition zone of the Edwards Aquifer

►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through the approval of Water Implementation through the approval of Water 

Pollution Abatement Plans (WPAP)Pollution Abatement Plans (WPAP)

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Texas Edwards Aquifer Protection Texas Edwards Aquifer Protection 
Program Program –– Part 2Part 2

►► Special Requirements for:Special Requirements for:
Organized Sewage Collection SystemsOrganized Sewage Collection Systems
Underground Storage Tank (UST) facilities for Underground Storage Tank (UST) facilities for 
hydrocarbons and hazardous substanceshydrocarbons and hazardous substances
Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) facilities for Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) facilities for 
hydrocarbons and hazardous substanceshydrocarbons and hazardous substances
OnOn--site Sanitary Sewage Facilities (OSSF)site Sanitary Sewage Facilities (OSSF)

►► Enforcement by TCEQ central and region officesEnforcement by TCEQ central and region offices

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Texas OnTexas On--Site Sanitary Sewage Site Sanitary Sewage 
Facility (OSSF) ProgramFacility (OSSF) Program

►► Administered by TCEQ and delegated local Administered by TCEQ and delegated local 
governments [30 TAC governments [30 TAC §285]§285]

►► Regulates the installation, operation and Regulates the installation, operation and 
maintenance of maintenance of OSSF’sOSSF’s including septic tanks, including septic tanks, 
irrigation systems, proprietary treatment systems irrigation systems, proprietary treatment systems 
and othersand others

►► Utilizes primarily “structural” controlsUtilizes primarily “structural” controls
►► Implementation through a permit programImplementation through a permit program
►► Enforcement by TCEQ region offices and Enforcement by TCEQ region offices and 

delegated local governmentsdelegated local governments
Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Texas Texas PollutantPollutant Discharge Elimination Discharge Elimination 
System (TPDES) System (TPDES) –– Part 1Part 1

►► Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §307Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §307--317]317]
►► Regulates:Regulates:

Municipal Wastewater (Sewer) DischargesMunicipal Wastewater (Sewer) Discharges
Industrial Wastewater (Process) DischargesIndustrial Wastewater (Process) Discharges
Municipal Storm Water DischargesMunicipal Storm Water Discharges
Industrial Storm Water DischargesIndustrial Storm Water Discharges
Construction Site Storm Water DischargesConstruction Site Storm Water Discharges
Certain point and nonCertain point and non--point source dischargespoint source discharges

►► Approved delegation under the U.S. EPA’s NPDES Approved delegation under the U.S. EPA’s NPDES 
programprogram

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Texas Texas PollutantPollutant Discharge Elimination Discharge Elimination 
System (TPDES) System (TPDES) –– Part 2Part 2

►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through various regulatory Implementation through various regulatory 

approvals, including permits by rule, general approvals, including permits by rule, general 
permits, and individual permitspermits, and individual permits

►► Includes requirements for public notice & public Includes requirements for public notice & public 
involvementinvolvement

►► Enforcement by TCEQ central and region officesEnforcement by TCEQ central and region offices
►► Examples of regulated facilities/entities:Examples of regulated facilities/entities:

Municipal sewer plants of any sizeMunicipal sewer plants of any size
Industrial process wastewater plants of any sizeIndustrial process wastewater plants of any size

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Texas Texas PollutantPollutant Discharge Elimination Discharge Elimination 
System (TPDES) System (TPDES) –– Part 3Part 3

►► Examples of regulated facilities/entities: Examples of regulated facilities/entities: 
(Continued)(Continued)

Large and medium municipalities (Phase I) and small Large and medium municipalities (Phase I) and small 
municipalities in urbanized areas (Phase II) that municipalities in urbanized areas (Phase II) that 
own/operate/manage municipal separate storm sewer own/operate/manage municipal separate storm sewer 
systems (MS4s)systems (MS4s)
Construction sites larger than 1 acreConstruction sites larger than 1 acre
Certain industrial facilities with storm water dischargesCertain industrial facilities with storm water discharges
Pollution cleanPollution clean--up sites with treated water dischargesup sites with treated water discharges
Certain agricultural facilities (Concentrated Animal Certain agricultural facilities (Concentrated Animal 
Feeding Operations Feeding Operations –– CAFOsCAFOs) with point source and ) with point source and 
nonnon--point source discharges point source discharges 

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Texas Sludge ProgramTexas Sludge Program
►► Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §312]Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §312]
►► Regulates the transportation, storage, processing Regulates the transportation, storage, processing 

and disposal of sludge from water and and disposal of sludge from water and 
wastewater treatment plantswastewater treatment plants

►► Approved delegation under the U.S. EPA’s NPDES Approved delegation under the U.S. EPA’s NPDES 
programprogram

►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through various regulatory Implementation through various regulatory 

approvals, including notifications, registrations approvals, including notifications, registrations 
and permitsand permits

►► Enforcement by TCEQ central and region officesEnforcement by TCEQ central and region offices
Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Texas Municipal Solid Waste Texas Municipal Solid Waste 
ProgramProgram

►► Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §330]Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §330]
►► Regulates the transportation, storage, processing Regulates the transportation, storage, processing 

and disposal of municipal solid waste (garbage)and disposal of municipal solid waste (garbage)
►► Approved delegation from U.S. EPAApproved delegation from U.S. EPA
►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through various regulatory Implementation through various regulatory 

approvals, including notifications, registrations approvals, including notifications, registrations 
and permitsand permits

►► Enforcement by TCEQ central and region officesEnforcement by TCEQ central and region offices

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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Texas Petroleum Storage Tank Texas Petroleum Storage Tank 
ProgramProgram

►► Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §334]Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §334]
►► Regulates the installation, operation and pollution Regulates the installation, operation and pollution 

from underground and aboveground petroleum from underground and aboveground petroleum 
storage tanks (storage tanks (USTsUSTs and and ASTsASTs))

►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through registrationsImplementation through registrations
►► Enforcement by TCEQ central and region officesEnforcement by TCEQ central and region offices

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

Texas Industrial and Hazardous Texas Industrial and Hazardous 
Waste ProgramWaste Program

►► Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §335]Administered by TCEQ [30 TAC §335]
►► Regulates the transportation, storage, processing Regulates the transportation, storage, processing 

and disposal of hazardous and nonand disposal of hazardous and non--hazardous hazardous 
industrial solid wasteindustrial solid waste

►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through various regulatory Implementation through various regulatory 

approvals, including notifications, registrations approvals, including notifications, registrations 
and permitsand permits

►► Enforcement by TCEQ central and region officesEnforcement by TCEQ central and region offices

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004



21

Texas Agricultural and Texas Agricultural and SilviculturalSilvicultural
Water Quality Management Water Quality Management 

ProgramProgram
►► Administered by Texas State Soil and Water Administered by Texas State Soil and Water 

Conservation Board (TSSWCB) [31 TAC §523]Conservation Board (TSSWCB) [31 TAC §523]
►► Voluntary program to control pollution from Voluntary program to control pollution from 

certain agricultural operationscertain agricultural operations
►► Utilizes “structural” and “nonUtilizes “structural” and “non--structural” controlsstructural” controls
►► Implementation through water quality Implementation through water quality 

management plansmanagement plans
►► Enforcement by TSSWCB and district officesEnforcement by TSSWCB and district offices

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004

STATE ENDANGERED SPECIES STATE ENDANGERED SPECIES 
PROGRAMSPROGRAMS

►►Administered by the Texas Parks and Administered by the Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department (TPWD) [31 TAC §65Wildlife Department (TPWD) [31 TAC §65--
69]69]

►►Listing Program similar to Federal ES Listing Program similar to Federal ES 
programsprograms

Includes procedures to evaluate and list Includes procedures to evaluate and list 
“threatened” and “endangered” species“threatened” and “endangered” species
Natural Resource Protection/RestorationNatural Resource Protection/Restoration

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004
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QuestionsQuestions

►► Grant A. Jackson, P.E. Grant A. Jackson, P.E. 
Naismith EngineeringNaismith Engineering

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project September 2, 2004September 2, 2004



Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer 
and Its Contributing Zone 
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Appendix I 

Summary of Existing Local Water Quality Regulatory Programs 
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 b
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r 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t r

ig
ht

s,
 w

ith
 th

e 
re

su
lti

ng
 n

et
 im

pe
rv

io
us

 c
ov

er
 o

f 
10

%
 fo

r t
he

 re
ch

ar
ge

 z
on

e 
an

d 
15

%
 

fo
r t

he
 c

on
tri

bu
tin

g 
zo

ne
.

X

S
ec

. 2
5-

8-
51

4 
se

ts
 m

ax
im

um
 

im
pe

rv
io

us
 c

ov
er

 a
t 1

5%
 in

 
re

ch
ar

ge
 z

on
e,

 2
0%

 in
 c

on
tri

bu
tin

g 
zo

ne
 w

ith
in

 B
ar

to
n 

C
re

ek
 

w
at

er
sh

ed
, a

nd
 2

5%
 in

 re
m

ai
nd

er
 o

f 
co

nt
rib

ut
in

g 
zo

ne
.

X

C
ha

pt
er

 5
, S

ec
. 5

-4
 s

et
s 

m
ax

im
um

 im
pe

rv
io

us
 c

ov
er

 
lim

its
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

zo
ni

ng
, t

yp
e 

of
 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n,

 s
lo

pe
, f

lo
od

pl
ai

n 
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er

os
io

n 
co

nt
ro

l 
m

ea
su

re
s 

in
 o

rd
er

 to
 

ac
hi

ev
e 

m
ax

im
um

 
po

llu
ta

nt
 re

m
ov

al
.

X
X

E
st

ab
lis

he
s 

W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 
B

uf
fe

r 
zo

ne
s 

fo
r a

re
as

 d
ow

n 
to

 5
 a

cr
es

, 
w

ith
 w

id
th

s 
ra

ng
in

g 
fro

m
 2

5 
fe

et
 to

 
30

0 
fe

et
.

X

S
ec

. 2
5-

8-
92

 e
st

ab
lis

he
s 

C
rit

ic
al

 
W

at
er

 Q
ua

lit
y 

Zo
ne

s 
(C

W
Q

Zs
) f

or
 

al
l w

at
er

w
ay

s,
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

B
ar

to
n 

C
re

ek
.

X

S
ec

. 1
3.

10
9(

d)
(1

) 
es

ta
bl

is
he

s 
lo

ca
tio

ns
 a

nd
 

w
id

th
s 

of
 W

Q
B

Zs
.  

S
ec

. 
13

.1
11

(a
) r

es
tri

ct
s 

us
es

 
an

d 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 in

 W
Q

B
Z.

  
S

ec
. 1

3.
11

1(
b)

 p
ro

hi
bi

ts
 

ut
ili

tie
s 

in
 W

Q
B

Z,
 e

xc
ep

t 
at

 c
ro

ss
in

gs
.

O
ve

rla
nd

 F
lo

w
X

S
ec

.2
15

.5
(B

)(
iv

) a
nd

 
S

ec
.2

15
.5

(C
)(

iv
)r

eq
ui

re
s 

th
at

 th
e 

te
ch

ni
ca

l r
ep

or
t 

id
en

tif
y 

te
m

po
ra

ry
 a

nd
 

pe
rm

an
en

t m
ea

su
re

s 
m

us
t, 

to
 th

e 
m

ax
im

um
 

ex
te

nt
 p

os
si

bl
e 

m
ai

nt
ai

n 
flo

w
 to

 n
at

ur
al

ly
 o

cc
ur

rin
g 

se
ns

iti
ve

 fe
at

ur
es

. 
X

W
hi

le
 n

ot
 s

pe
ci

fic
al

ly
 m

en
tio

ne
d 

in
 th

e 
or

di
na

nc
e,

 th
e 

LC
R

A
Te

ch
ni

ca
l M

an
ua

l i
n 

A
pp

en
di

x 
B

(9
) t

he
 a

pp
lic

an
t s

ho
ul

d 
re

pr
od

uc
e,

 a
s 

ne
ar

ly
 a

s 
po

ss
ib

le
, t

he
 

hy
dr

ol
og

ic
 c

on
di

tio
ns

 o
f t

he
 s

ite
 a

nd
 

re
ce

iv
in

g 
st

re
am

s 
th

at
 e

xi
st

ed
 p

rio
r t

o 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t. 
Th

e 
pr

om
ot

io
n 

of
 d

iff
us

e 
ov

er
la

nd
 fl

ow
 a

nd
 a

cc
om

pa
ny

in
g 

in
fil

tra
tio

n 
in

 fl
at

 v
eg

et
at

ed
 a

re
as

 is
 

en
co

ur
ag

ed
.

X
X

S
ec

. 2
5-

8-
18

5 
re

qu
ire

s 
dr

ai
na

ge
 

pa
tte

rn
s 

to
 b

e 
de

si
gn

ed
 to

 p
re

ve
nt

 
er

os
io

n,
 m

ai
nt

ai
n 

flo
w

 to
 re

ch
ar

ge
 

fe
at

ur
es

, a
nd

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
ov

er
la

nd
 

flo
w

, w
he

re
 p

os
si

bl
e.

X

S
ec

. 1
3.

11
2 

pr
oh

ib
its

 
ov

er
la

nd
 fl

ow
 o

f 
un

tre
at

ed
 s

to
rm

w
at

er
 

fro
m

 d
ev

el
op

ed
 la

nd
 to

 
re

ch
ar

ge
 fe

at
ur

es
.

X

 F
lo

w
 V

ol
um

e 
Li

m
its

X

S
ec

. 2
13

.5
(E

) r
eq

ui
re

s 
th

at
 th

e 
te

ch
ni

ca
l r

ep
or

t 
m

us
t d

es
cr

ib
e 

m
ea

su
re

s 
th

at
 w

ill
 b

e 
us

ed
 to

 a
vo

id
 

or
 m

in
im

iz
e 

su
rfa

ce
 

st
re

am
 c

on
ta

m
in

at
io

n 
an

d 
ch

an
ge

s 
in

 a
 w

ay
 in

 
w

hi
ch

 w
at

er
 e

nt
er

s 
a 

st
re

am
. T

he
 m

ea
su

re
s 

m
us

t a
dd

re
ss

 in
cr

ea
se

d 
st

re
am

 fl
as

hi
ng

, t
he

 
cr

ea
tio

n 
of

 s
tro

ng
er

 fl
ow

s 
an

d 
in

-s
tre

am
 v

el
oc

iti
es

, 
or

 o
th

er
 in

-s
tre

am
 e

ffe
ct

s 
ca

us
e 

by
 th

e 
re

gu
la

te
d 

ac
tiv

ity
 w

hi
ch

 in
cr

ea
se

 
er

os
io

n 
th

at
 re

su
lts

 in
 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
de

gr
ed

at
io

n.
 X

S
ec

. 4
(b

) o
f t

he
 o

rd
in

an
ce

 re
qu

ire
s 

th
at

 
th

e 
m

ag
ni

tu
de

 a
nd

 fr
eq

ue
nc

y 
of

 p
re

-
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
ne

-y
ea

r d
es

ig
n 

st
or

m
 s

ha
ll 

re
m

ai
n 

th
e 

sa
m

e.
 In

 A
pp

en
di

x 
C

 o
f t

he
 

Te
ch

ni
ca

l M
an

ua
l f

lo
w

 v
ol

um
e 

lim
its

 a
re

 
de

ta
ile

d 
fo

r v
ar

io
us

 B
M

P
s 

in
cl

ud
in

g 
no

n-
st

ru
ct

ur
al

 a
s 

w
el

l a
s 

st
ru

ct
ur

al
 

te
ch

no
lo

gi
es

. 
X

R
eq

ui
re

s 
ca

pt
ur

in
g 

th
e 

ru
no

ff 
fro

m
 

th
e 

1-
ye

ar
, 3

-h
ou

r s
to

rm
 e

ve
nt

 a
nd

 
re

le
as

in
g 

ov
er

 a
 2

4 
ho

ur
 p

er
io

d.
X

S
ec

. 2
5-

8-
21

3 
(B

) e
st

ab
lis

he
s 

re
qu

ire
d 

ca
pt

ur
e 

vo
lu

m
e 

as
 th

e 
fir

st
 

1/
2-

in
ch

 o
f r

un
of

f p
lu

s 
an

 a
dd

iti
on

al
 

1/
10

-in
ch

 o
f r

un
of

f p
er

 1
0%

 in
cr

ea
se

 
in

 im
pe

rv
io

us
 c

ov
er

 a
bo

ve
 2

0%
 o

f 
gr

os
s 

si
te

 a
re

a.
  S

ec
. 2

5-
7-
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re
qu

ire
s 

on
-s

ite
 c

on
tro

l o
f 2

-y
ea

r 
st

or
m

 (i
.e

. n
o 

in
cr

ea
se

 in
 p

ea
k 

di
sc

ha
rg

e)
.

X

S
ec

. 1
3.

10
9(

b)
 s

et
s 

m
in

im
um

 v
ol

um
e 

fo
r 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
co

nt
ro

ls
 to

 
fir

st
 1

/2
-in

ch
 o

f r
un

of
f 

pl
us

 1
/1

0-
in

ch
 fo

r e
ac

h 
10

%
 in

cr
ea

se
 o

f 
im

pe
rv

io
us

 c
ov

er
 o

ve
r 

20
%

 o
f c

on
tri

bu
tin

g 
ar

ea
 

to
 a

 c
on

tro
l d

ev
ic

e.
  S

ec
. 
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.1

17
(f)

 re
qu

ire
s 

th
at

 
po

st
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t p

ea
k 

di
sc

ha
rg

e 
no

t e
xc

ee
d 

pr
e-

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t p

ea
k 

di
sc

ha
rg

e 
fo

r 2
-y

r s
to

rm
.

In
fil

tr
at

io
n

X

S
ec

. 2
13

 (4
)(

iv
) r

eq
ui

re
s 

th
at

 B
M

P
s 

an
d 

m
us

t 
m

ai
nt

ai
n 

flo
w

 to
 n

at
ur

al
ly

 
oc

cu
rin

g 
se

ns
iti

ve
 

fe
at

ur
es

 id
en

tif
ie

d 
in

 th
e 

ge
ol

og
ic

 a
ss

es
sm

en
t, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
 re

vi
ew

, 
or

 d
ur

in
g 

ex
ca

va
tio

n,
 

bl
as

tin
g,

 o
r c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n.

X

In
 A

pp
en

di
x 

C
 o

f t
he

 L
C

R
A

 T
ec

hn
ic

al
 

M
an

ua
l s

ev
er

al
 B

M
P

s 
ar

e 
id

en
tif

ie
d 

th
at

 
ca

n 
re

du
ce

 p
ol

lu
ta

nt
 lo

ad
in

g 
an

d 
fa

ci
lit

at
e 

in
fil

tra
tio

n.
X

X

S
ec

. 2
5-

8-
18

5 
re

qu
ire

s 
dr

ai
na

ge
 

pa
tte

rn
s 

to
 m

ai
nt

ai
n 

in
fil

tra
tio

n 
to

 
re

ch
ar

ge
 fe

at
ur

es
.

X

S
ec

. 1
3.

11
3 

re
qu

ire
s 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
co

nt
ro

ls
 to

 
be

 s
iz

ed
 to

 re
st

or
e 

pr
e-

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t i

nf
ilt

ra
tio

n 
ca

pa
ci

ty
.
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av
e

Ve
ge
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S
ec
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13

X

A
pp

en
di

x 
B

 a
nd

 C
 o

f t
he

 T
ec

hn
ic

al
 

M
an

ua
l i

de
nt

ify
 th

e 
us

e 
of

 v
eg

et
at

io
n 

fo
r 

bu
ffe

r a
re

as
 a

s 
w

el
l a

s 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 
st

an
da

rd
s 

fo
r r

em
ov

al
 o

f p
ol

lu
ta

nt
s.

 T
he

se
 

ap
pe

nd
ic

ie
s 

al
so

 id
en

tif
y 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

de
si

gn
 

cr
ite

ria
. A

dd
iti

on
al

ly
, t

he
re

 is
 a

 
re

qu
ire

m
en

t o
n 

th
e 

pl
at

 n
ot

es
 re

qu
iri

ng
 

th
at

 a
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ea
se

m
en

t b
e 

no
te

d.
 

Th
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

ea
se

m
en

t i
s 

to
 a

ss
is

t i
n 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n 
of

 w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
no

th
in

g 
ca

n 
be

 p
la

ce
d 

in
 th

e 
ea

se
m

en
t w

ith
ou

t t
he

 
sp

ec
ifi

c 
ap

pr
ov

al
 o

f L
C

R
A

. T
he

re
 is

 a
ls

o 
a 

re
qu

ire
m

en
t t

ha
t t

he
 e

as
em

en
t m

us
t b

e 
m

ai
nt

ai
ne

d 
by

 e
ac

h 
lo

t o
w

ne
r b

y 
pr

es
er

vi
ng

 a
nd

 re
st

or
in

g 
w

ith
 n

at
iv

e 
gr

as
s 

ve
ge

ta
tio

n 
on

ly
.

X
P

ro
hi

bi
ts

 d
is

tu
rb

an
ce

 o
f t

he
 

ve
ge

ta
tio

n 
in

 th
e 

bu
ffe

r z
on

e.
X

S
ec

. 2
5-

8-
12

1 
re

qu
ire

s 
E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l A

ss
es

sm
en

t t
o 

in
cl

ud
e 

V
eg

et
at

io
n 

R
ep

or
t. 

 S
ec

. 2
5-

8-
12

3 
re

qu
ire

s 
V

eg
et

at
io

n 
R

ep
or

t t
o 

de
m

on
st

ra
te

 th
at

 th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t p
re

se
rv

es
 e

xi
st

in
g 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 tr

ee
s 

an
d 

ve
ge

ta
tio

n,
 

pr
ov

id
es

 m
ax

im
um

 e
ro

si
on

 c
on

tro
l 

an
d 

ov
er

la
nd

 fl
ow

 b
en

ef
its

 fr
om

 
ve

ge
ta

tio
n,

 a
nd

 in
cl

ud
es

 a
 s

ur
ve

y 
of

 
tre

es
 o

ve
r 8

" i
n 

di
am

et
er

 m
ea

su
re

d 
4'

 a
bo

ve
 g

ro
un

d.
  S

ec
. 1

.6
.7

(f)
 o

f 
E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l C

rit
er

ia
 M

an
ua

l 
es

ta
bi

lis
he

s 
de

si
gn

 g
ui

de
lin

es
 fo

r 
ve

ge
ta

tiv
e 

fil
te

r s
tri

ps
.

X

C
ity

 o
f B

ud
a 

ad
op

te
d 

th
e 

C
ity

 
of

 A
us

tin
's

 E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l 
C

rit
er

ia
 M

an
ua

l (
ex

ce
pt

 a
s 

no
te

d)
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

st
an

da
rd

s 
an

d 
sp

ec
ifi

ca
tio

ns
 in

 th
e 

de
si

gn
, d

ev
el

op
m

en
t, 

an
d 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

of
 a

ll 
st

or
m

 w
at

er
 

qu
al

ity
 re

la
te

d 
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
.  

S
ee

 th
is

 s
ec

tio
n 

fo
r C

ity
 o

f 
A

us
tin

.
X

S
ec

. 1
3.

11
5 

pr
om

ot
es

 
pr

es
er

va
tio

n 
of

 n
at

ur
al

 
la

nd
sc

ap
e,

 re
qu

ire
s 

xe
ris

ca
pe

 a
nd

 lo
w

 
m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 v

eg
et

at
io

n 
fo

r a
ll 

no
n-

re
si

de
nt

ia
l 

si
te

s.

W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 
C

on
tr

ol
s

X

S
ec

. 2
13

.5
(4

)(
II)

 in
vo

lv
es

 
id

en
tif

yi
ng

, a
s 

pa
rt 

of
 th

e 
te

ch
ni

ca
l r

ep
or

t, 
re

qu
ire

s 
th

at
 w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

co
nt

ro
ls

 
be

 u
se

d 
to

 d
iv

er
t f

lo
w

s 
fro

m
 e

xp
os

ed
 s

oi
ls

, s
to

re
 

flo
w

s,
 o

r o
th

er
w

is
e 

lim
it 

ru
no

ff 
an

d 
th

e 
di

sc
ha

rg
e 

of
 p

ol
lu

ta
nt

s 
fro

m
 

ex
po

se
d 

ar
ea

s.
 S

tru
ct

ur
al

 
pr

ac
tic

es
 a

re
 id

en
tif

ie
d 

as
 

w
el

l a
s 

re
qu

iri
ng

 a
 

se
di

m
en

t b
as

in
 fo

r 
co

m
m

on
 d

ra
in

ag
e 

ar
ea

s 
th

at
 s

er
ve

 a
n 

ar
ea

 o
f 1

0 
or

 m
or

e 
ac

re
s.

 T
he

 
se

di
m

en
t b

as
in

 is
 

re
qu

ire
d 

to
 p

ro
vi

de
 

st
or

ag
e 

fo
r t

he
 c

al
cu

la
te

d 
vo

lu
m

e 
of

 ru
no

ff 
fro

m
 a

 2
-

ye
ar

, 2
4 

ho
ur

 s
to

rm
 fr

om
 

ea
ch

 d
is

tu
rb

ed
 a

cr
e 

dr
ai

ne
d.

 

S
ec

. 5
 o

f t
he

 o
rd

in
an

ce
 id

en
tif

ie
s 

w
at

er
 

qu
al

ity
 c

on
tro

ls
 th

at
 m

us
t b

e 
us

ed
 fo

r b
ot

h 
te

m
po

ra
ry

 a
nd

 p
er

m
an

en
t w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

co
nt

ro
ls

. A
pp

en
di

x 
B

(7
) o

f t
he

 T
ec

hn
ic

al
 

M
an

ua
l i

de
nt

ifi
es

 w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
re

qu
ire

m
en

ts
 th

at
 p

os
t-d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

ru
no

ff 
sh

al
l b

e 
de

ta
in

ed
 lo

ng
 e

no
ug

h 
so

 
th

at
 th

e 
pr

e-
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t b
an

kf
ul

 fl
oo

di
ng

 
co

nd
iti

on
 is

 a
pp

ro
xi

m
at

el
y 

m
ai

nt
ai

ne
d 

fo
r 

al
l s

to
rm

 e
ve

nt
s.

 T
hi

s 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 re

qu
ire

s 
re

du
ci

ng
 b

ot
h 

th
e 

pe
ak

 a
nd

 th
e 

fre
qu

en
cy

 
of

 b
an

kf
ul

 c
on

di
tio

ns
. A

pp
en

di
x 

C
 

pr
ov

id
es

 d
et

ai
ls

 a
nd

 d
es

ig
n 

cr
ite

ria
 fo

r 
B

M
P

s 
an

d 
w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

co
nt

ro
ls

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
bo

th
 n

on
-s

tru
ct

ur
al

 a
nd

 s
tru

ct
ur

al
 c

on
tro

ls
. X

R
ec

om
m

en
ds

 th
at

 a
ll 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
co

nt
ro

ls
 b

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 L

ow
 Im

pa
ct

 
D

es
ig

n.
X

S
ec

. 2
5-

8-
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1(
A

) r
eq

ui
re

s 
w

at
er

 
qu

al
ity

 c
on

tro
ls

 fo
r a

ll 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
in

 th
e 

B
ar

to
n 

S
pr

in
gs

 Z
on

e.
  S

ec
. 2

5-
8-

18
4 

re
qu

ire
s 

a 
W

at
er

 Q
ua

lit
y 

C
on

tro
l P

la
n 

fo
r a

ll 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t i
n 

th
e 

B
ar

to
n 

S
pr

in
gs

 Z
on

e.
X

S
ec

. 1
3.

10
9(

b)
 s

et
s 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
co

nt
ro

l 
vo

lu
m

e 
to

 b
e 

tre
at

ed
.  

S
ec

. 1
3.

11
6(

i) 
re

qu
re

s 
w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

co
nt

ro
ls

 fo
r 

al
l d

ev
el

op
m

en
ts

 
de

si
gn

ed
 in

 a
cc

or
da

nc
e 

w
ith

 th
e 

V
ill

ag
e'

s 
Te

ch
ni

ca
l C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 &

 
S

pe
ci

fic
at

io
ns

 w
hi

ch
 

ad
op

ts
 th

e 
C

ity
 o

f A
us

tin
 

E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l C
rit

er
ia

 
M

an
ua

l.

B
es

t M
an

ag
em

en
t 

Pr
ac

tic
es

X

S
ec

.2
13

.3
(5

) d
ef

in
es

 
B

M
P

s 
as

 m
ea

su
re

s 
de

si
gn

ed
 to

 p
ro

te
ct

 
gr

ou
nd

w
at

er
 a

nd
 s

ur
fa

ce
 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y.
 B

M
P

s 
m

us
t 

be
 s

up
po

rte
d 

by
 e

xi
si

tin
g 

or
 p

ro
po

se
d 

m
on

ito
rin

g 
st

ud
ie

s 
fro

m
 g

ro
up

s 
su

ch
 

as
 E

P
A

, A
S

C
E

, W
E

R
F.

 
S

ec
. 2

13
.5

(B
) r

eq
ui

re
s 

th
at

 a
 te

ch
ni

ca
l r

ep
or

t b
e 

pr
ep

ar
ed

 w
hi

ch
 id

en
tif

ie
s 

bo
th

 te
m

po
ra

ry
 a

nd
 

pe
rm

an
en

t B
M

P
s 

S
ec

. 5
 o

f t
he

 o
rd

in
an

ce
 re

qu
ire

s 
th

at
 

B
M

P
s 

ar
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

fo
r b

ot
h 

te
m

po
ra

ry
 a

nd
 

pe
rm

an
en

t w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
st

or
m

w
at

er
 

co
nt

ro
ls

. A
pp

en
di

x 
C

 o
f t

he
 T

ec
hn

ic
al

 
M

an
ua

l p
ro

vi
de

 a
 d

et
ai

le
d 

de
sc

rip
tio

n 
an

d 
de

si
gn

 c
rit

er
ia

 fo
r e

ac
h 

B
M

P
 th

at
 is

 
re

vi
ew

ed
. T

he
 d

es
ig

n 
cr

ite
ria

 a
re

 b
as

ed
 

on
 s

pe
ci

fic
 c

rit
er

ia
 b

ei
ng

 m
et

 a
nd

 re
m

ov
al

 
ef

fic
ie

nc
ie

s 
ar

e 
al

so
 e

st
ab

lis
he

d.
X

R
eq

ui
re

s 
bo

th
 c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

an
d 

po
st

-
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
B

M
P

s.
X

S
ec

. 1
.6

.9
.2

(D
) o

f E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l 
C

rit
er

ia
 M

an
ua

l r
eq

ui
re

s 
In

te
gr

at
ed

 
P

es
t M

an
ag

em
en

t P
la

n.
X

S
ec

. 1
3.

11
5 

re
qu

ire
s 

m
in

im
iz

at
io

n 
of

 
he

rb
ic

id
e,

 p
es

tic
id

e 
an

d 
fe

rti
liz

er
 u

se
, p

re
pa

ra
tio

n 
of

 p
es

tic
id

e 
an

d 
fe

rti
liz

er
 

m
an

ag
em

en
t p

la
n,

 a
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an
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at
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 p

es
t 

m
an

ag
em
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t p

la
n.
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.5
(4

) r
eq

ui
re

s 
th

at
 a

 te
ch

ni
ca

l r
ep

or
t b

e 
fil

ed
 d

et
ai

lin
g 

ho
w

 
te

m
po

ra
ry

 B
M

P
s 

w
ill

 b
e 

us
ed

 a
s 

w
el

l a
s 

a 
pl

an
 fo

r 
in

sp
ec

tio
n 

an
d 

fo
r 

m
ai

nt
en

an
ce

 a
nd

 re
pa

ir.
 

Th
e 

pl
an

 m
us

t a
ls

o 
in

cl
ud

e 
ca

lc
ul
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io

ns
 u

se
d 

to
 d

et
er

m
in

e 
th

e 
si

zi
ng

 o
f 

a 
te

m
po

ra
ry

 s
ed

im
en

t 
po

nd
. E

ro
si

on
 a

nd
 

se
di

m
en

t c
on

tro
ls

 s
ho

ul
d 

be
 d

es
ig

ne
d 

to
 re

ta
in

 
se

di
m

en
t o

n 
si

te
 to

 th
e 

ex
te

nt
 

pr
ac

tic
ab

le
.R

eq
ui

re
s 

th
at

 
dr

ai
na

ge
 a

re
as

 w
ith

 1
0 

ac
re

s 
of

 m
or

e 
ar

e 
di

st
ur

be
d 

a 
se

di
m

en
t 

ba
si

n,
 o

r e
qu

iv
el

en
t B

M
P

, 
th

at
 p

ro
vi

de
s 

st
or

ag
e 

fo
r 

a 
ca

lc
ul

at
ed

 v
ol

um
e 

of
 

ru
no

ff 
fro

m
 a

 tw
o-

ye
ar

, 2
4 

ho
ur

 s
to

rm
 m

us
t b

e 
pr

ov
id

ed
.

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
m

an
ag

em
en

t i
s 

re
qu

ire
d 

un
de

r S
ec

. 7
 o

f t
he

 o
rd

in
an

ce
. P

er
m

it 
pr

ov
is

io
ns

 re
qu

ire
 th

at
 L

C
R

A
 b

e 
no

tif
ie

d 
w

ith
in
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Pre-Development Checklist 
for the 

Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  

Pre-Development Checklist Page 1 of 6 3/05 

LOCATION OF PROPOSED PROJECT (please check one) 
  RECHARGE ZONE? 
  CONTRIBUTING ZONE? 
  WITHIN THE CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY OF ______________________________ 
  WITHIN THE ETJ OF THE CITY OF                                                      

NAME AND LOCATION 
PROJECT NAME  ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
SUBDIVISION NAME  ______________________________________________________ LOT__________ BLOCK______________ 
 
STREET ADDRESS___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
STREET LOCATION   _____________________________________________AT________________________________________ 
 
OR ___________________________ DISTANCE IN _________________________ DIRECTION FROM THE INTERSECTION OF 
 
________________________________________________AND__________________________________________ 

ATTRIBUTES 
                                                                 TR = Travis   HY= Hayes    
JURISDICTION __________________________                          COUNTY________         BL = Blanco 
 
IF WITHIN A MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT, GIVE NAME  __________________________________________________________ 
 
WATERSHED(S)___________________________________________________ IN RECHARGE ZONE?               YES     NO 
                                                      IN CONTRIBUTING ZONE?        YES     NO 
 
SIZE OF PROPERTY  __________________ ACRES 
 
SIZE OF PROJECT  __________________ ACRES 

RELATED CASES 
PRE-DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT CASE NO_____________________ SITE PLAN CASE NO ____________________________ 
 
ZONING CASE NO______________________________________ SUBDIVISION CASE NO_________________________________ 
 
OTHER 
(specify)__________________________________________________________________________ 
 

OWNER INFORMATION: 
 
NAME___________________________________________________ CONTACT _________________________________________ 
 
STREET ADDRESS  _________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY / STATE / ZIP ____________________________________________________TELEPHONE #_________________________ 
 
                          E-mail Address _______________________________________ 
 



Pre-Development Checklist 
for the 

Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  

Pre-Development Checklist Page 2 of 6 3/05 

PRIMARY CONTACT AGENT INFORMATION 
 
FIRM NAME_____________________________________________ CONTACT __________________________________________ 
 
STREET ADDRESS  __________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY / STATE / ZIP __________________________________________________TELEPHONE #  ___________________________ 
 
                          E-mail Address _______________________________________ 

ENGINEER INFORMATION: 
FIRM NAME ___________________________________________ CONTACT ____________________________________________ 
 
STREET ADDRESS___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY / STATE / ZIP ___________________________________________________TELEPHONE #___________________________ 
 
STATE OF TEXAS P.E. No.  _____________________________     E-mail Address _______________________________________ 

SURVEYOR INFORMATION: 
 
FIRM NAME ___________________________________________ CONTACT ____________________________________________ 
 
STREET ADDRESS___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY / STATE / ZIP ___________________________________________________TELEPHONE #___________________________ 
 
STATE OF TEXAS RPLS No.  ____________________________     E-mail Address _______________________________________ 

GEOSCIENTIST INFORMATION 
 
FIRM NAME ___________________________________________ CONTACT ____________________________________________ 
 
STREET ADDRESS___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY / STATE / ZIP ___________________________________________________TELEPHONE #___________________________ 
 
                          E-mail Address _______________________________________ 

DESIGNER (OR OTHER) INFORMATION (IF APPLICABLE) 
 
FIRM NAME ____________________________________________________CONTACT ___________________________________ 
 
STREET ADDRESS___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY / STATE / ZIP ___________________________________________________TELEPHONE #___________________________ 
 
                          E-mail Address _______________________________________ 

LAND USE CATEGORIES 
Single Family…………SF Planned Unit Development…………PUD Industrial…………IND 
Multi-Family…………..MF Commercial-Office………………….OFC Greenbelt………..GRBLT 
Duplex………………..DUP Commercial-Retail…………………..RET Right-of-Way…….ROW 
Public/Quasi-Public…PUB Commercial-Other…………………..COMM  
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PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION & LAND USE (by summary) - 
Describe the proposed project, as well as the proposed land use in detail, including any unusual features or attributes (e.g., a single-family residential 
subdivision including a total of __X__ number of single-family lots on approximately   X   acres; the project includes the use of vegetative filter strips, 
biofiltration, and multiple retention/irrigation systems for water quality treatment; Transferable Development Rights (TDRs) will/will not be utilized in the 
development of this project; wastewater collection will be by a pressure sewer system, with wastewater treatment by a centralized treatment system 
(TCEQ Permit No. 1XXXX-001) with ultimate disposal to a drip-irrigation system; water supply will be from a centralized distribution system through an 
interconnect with the ________________ water system; etc…): 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
          TOTAL     
LOT OR  LAND   EXISTING  PROPOSED     TOTAL    I.C. AREA  NUMBER   OTHER 
BLOCK   USE   LAND USE   LAND USE         ACREAGE       (AC.)    UNITS   DENSITY INFORMATION 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
 
_______ ________ _________ ___________ _________ __________ ________ _________ ________________________ 
(use additional sheet if necessary) 
  
 TOTALS:___________ ____________       PERCENT I.C. = _______________________________%  
              (Gross Site Area)      (I.C. Total)           (I.C. TOTAL / GROSS SITE AREA x 100) 
 
 
PLEASE NOTE: The signature below of an applicant or designated agent authorizes our staff to visit and inspect the property for which this application 
is being submitted. 
 
 
__________________________________________________________  ______________________________________ 
Applicant’s signature   Date 
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SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 

PRE-DEVELOPMENT
GENERAL SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS SUBD SITE PLAN 

Application form signed by record owner or duly authorized agent. • • 
Filing fee (See Subdivision handout). • • 
Folded copies of the proposed development layout or plan, existing and proposed land use plan or topographic map. • • 
Drainage plans. • • 
Copies of letter or report describing the project, potential waivers, variances etc. or providing necessary statistical data; a 
description of the intent and purpose of a proposed use of Transferable Development Rights (TDRs) or General Report on 
a Project Assessment. 

• • 

Copies of all covenants and restrictions which address any existing easements or land use restrictions. • • 
ITEMS RECOMMENDED FOR INCLUSION IN PRE-DEVELOPMENT 
SUBMITTAL PACKAGE: 

  

Date • • 
North point • • 
Scale:  Finals:  1" = 100'    Prelims:  1” = 50’ less than fifty acres 
                                                          1 = 100’ for 0-100 acres 
                                                          1 = 200’ for 100 + acres 

 
• 

 
• 

Accurate adjacent property lines and names of adjacent subdivisions. •  
Topography at two-foot vertical contours, maximum 100 feet horizontally apart based on City Standard or USGS date 
(identify which data used on plan). Extend topography 500 feet beyond the site. • • 

Slope map for buildable site area determination at: 0-15%, 15-25%, 25-35%, and >35%. •  
Boundary lines with bearings and distances. • • 
Acreage or square footage of subdivision or site. • • 
City limit line, when located in or near the site. • • 
Limits of construction, including access drives.  • 
Location of centerline of existing and  proposed water courses, railroads, drainage, and transportation features. • • 
Approximate limits of 100-year and 25-year flood plains. • • 
Location, size, and flowline of existing storm sewers/drainage structures in or adjacent to the subdivision.  • 
Names, locations, and sizes of existing and proposed streets, alleys, and easements, including pavement and right-of-way 
widths. • • 

Location of existing and proposed off-street parking, vehicle use areas, median breaks, sidewalks, and driveways.  • 
Location of existing and proposed parks (public and private), and any other public spaces on or adjoining the site. • • 
Location of environmentally sensitive areas (e.g. faults, fractures, sinkholes, bluffs, seeps, and springs); environmentally 
protected areas, as defined in watershed ordinances (e.g. water quality zones); scientific vegetation areas showing major 
tree and vegetation clusters and types from aerial photos or site checks. 

• • 

Location, diameter, type and crown size of existing trees eight inches or larger in diameter located on the site or having 
critical root zones extending into the site. • • 

Location of landscape islands, peninsulas, landscaped medians, and buffering of parking and vehicular use areas from the 
street view or any other landscape improvements. 

• • 

Location of any fences, walls or similar land improvements. • • 
Location of existing and proposed electric utility facilities on site and on adjacent rights-of-way. • • 
Location of all existing and proposed water distribution systems and wastewater collection systems to be utilized by the 
proposed development. 

• • 

Location and dimensions of existing structures (showing which are to remain and which are to be demolished; for 
demolitions,  show a dashed footprint) and proposed structures.  Include areas of structures in sq. ft. or acres. 

• • 

Proposed method of providing the following services: 
• Water service including gallons per day requirement 
• Wastewater disposal including gallons per day generated 
• Preliminary stormwater management analysis 
• Location of all required or proposed public facilities  

  

Phasing of development and manner in which each phase can exist as a stable independent unit consistent with provision 
of adequate public facilities and services.    
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PROCESS ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Please provide the following information, where applicable, regarding your proposed development. 
 
1. Total acreage of property to be developed is                   acres. 

Limit of construction for proposed development is __________ acres (limit of construction is an area within which any 
type of construction will occur, i.e., area for erosion controls, driveway, truck routing, etc.). 

 
2. Total amount of existing impervious cover is _______________ acres. 

Total amount of new impervious cover is _______________ acres. 
Total amount of proposed cover is _______________ acres. (existing + new) 

 
3. Will the project utilized Transferable Development Rights (TDRs) in development of the project?         Yes         No. 

If yes, please describe how TDRs will be utilized in developing the project. 
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

4. Please describe any unique aspects of the proposed project:____________________________________________ 
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

In each of the following questions 5-15, please mark either the “yes” or “no” box to indicate whether the 
statement applies or does not apply to your proposal; and if applicable, mark additional boxes and provide 
requested information regarding your project. 
 
 Yes No 
5.   Will a Municipal Utility District (MUD) be created? 
 
   Name of MUD ____________________________________________________ 

  
 Yes No 
6.   City water/wastewater service will be requested? 
  
 Yes No 
7.   Will a TCEQ wastewater discharge permit be necessary? 
 
 Yes No 
8.   The site has severe topographical or environmental constraints (steep slopes, faults, large 

  groves of trees, etc.). Describe the situation_______________________________________. 
   _____________________________________________________________________________ 
   _____________________________________________________________________________ 
 Yes No 
9.   Trees are located on site 

 8-inch and larger in diameter. 
 19-inch and larger in diameter 

 
 Yes No 
10.   Property to be subdivided into __________ lots (indicate the number of lots). 
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 Yes No 
11.   Will TDRs be utilized in developing the property? 
    
 Yes No 
   Have the TDRs already been secured? If yes, please list property owner of the TDR transfer 

tract:                                                             . 
  
 Yes No 
12.   Site will be cleared. 
 Yes No 
   Fill will placed on site. 
 
 Yes No 
13.   Current (Existing) improvements on the site: 
    Paved parking = ________________________ acres. 
    House  = ________________________ acres.   
    Other structure = ________________________ acres.   
    Driveway = ________________________ acres. 
    Other  = ________________________ acres. 
     Total:        =      ________________________ acres.   
 
 Yes No 
14.   Proposed (New) improvements on the site: 
    Paved parking = ________________________ acres. 
    House  = ________________________ acres.   

  Other structure = ________________________ acres.   
  Driveway = ________________________ acres. 

    Other  = ________________________ acres. 
     Total:   = ________________________ acres.   
 Yes No 
15.   Only moving location of wall 
    Paved parking = ________________________ acres. 
    House  = ________________________ acres.   

  Other structure = ________________________ acres.   
  Driveway = ________________________ acres. 

    Other  = ________________________ acres. 
     Total:        =      ________________________ acres. 
  
NOTE: Provide any additional information you may have, for example, flood plain information, etc. A sketch of the 
property with pertinent information would be helpful. The more information you provide, the more meaningful the 
assessment will be. Please use the back of this page or attach additional sheets, as needed. 
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ARTICLE _____ 
NONPOINT SOURCE POLLUTION CONTROL 

ORDINANCE 
Division 1. General Provisions. 

Sec. 1.101. Authority. 

This Article is promulgated under the authority of Sections 26.177 and 26.180 of the Texas 
Water Code and Section 401.002 of the Texas Local Government Code. 

Sec. 1.102. Scope of Authority and Jurisdiction. 

This Article shall apply to all territory within the incorporated limits and extraterritorial 
jurisdiction of the City of ________ (the City).  Any person proposing to develop or improve 
real property within the jurisdiction of the City is subject to the provisions of this Article.   

Sec. 1.103. Findings of Fact. 

1. The creeks, streams, drainage ways and other watershed areas within the jurisdiction of 
the City as well as those portions of those groundwater aquifers which underlie areas 
within the jurisdiction of the City are subject to actual and potential threats of pollution.  
These threats may result in public health and safety hazards, losses of endangered 
species, damage to the integrity of local ecological systems, disruption of commerce and 
governmental services, impairment of recreational and aesthetic values, and extraordinary 
public expenditures for pollution reduction and environmental protection, all of which 
adversely affect the public health, safety and general welfare. 

 
2. All watersheds within the City’s jurisdiction are undergoing development or are facing 

development pressure, which if not adequately and properly regulated can result in 
pollution of waterways and groundwater aquifers from many sources.  Sources of 
pollution include, but are not limited to, contaminated stormwater runoff; 
mismanagement of wastewater; discharges of pollutants from roadways, construction 
sites, and waste management areas; runoff of pesticides, fertilizers, and other nutrients 
from residential and agricultural land uses; and infiltration of such surface water 
contaminants to underground water-bearing formations. 

   
3. All watersheds within the City’s jurisdiction, and especially those with abrupt 

topography, sparse vegetation, and thin and easily disturbed soil, are vulnerable to 
degradation resulting from development activities. 

 
4. In many cases, land development activities have caused large quantities of soil to be 

eroded, displaced and transported to downstream locations.  This soil displacement and 
sediment buildup degrades water quality, destroys valuable environmental resources, 
clogs watercourses and storm drains, and impairs recreational opportunities for residents 
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of the City.  Therefore, soil erosion should be avoided or minimized to the fullest 
practical extent.  

 
5. The continued economic growth of the City is dependent on adequate quality and 

quantity of water, a pleasing natural environment, and recreational opportunities for 
residents of the City.  

 
6. If watersheds within the City's jurisdiction are not developed in an environmentally 

responsible manner, the water resources, natural environment, and recreational 
opportunities within the City could be irreparably damaged. 

 
7. The adoption of this Article is a vital step necessary to ensure the environmentally 

responsible development of watersheds and the protection of surface and subsurface 
water quality within the City’s jurisdiction. 

Sec. 1.104. Statement of Purpose. 

Non-point source pollution control management policies shall govern the planning, design, 
construction, operation and maintenance of drainage, erosion, and water quality control facilities 
within the City’s jurisdiction.  This Article sets forth the minimum requirements necessary to 
provide and maintain a safe, efficient and effective non-point source pollution control program 
and to establish the various public and private responsibilities for the provision thereof.  Further, 
it is the purpose of this Article to: 

(1) protect human life, health and property; 
(2) prevent losses of endangered species and habitat of endangered species; 
(3) protect the integrity of local ecological systems; 
(4) minimize the expenditure of public money for building and maintaining non-point 

source pollution control projects and cleaning sediments out of storm drains, streets, 
sidewalks and watercourses; 

(5) help maintain a stable tax base and preserve land values; 
(6) preserve the natural beauty and aesthetics of the community; 
(7) control and manage the quality of stormwater runoff and the sediment load in runoff 

from new subdivisions and developments; 
(8) establish a reasonable standard of design and performance for development which 

prevents erosion and sediment damage and which reduces the pollutant loading to 
streams, ponds and other watercourses. 

Sec. 1.105. Lands to which this Article Applies. 

This Article shall apply to all areas of land within the incorporated limits and extra-territorial 
jurisdiction (ETJ) of the City. 

Sec. 1.106. Technical Construction Standards and Specifications Manual. 

This Article is designed to be implemented and applied in accordance with an accompanying 
Technical Construction Standards and Specifications (TCSS) Manual, which describes in detail 
the technical criteria and procedures to be used to comply with the provisions of this Article.  
The criteria specified in the latest edition of the TCSS Manual are a part of the official non-point 
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source pollution management plan for the City.  Although the purpose of the TCSS Manual is to 
establish uniform design practices, it neither replaces the need for engineering judgment nor 
precludes the use of any information relevant to the accomplishment of the purposes of this 
Article.  Other generally accepted, or innovative and effective, engineering designs, practices and 
procedures may be used in conjunction with, or instead of, those prescribed by the TCSS Manual 
if approved by the City Engineer.  The TCSS Manual is maintained and available for inspection 
at the central administrative offices of the City. 

Division 2. Definitions. 

Sec. 2.101. General Definitions for Purposes of This Article.   

Unless otherwise explicitly stated in another section of this Article, the following terms and 
phrases shall have the following meanings: 
 

1. Agricultural Activities:  Pasturing of livestock or use of the land for planting, growing, 
cultivating, and harvesting crops for human or animal consumption. 

 
2. Agricultural Stormwater Runoff:  Any stormwater runoff from orchards, cultivated 

crops, pastures, range land, and other non-point source agricultural activities, but not 
discharges from concentrated animal feeding operations as defined in 40 CFR Section 
122.23 or discharges from concentrated aquatic animal production facilities as defined in 
40 CFR Section 122.24. 

 
3. Annual Pollutant Load:  The amount of pollution in stormwater runoff that is 

discharged from a developed site over the course of one (1) year; usually measured in 
pounds and based on an average year of rainfall.  The annual pollutant load is calculated 
by multiplying the pollutant concentration by the volume of runoff and does not include 
the background pollutant load. 

 
4. Applicant:  A person who submits an application for approval required by this Article.  

The applicant shall be the owner of the property subject to this Article acting in person or 
by and through the owner's authorized representative.  Documentation evidencing 
ownership of the property or the authority of the authorized agent may be required to be 
submitted. 

 
5. Application:  A written request for an approval required by this Article. 

 
6. Best Management Practices (BMPs):  Schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, 

maintenance procedures, and other management practices to prevent or reduce the non-
point source pollution of waters in the State.  The two basic types of BMPs for purposes 
of this Article are “structural BMPs” or structural water quality controls (which include 
engineered and constructed systems that are designed to control water quantity, water 
quality, and/or erosion and sediment deposits from stormwater runoff) and “non-
structural BMPs” (which include institutional and pollution-prevention type practices 
designed to prevent pollutants from entering storm water runoff or to reduce the volume 
of stormwater requiring management).  
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7. Bluff:  Geologic surface feature with a vertical change in elevation of more than forty 
feet (40') at an average gradient greater than four hundred percent (400%). 

 
8. Builder:  A person engaged in clearing, grubbing, filling, excavating, grading, 

constructing a pad, installing service utility lines and/or constructing or placing a 
building(s) or other structure(s) on a lot or other type of tract of land that is owned by the 
person and that will not be further subdivided into other lots. 

 
9. Commencement of Construction:  The disturbance of soils associated with clearing, 

grading, or excavating activities or other construction activities. 
 

10. Commercial Development:  All development other than open space, single-family, or 
multi-family residential development. 

 
11. Construction Limit Line:  The line marking the boundary of disturbance from 

construction. 
 

12. Contractor:  Any person, other than the owner, engaging in land development activities 
on land located within City's jurisdiction. 

 
13. Contributing Zone of the Edwards Aquifer:  The area or watershed where runoff from 

precipitation flows downgradient to the Recharge Zone of the Edwards Aquifer.   
 

14. Critical Environmental Features (CEFs):  Features determined to be of critical 
importance to the maintenance of water quality, including floodplains; wetlands, springs; 
caves; sinkholes; solution cavities, faults and fractures with solution enlarged openings; 
and highly erodible natural features. 

 
15. Developer:  A person who owns a tract of land and who is engaged in clearing, grubbing, 

filling, mining, excavating, grading, installing streets and utilities or otherwise preparing 
that tract of land for the eventual division into one or more lots on which building(s) or 
other structure(s) will be constructed or placed. 

 
16. Development:  All land modification activity, including the construction of building, 

roads, paved storage areas, and parking lots.  "Development" also includes any land 
disturbing construction activities or human-made change of the land surface, including 
clearing of vegetative cover, excavating, filling and grading, mining, and dredging, and 
the deposit of refuse, waste or fill.  The following activities are excluded from the 
definition: care and maintenance of lawns, gardens, and trees; minimal clearing 
(maximum ten feet (10') wide) for surveying and testing; and agricultural activities. 

 
17. Discharge:  Any addition or introduction of any pollutant, stormwater, or any other 

substance in a harmful quantity into a stormwater drainage system or into waters in the 
State. 

 
18. Discharger:  Any person who causes, allows, permits, or is otherwise responsible for, a 

discharge, including, without limitation, any operator of a construction site or industrial 
facility. 
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19. Domestic Sewage:  Human excrement, gray water from home clothes washing, bathing, 

showers, dishwashing, and food preparation, other wastewater from household and 
residential drains, and waterborne waste normally discharged from the sanitary 
conveniences of apartment houses, hotels, office buildings, factories, institutions and 
other dwellings, but excluding industrial waste. 

 
20. Drainage area:  The horizontal projection of the area contributing runoff to a single 

control or design point. 
 

21. Erosion:  The detachment and movement of soil, sediment, sand or rock fragments by 
wind, water, ice or gravity. 

 
22. Facility:  Any building, structure, installation, process, or activity from which there is or 

may be discharge of a pollutant. 
 

23. Fertilizer:  A solid or non-solid substance or compound that contains an essential plant 
nutrient element in a form available to plants that is used primarily for its essential plant 
nutrient element content in promoting or stimulating growth of a plant or improving the 
quality of a crop, or a mixture of one or more fertilizers.  The term does not include the 
excreta of an animal, plant remains, or a mixture of those substances, for which no claim 
of essential plant nutrients is made. 

 
24. Fill:  The manmade deposition and compaction of material to effect a rise in elevation. 

 
25. Final Stabilization:  The status of a site when all soil disturbing activities have been 

completed and (1) a uniform perennial vegetative cover with a minimum density of 
seventy percent (70%) of the cover for unpaved areas and areas not covered by 
permanent structures has been established, or (2) equivalent permanent stabilization 
measures have been employed, such as the use of riprap, gabions, or geotextiles. 

 
26. Flood or Flooding: A general and temporary condition of partial or complete inundation 

of normally dry land areas from (1) the overflow of inland or tidal waters, or (2) the 
unusual and rapid accumulation or runoff of surface waters from any source. 

 
27. Grade:  The vertical location or elevation of a surface, or the degree of rise or descent of 

a slope. 
 

28. Harmful Quantity:  The amount of any substance that will cause pollution of water in 
the State. 

 
29. Hazardous Household Waste (HHW):  Any material generated in a household 

(including single and multiple residences, hotels, motels, bunk houses, ranger stations, 
crew quarters, camp grounds, picnic grounds, and day use recreational areas) by a 
consumer which, except for the exclusion provided in 40 CFR §261.4(b)(1), would be 
classified as a hazardous waste under 40 CFR Part 261. 

 
30. Hazardous Substance:  Any substance listed in Table 302.4 of 40 CFR Part 302. 
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31. Hazardous Waste:  Any substance identified or listed as a hazardous waste by the EPA 

pursuant to 40 CFR Part 261. 
 

32. Herbicide:  A substance or mixture of substances used to destroy a plant or to inhibit 
plant growth. 

 
33. Impervious Cover:  Buildings, parking areas, roads, and other impermeable man-made 

improvements covering the natural land surface that prevents infiltration. 
 

34. Industrial Waste:  Any waterborne liquid or solid substance that results from any 
process of industry, manufacturing, mining, production, trade, or business. 

 
35. Infiltration:  The passage or movement of water into the subsurface of the natural land. 

 
36. LCRA:  The Lower Colorado River Authority and duly authorized official of the LCRA. 

 
37. Land User:  Any person operating, leasing, renting, or having made other arrangements 

with the landowner by which the landowner authorizes use of his or her land. 
 

38. Licensed Professional Engineer; Professional Engineer:  A person who has been duly 
licensed and registered by the State Board of Registration for Professional Engineers to 
engage in the practice of engineering in the State of Texas.  

 
39. Limited Plan Review:  A level of City review of development site plans that is less 

detailed than standard review procedures and consisting of a geometric review of 
proposed impervious cover overlaid on stream buffer zones and CEF setbacks with no 
requirement in the review process to demonstrate achievement of otherwise applicable 
performance standards. 

       
40. Multi-family Dwelling:  Three or more dwelling units on a single lot designed to be 

occupied by three (3) or more families living independently of one another, exclusive of 
hotels and motels.  Includes three-family units (triplex) and four-family units 
(quadriplex), as well as traditional apartments. 

 
41. Natural State:  The condition of the land existing prior to any development activities. 

 
42. New Construction:  Structures for which the "start of construction" commenced on or 

after the date of adoption of this Article. 
 

43. Non-Point Source (NPS) Pollution:  Pollution that is caused by or attributable to diffuse 
sources. Such pollution results in the human-made or human-induced alteration of the 
chemical, physical, biological, or radiological integrity of water. Typically, NPS 
pollution results from land runoff, precipitation, atmospheric disposition, or percolation. 

 
44. Non-Point Source Pollution Control Plan:  The drawings and documents submitted by 

an applicant seeking plan or permit approval under this Article.  Such a plan consists of a 
system of vegetative, structural and other measures to control the increased rate and 
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volume of surface runoff and reduce pollutants in the runoff caused by human changes to 
the land. 

 
45. Oil:  Any kind of petroleum substance including but not limited to petroleum, fuel oil, 

crude oil or any fraction thereof which is liquid at standard conditions of temperature and 
pressure, sludge, oil refuse, and oil mixed with waste. 

 
46. Operator:  The person or persons who, either individually or taken together, have day-

to-day operational control over a facility and activities at the facility sufficient to attain 
compliance with the requirements of this Article. 

 
47. Owner:  The person who owns a facility or part of a facility subject to the requirements 

of this Article.  
 

48. Pesticide:  A substance or mixture of substances intended to prevent, destroy, repel, or 
mitigate any pest, or any substance or mixture of substances intended for use as a plant 
regulator, defoliant, or desiccant, as these terms are defined in Section 76.001 of the 
Texas Agriculture Code.  

 
49. Petroleum Storage Tank (PST):  Any one or combination of aboveground or 

underground storage tanks that contain oil, petroleum products or petroleum substances, 
and any connecting underground pipes. 

 
50. Point Source:  Any discernable, confined, and discrete conveyance, including but not 

limited to, any pipe, ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, 
rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding operation, landfill leachate collection system, 
vessel or other floating craft from which pollutants are or may be discharged.  This term 
does not include return flows from irrigated agriculture or agricultural stormwater runoff. 

 
51. Pollutant:  Eroded or displaced sediment, soil, silt or sand resulting from development 

activities; dredged spoil; solid waste; sewage; garbage; chemical waste; biological 
materials; radioactive materials; abandoned or discarded appliances or equipment; and 
industrial, municipal, and agricultural waste which is or may be discharged into waters in 
the State.  

 
52. Pollution:  The alteration of the physical, thermal, chemical, or biological quality of, or 

the contamination of, any water in the State that renders the water harmful, detrimental, 
or injurious to humans, animal life, vegetation, or property, or to the public health, safety, 
or welfare, or impairs the usefulness or the public enjoyment of the water for any lawful 
or reasonable purpose.  

 
53. Preferred Growth Area (PGA):  Land areas within the incorporated municipal 

boundaries of the City which are defined through the comprehensive planning process 
described in Chapter 213 of the Texas Local Government Code as areas where future 
zoning is proposed to be industrial, commercial or high-density residential.  

 
54. Recharge Zone of the Edwards Aquifer:  That area where the stratigraphic units 

constituting the Edwards Aquifer crop out, including the outcrops of other geologic 
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formations in proximity to the Edwards Aquifer where caves, sinkholes, faults, fractures 
or other permeable features create a potential for recharge of surface waters into the 
Edwards Aquifer.  

 
55. Release:  Any spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting, emptying, discharging, 

injecting, escaping, leaching, dumping, or disposing into a stormwater drainage system or  
into waters in the State. 

 
56. Residence:  Any building, or portion thereof, which is designed for or used as living 

quarters for one or more families. 
 

57. Riparian Corridor:  The ecological areas within and adjacent to a floodplain that are or 
can be comprised of the following plant species:  Pecan, American Elm, Arizona Walnut, 
Bald Cypress, Black Walnut, Bur Oak, Cedar Elm, Little Walnut, Green Ash, Texas 
Surgarberry, American Sycamore, Eastern Cottonwood, Black Willow, and Live Oak. 

 
58. Rubbish:  Nonputrescible solid waste, excluding ashes, that consist of (A) combustible 

waste materials, including paper, rags, cartons, wood, excelsior, furniture, rubber, 
plastics, yard trimmings, leaves, and similar materials; and (B) noncombustible waste 
materials, including glass, crockery, tin cans, aluminum cans, metal furniture, and similar 
materials that do not burn at ordinary incinerator temperatures (1600 to 1800 degrees 
Fahrenheit).  

 
59. Runoff:  That portion of precipitation or precipitation drainage that flows by force of 

gravity across ground surface as sheet flow or in a stormwater drainage system towards 
water in the State.   

 
60. Sewer (or Sanitary Sewer):  The system of pipes, conduits, and other conveyances 

which carry domestic sewage and/or industrial waste from residential dwellings, 
commercial buildings, industrial and manufacturing facilities, and institutions, whether 
treated or untreated, to a sewage treatment plant and which are intended to exclude 
stormwater, surface water, and groundwater. 

 
61. Septic Tank Waste:  Any domestic sewage from holding tanks such as vessels, chemical 

toilets, campers, trailers, and septic tanks. 
 

62. Sewage (or Sanitary Sewage):  The domestic sewage and/or industrial waste that is 
discharged into a sanitary sewer system and passes through the sanitary sewer system to a 
sewage treatment plant for treatment. 

 
63. Single-Family Residence:  A dwelling designed and constructed for occupancy by one 

single family and which is located on a separate lot delineated by side and rear lot lines, 
including single-family detached and single-family attached (townhouses) dwellings. 

 
64. Solid Waste:  Any garbage, rubbish, refuse, sludge from a waste treatment plant, water 

supply treatment plant, or air pollution control facility, and other discarded material, 
including, solid, liquid, semi-solid, or contained gaseous material resulting from 
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industrial, municipal, commercial, mining, and agricultural operations, and from 
community and institutional activities. 

 
65. Spring:  A point or zone of natural groundwater discharge having measurable flow, or a 

pool, and characterized by the presence of a mesic plant community adapted to the moist 
conditions of the site. 

 
66. Start of Construction:  The first placement of permanent construction of a structure on a 

site, such as the pouring of slab or footings, the installation of piles, the construction of 
columns, or any work beyond the stage of excavation; or the placement of a 
manufactured home on a foundation. 

 
67. Stormwater Drainage System:  A conveyance or system of conveyances including 

roads with drainage systems, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, or 
storm drains designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water. 

 
68. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP):  A plan required by either the 

TPDES Construction Site General Permit or the TPDES Industrial General Permit and 
which describes and ensures the implementation of practices that are to be used to reduce 
the pollutants in stormwater discharges associated with construction or other industrial 
activity. 

 
69. Subdivision:  A division, or re-division, of any tract of land situated within the City's 

jurisdiction into two or more parts, lots or sites, for the purpose, whether immediate or in 
the future, of sale, division of ownership or building development.  "Subdivision" 
includes re-subdivisions of land or lots which are part of previously recorded 
subdivisions. 

 
70. TCEQ:  The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality or its predecessor or 

successor agencies as defined by law.  
 

71. TPDES General Permit for Construction Stormwater Discharges:  The Construction 
General Permit No. TXR150000 issued by TCEQ on March 5, 2003 and any subsequent 
modifications or amendments thereto. 

 
72. TPDES General Permit for Industrial Stormwater Discharges:  The Industrial 

General Permit No. TXR050000 issued by TCEQ on August 20, 2001 and any 
subsequent modifications or amendments thereto. 

 
73. TPDES Permit:  A permit issued by TCEQ pursuant to authority granted under 33 

USC § 1342(b) that authorizes the discharge of pollutants into waters of the United 
States, whether the permit is applicable on an individual, group, or general area-wide 
basis. 

 
74. Transferable Development Right (TDR):  Authorization to exceed the uniform 

intensity levels otherwise imposed under this Article on a less environmentally-sensitive 
tract of land resulting from voluntary relinquishment of development rights otherwise 
allowed under this Article on a more environmentally-sensitive tract of land (e.g., 
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through dedicated conservation easement).  A TDR can also result from the removal of 
existing impervious cover within an existing development with water quality protection 
measures not otherwise required by this Article.         

 
75. Variance:  A grant of relief to a person from the requirements of this article when 

specific enforcement would result in unjustifiable or unnecessary hardship due to out-of-
the-ordinary or extenuating circumstances.  

 
76. Water in the State (or Water):  Any groundwater, percolating or otherwise, lakes, bays, 

ponds, impounding reservoirs, springs, rivers, streams, creeks, estuaries, marshes, inlets, 
or canals inside the territorial limits of the State, and all other bodies of surface water, 
natural or artificial, navigable or non-navigable, and including the beds and banks of all 
water courses and bodies of surface water, that are inside the jurisdiction of the State. 

 
77. Water Quality Control:  An engineered and constructed device or system designed to 

protect water from pollution, control the rate and flows of stormwater runoff, and/or 
minimize erosion and sediment deposits from stormwater runoff.  

 
78. Watershed:  The total area contributing runoff to a stream or drainage system. 

 
79. Wetland:  An area that is inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a 

frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances does 
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions 
and conforms to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' definition.  Wetlands generally 
include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. 

 
80. Yard Waste:  Leaves, grass clippings, yard and garden debris, and brush that results 

from landscaping maintenance and land-clearing operations. 

Division 3. Non-point Source Pollution Control Measures. 

Sec. 3.101. General Prohibitions. 

(a) Except as otherwise specifically authorized by this Article or by the City, no person shall 
discharge, or cause, suffer or allow the discharge, of any wastes, substances or other 
materials into or adjacent to any water in the State which causes or will cause pollution of 
any water in the State. 

 
(b) Except as otherwise specifically authorized by this Article or by the City, no person shall 

introduce or cause to be introduced into a stormwater drainage system any pollutants or 
other discharge that is not composed entirely of stormwater. 

Sec. 3.102. Specific Prohibitions and Requirements for Protection of Stormwater 
Drainage. 

(a) No person shall introduce or cause to be introduced into a stormwater drainage system 
any discharge that causes or contributes to causing a violation of a water quality 
standard established by law. 
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(b) No person shall introduce, discharge, or cause, suffer or allow a release of any of the 

following substances into a stormwater drainage system: 
(1) any used motor oil, antifreeze, or any other motor vehicle fluid; 
(2) any industrial waste; 
(3) any hazardous waste, including hazardous household waste; 
(4) any domestic sewage or septic tank waste, grease trap waste, or grit trap waste; 
(5) any garbage, rubbish, or yard waste;  
(6) any wastewater from a commercial carwash facility; from any vehicle washing, 

cleaning, or maintenance operation at any new or used automobile or other 
vehicle dealership, rental agency, body shop, repair shop, or maintenance 
facility; or from any washing, cleaning, or maintenance of any business or 
commercial or public service vehicle, including a truck, bus, or heavy 
equipment, by a business or public entity that operates more than two such 
vehicles; 

(7) any wastewater from the washing, cleaning, de-icing, or other maintenance of 
aircraft; 

(8) any wastewater from a commercial mobile power washer or from the washing 
or other cleaning of a building exterior that contains any soap, detergent, 
degreaser, solvent, or any other harmful cleaning substance; 

(9) any wastewater from commercial floor, rug, or carpet cleaning; 
(10) any wastewater from the washdown or other cleaning of pavement that contains 

any harmful quantity of soap, detergent, solvent, degreaser, emulsifier, 
dispersant, or any other harmful cleaning substance; or any wastewater from the 
washdown or other cleaning of any pavement where any spill, leak, or other 
release of oil, motor fuel, or other petroleum or hazardous substance has 
occurred, unless all harmful quantities of such released material have been 
previously removed; 

(11) any effluent from a cooling tower, condenser, compressor, emissions scrubber, 
emissions filter, or the blowdown from a boiler; 

(12) any ready-mixed concrete, mortar, ceramic, or asphalt base material or 
hydromulch material, or from the cleaning of commercial vehicles or 
equipment containing, or used in transporting or applying, such material; 

(13) any runoff or washdown water from any animal pen, kennel, or foul or 
livestock containment area; 

(14) any filter backwash from a swimming pool, or fountain, or spa; 
(15) any swimming pool water containing any harmful quantity of chlorine, muriatic 

acid or other chemical used in the treatment or disinfection of the swimming 
pool water or in pool cleaning; 

(16) any discharge from water line disinfection by superchlorination or other means 
if it contains any harmful quantity of chlorine or any other chemical used in line 
disinfection;   

(17) any fire protection water containing oil or hazardous substances or materials 
(except for discharges or flows from fire fighting activities by a locally 
accredited Fire Department); 

(18) any water from a water curtain in a spray room used for painting vehicles or 
equipment; 

(19) any contaminated runoff from a vehicle wrecking yard; 
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(20) any substance or material that will damage, block, or clog the stormwater 
drainage system; 

(21) any release from a petroleum storage tank (PST), or any leachate or runoff from 
soil contaminated by a leaking PST, or any discharge of pumped, confined, or 
treated wastewater from the remediation of any such PST release, unless the 
discharge satisfies all of the following criteria: 

(A) the discharge complies with all state and federal standards and 
requirements; 

(B) the discharge does not contain a harmful quantity of any pollutant; 
and 

(C) the discharge does not contain more than 50 parts per billion of 
benzene; 500 parts per billion combined total quantities of benzene, 
toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX); or 15 mg/l of total 
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH).   

 
(c) No person shall introduce or cause to be introduced into a stormwater drainage system 

any harmful quantity of sediment, silt, dirt, soil, sand or other material associated with 
clearing, grading, excavation or other construction activities, or associated with 
landfilling or other placement or disposal of soil, rock, sand or other earth materials, in 
excess of what could be retained on site or captured by employing sediment and 
erosion control measures to the minimum extent required by this Article. 

 
(d) No person shall connect a line conveying sanitary sewage, whether domestic or 

industrial, to a stormwater drainage system, nor allow such a connection to continue if 
discovered. 

 
(e) No person shall cause or allow any pavement washwater from a service station to be 

discharged into a stormwater drainage system unless such washwater has first passed 
through a grease, oil, and sand interceptor which is properly functioning and 
maintained. 

 
(f) Regulation of Pesticides, Herbicides, and Fertilizers. 

(1) Any sale, distribution, application, labeling, manufacture, transportation, 
storage, or disposal of a pesticide, herbicide, or fertilizer must comply fully 
with all state and federal statutes and regulations including, without limitation, 
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) and all federal 
regulations promulgated pursuant to FIFRA; Chapters 63, 75, and 76 of the 
Texas Agriculture Code and all state regulations promulgated pursuant thereto; 
and any other applicable state or federal requirements. 

(2) Any license, permit, registration, certification, or evidence of financial 
responsibility required by state or federal law for sale, distribution, application, 
manufacture, transportation, storage, or disposal of a pesticide, herbicide or 
fertilizer must be presented to an authorized City enforcement officer for 
examination upon request. 

(3) No person shall use or cause to be used any pesticide or herbicide contrary to 
any directions for use on any labeling required by state or federal statute or 
regulation. 
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(4) No person shall use or cause to be used any pesticide, herbicide, or fertilizer in 
any manner that the person knows, or reasonably should know, is likely to 
cause, or does cause, a harmful quantity of the pesticide, herbicide, or fertilizer 
to enter a stormwater drainage system or waters in the State. 

(5) No person shall dispose of, discard, store, or transport a pesticide, herbicide, or 
fertilizer, or a pesticide, herbicide, or fertilizer container, in a manner that the 
person knows, or reasonably should know, is likely to cause, or does cause, a 
harmful quantity of the pesticide, herbicide, or fertilizer to enter a stormwater 
drainage system or waters in the State. 

 
(g) Used Oil Regulation. 

(1) No person shall: 
(A) discharge used oil into a stormwater drainage system or a sewer, 

drainage system, septic tank, surface water, groundwater, or water 
course;  

(B) knowingly mix or commingle used oil with solid waste that is to be 
disposed of in a landfill or knowingly directly dispose of used oil on 
land or in a landfill; 

(C) apply used oil to a road or land for dust suppression, weed abatement, 
or other similar use that introduces used oil into the environment. 

(2) All businesses engaged in the changing of motor oil for the public, all 
municipal waste landfills, and all fire stations shall serve as public used oil 
collection centers as provided by state law. 

(3) A retail establishment which sells oil in containers directly to the public for use 
off-premises shall post in a prominent place a sign informing the public that 
improper disposal of used oil is prohibited by law.  The sign shall prominently 
display the toll-free telephone number of the state used oil information center.  

Sec. 3.103. Non-point Source Pollution Control Management Performance Standards. 

(a) Except as otherwise provided in this Article, all development subject to this Article shall 
achieve the following design standards through the use of structural and nonstructural 
BMPs and water quality controls.  For each of the constituents below, the design shall 
demonstrate no net increase for the design storm event: 

(1) Total Suspended Solids  
(2) Total Phosphorus 
(3) Total Nitrogen 
(4) Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) 
(5) Fecal Coliform 

 
(b) The design storm event shall be the two (2) year, three (3) hour storm.  The pollutant 

loadings for this storm event shall be calculated in accordance with the TCSS Manual. 

Sec. 3.104. Impervious Cover. 

(a) Maximum limitations on impervious cover are established as follows on developments 
for which a site development plan is first filed after the effective date of this Article: 
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(1) For areas within the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone: 
 

(A) Five percent (5%) - for developments with scattered and disconnected 
impervious cover (i.e., no connected blocks of impervious cover greater than 
20,000 sq. ft.) and which have no hard-lined drainage conveyance structures 
(i.e., no curbs and gutters; no storm sewers; no ditches or swales).  For this 
classification of developments, no structural BMPs are required and only 
Limited Plan Review is required. 

 
(B) Ten percent (10%) - for developments reviewed under standard plan review 

procedures and not utilizing a Transferable Development Right. 
 

(C) Fifteen percent (15%) - for developments reviewed under standard plan 
review procedures and utilizing a Transferable Development Right. 

 
(2) For areas within the Edwards Aquifer Contributing Zone, but outside a Preferred 

Growth Area (PGA): 
 

(A) Seven and on-half percent (7.5%) - for developments with scattered and 
disconnected impervious cover (i.e., no connected blocks of impervious cover 
greater than 20,000 sq. ft.) and which have no hard-lined drainage conveyance 
structures (i.e., no curbs and gutters; no storm sewers; no ditches or swales).  
For this classification of developments, no structural BMPs are required and 
only Limited Plan Review is required. 

 
(B) Fifteen percent (15%) - for developments reviewed under standard plan 

review procedures and not utilizing a Transferable Development Right. 
 

(C) Twenty-Five percent (25%) - for developments reviewed under standard plan 
review procedures and utilizing a Transferable Development Right. 

 
(3) For single-family residential developments within the Edwards Aquifer 

Contributing Zone and inside a PGA: 
 

(A) Seven and one-half percent (7.5%) - for developments with scattered and 
disconnected impervious cover (i.e., no connected blocks of impervious cover 
greater than 20,000 sq. ft.) and which have no hard-lined drainage conveyance 
structures (i.e., no curbs and gutters; no storm sewers; no ditches or swales).  
For this classification of developments, no structural BMPs are required and 
only Limited Plan Review is required. 

 
(B) Fifteen percent (15%) - for developments reviewed under standard plan 

review procedures and not utilizing a Transferable Development Right. 
 

(C) Thirty percent (30%) - for developments reviewed under standard plan review 
procedures and utilizing a Transferable Development Right. 
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(4) For commercial and multi-family residential developments within the Edwards 
Aquifer Contributing Zone and inside a PGA: 

 
(A) Seven and one-half percent (7.5%) - for developments with scattered and 

disconnected impervious cover (i.e., no connected blocks of impervious cover 
greater than 20,000 sq. ft.) and which have no hard-lined drainage conveyance 
structures (i.e., no curbs and gutters; no storm sewers; no ditches or swales).  
For this classification of developments, no structural BMPs are required and 
only Limited Plan Review is required. 

 
(B) Twenty five percent (25%) - for developments reviewed under standard plan 

review procedures and not utilizing a Transferable Development Right. 
 

(C) Forty-Five percent (45%) - for developments reviewed under standard plan 
review procedures and utilizing a Transferable Development Right. 

 
(D) No Impervious Cover Limit - for developments qualified under subsection (C) 

above and where all building roof runoff is captured and used for landscape 
irrigation through rainwater harvesting techniques incorporating a 14-day 
landscape irrigation storage capacity. 

 
The above impervious cover limits are set forth in the following table for reference purposes:   
 

Location NO BMPs, 
Limited 
Review 

Standard 
Review 

Standard 
Review + 
TDRs 

Recharge Zone 5% 10% 15% 

Contributing Zone, 
Outside PGAs  

7.5% 15% 25% 

Contributing Zone, 
Single Family 
Residential Inside PGAs 

7.5% 15% 30% 

Contributing Zone, 
Commercial and Multi-
Family Residential 
Inside PGAs 

7.5% 25% 45% (or No Limit 
w/ rainwater 
harvesting) 

 
(b) No variances from the impervious cover limits set forth in this Section shall be granted.   
  
(c) Impervious cover limits in this Section are expressed as a percentage of the gross site 

area of the subject tract.  For purposes of calculation of impervious cover limits, the 
gross site area includes Water Quality Buffer Zone areas and Critical Environmental 
Features setback areas.   
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(d) Impervious cover shall include all man-made improvements which prevent the 
infiltration of water into the natural soil, or prevent the migration of the infiltration as 
base flow.  The following shall be considered as impervious cover: 

(1) roads, pavements, and driveways, except as provided in Subsection (e) of this 
Section; 

(2) parking areas; 
(3) buildings; 
(4) pedestrian walkways and sidewalks; 
(5) concrete, asphalt, masonry, surfaces areas, and paving stone surfaced areas; 
(6) swimming pool water surface area; 
(7) densely compacted natural soils or fills which result in a coefficient of 

permeability less than 1x10-6 cm/sec; 
(8) all existing man-made impervious surfaces prior to development; 
(9) water quality and stormwater detention basins lined with impermeable 

materials; 
(10) stormwater drainage conveyance structures lined with impermeable materials; 
(11) interlocking or "permeable pavers"; and 
(12) fifty percent (50%) of the horizontal surface area of an uncovered deck that has 

drainage spaces between the deck boards that is located over a pervious surface. 
 

(e) The following are not considered to be impervious cover: 
(1) existing roads adjacent to the development and not constructed as part of the 

development at an earlier phase; 
(2) naturally occurring impervious features, such as rock out crops; 
(3) landscaped areas and areas remaining in their natural state; 
(4) water quality controls and stormwater detention basins; and 
(5) stormwater drainage conveyance structures not lined with impermeable materials. 

 
(f) Restrictions on Siting of Impervious Cover: 

(1) Impervious cover shall not be constructed downstream of water quality controls. 
(2) Impervious cover shall not be constructed within Water Quality Buffer Zones. 
(3) Impervious cover shall not be constructed within Critical Environmental Feature 

setback areas. 
(4) Impervious cover shall not be constructed within the areas designated for on-site 

irrigation of treated wastewater effluent disposal/captured stormwater. 

Sec. 3.105. Transferable Development Rights (TDRs). 

(a) A Transferable Development Right may be obtained by an applicant for a subject tract 
(receiving tract) of land through any one, or combination, of the following methods:  

(1) The additional impervious cover acreage (up to the impervious cover 
percentage limits set forth in Section 3.104(a)) requested for the receiving tract 
must be offset by an equal amount of permanently established pervious cover 
acreage on a different tract (transferring tract) of land not included in the site 
development plan (e.g., through dedication to the public of an enforceable, 
recorded conservation easement).   

(2) The additional impervious cover acreage (up to the impervious cover 
percentage limits set forth in Section 3.104(a)) requested for the receiving tract 
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must be compensated by retrofitting an equal amount of development acreage 
with water quality protection measures not otherwise required by this Article.  

(3) The additional impervious cover acreage (up to the impervious cover 
percentage limits set forth in Section 3.104(a)) requested for the receiving tract 
must be compensated through any such other voluntary environmental 
enhancement project which makes an equal contribution to protection of the 
environment as determined in the sole discretion of the City.  

 
(b) The granting of a TDR is subject to the following terms and conditions:  

(1) If the receiving tract and the transferring tract are not both located within the 
jurisdictional limits of the City, a written approval for the transferring tract must 
be obtained from the local government with jurisdiction over development 
activities from the transferring tract.  

(2) A TDR for a receiving tract located in the Contributing Zone of the Edwards 
Aquifer must be obtained from either (i) a transferring tract located outside of a 
Preferred Growth Area in the Contributing Zone; or (ii) a transferring tract 
located in the Recharge Zone.  

(3) A TDR obtained from a transferring tract located in the Recharge Zone and used 
for a receiving tract in the Contributing Zone shall authorize the development for 
the higher impervious cover limit allowed by this Article for the Contributing 
Zone in determining the amount of required TDR acreage required from the 
transferring tract.  

(4) A restrictive covenant that “runs with the land” of the transferring tract and that 
describes the TDR must be filed in the county deed records. 

(5) A TDR used for a receiving tract located in the Recharge Zone must be obtained 
from a transferring tract also located in the Recharge Zone, and both such tracts 
shall have a combined impervious cover limit of 10%. 

(6) A TDR used for a receiving tract located in the Contributing Zone may be 
obtained from a transferring tract located either in the Recharge Zone or the 
Contributing Zone, but the transferring tract shall not be located in a Preferred 
Growth Area.  In such case, the combined impervious cover limit for the 
receiving and the transferring tracts shall be 15%.       

Sec. 3.106  Water Quality Buffer Zones (WQBZ) for Waterways 

(a) A water quality buffer zone is established along each waterway with the specified 
contributing (watershed drainage) area as follows: 
(1) Waterways with 32 - 120 acres of contributing area: The WQBZ shall extend a 

minimum of 100 feet from either side of the centerline of the waterway (total of 
200 feet of buffer zone). 

(2) Waterways with 120 - 300 acres of contributing area: The WQBZ shall extend a 
minimum of 150 feet from either side of the centerline of the waterway (total of 
300 feet of buffer zone). 

(3) Waterways with 300 - 640 acres of contributing area: The WQBZ shall extend a 
minimum of 200 feet from either side of the centerline of the waterway (total of 
400 feet of buffer zone). 
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(4) Waterways with greater than 640 acres of contributing area: The WQBZ shall 
extend a minimum of 300 feet from either side of the centerline of the waterway 
(total of 600 feet of buffer zone). 

 
(b) The minimum buffer zone set forth in Subsection (a) shall be expanded as follows:  

(1) In those cases where a FEMA 100-year floodplain has been established, or a 100-
year floodplain has been calculated and approved by a governmental authority, the 
buffer zone shall be expanded to encompass such 100-year floodplain plus an 
additional 25 feet beyond the edge of the floodplain. 

(2) In those cases where U.S. jurisdictional wetlands exist beyond the edge of the 
minimum buffer zone set forth in Subsection (a), the buffer zone shall be expanded 
to encompass the full extent of the wetlands plus an additional 25-feet beyond the 
edge of the wetland. 

(3) If two or more WQBZs overlap, the widest of the buffer zones shall be established. 
 
(c) Except as specifically provided in this Section, all development activities, including 

temporary construction activities, structural BMPs and landscaping activities, are 
prohibited in the Water Quality Buffer Zone of a waterway. 

 
(d) The following development activities within a WQBZ may be allowed in the sole 

discretion of the City: 
(1) critical utility crossings if the number of crossings of the WQBZ is limited to the 

maximum feasible extent; 
(2) critical roadway crossings if the number of crossings of the WQBZ is limited to the 

maximum feasible extent; 
(3) critical transportation crossings if the number of crossings of the WQBZ is limited 

to the maximum feasible extent; 
(4) hike and bike trails if provided for in an approved comprehensive development 

plan; 
(5) maintenance and restoration of natural vegetation; 
(6) water quality control monitoring devices; 
(7) removal of trash, debris, pollutants; 
(8) fences that do not obstruct flood flows;  
(9) public and private parks and open space, if human activities are limited to hiking, 

jogging, or walking trails, and excluding stables, corrals and other forms of animal 
housing; and 

(10) private drives to allow access to property not otherwise accessible. 
 

(e) Any development within a WQBZ allowed under Subsection (d) shall be designed 
and/or conducted in a manner which limits the alteration and pollution of the natural 
riparian corridor to the maximum extent feasible.  In no case shall any wastewater line 
be located less than one hundred (100) feet from the center line of a waterway unless 
the applicant demonstrates that installation of the wastewater line outside of this zone is 
physically prohibitive or environmentally unsound.  Any wastewater lines located in a 
WQBZ shall meet design standards and construction specifications set forth in the 
TCSS Manual to ensure zero leakage. 
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(f) All water quality control discharges and stormwater discharges onto a WQBZ shall 
only be in the form of diffused, overland sheet flow and shall have peak velocities of 
less than five (5) feet per second at the 2-year design rainfall event. 

Sec. 3.107  Setback Areas for Critical Environmental Features (CEFs). 

(a) A minimum setback area of one hundred fifty (150) feet is established around the 
outside periphery of all CEFs. 

 
(b) For a CEF which is in direct communication with the Edwards Aquifer, the upstream 

setback area shall extend out to the upper catchment divide of the CEF or three hundred 
(300) feet, whichever is less, but in no circumstances less than 150 feet.       

Sec. 3.108. Control of Erosive Flows From Developed Areas. 

(a) No untreated stormwater runoff from developed land shall be allowed to flow over 
critical environmental features. 

 
(b) To the maximum extent practical, all roof runoff from non-residential buildings shall 

have down spouts disconnected from the site stormwater drainage system. 
 
(c) To the maximum extent practical, all stormwater drainage shall be treated using 

overland flow methods to a grass-lined swale or other vegetated buffer.  The vegetated 
buffer shall be designed in accordance with the TCSS Manual. 

 
(d) Drainage patterns shall be designed to the maximum extent practical to prevent erosion, 

maintain the recharge of local seeps and springs, and attenuate the harm of 
contaminants collected and transported by stormwater.  All discharge points from 
stormwater retention and detention ponds or other accumulation areas shall provide for 
energy dissipation prior to exiting the site.  Overland sheet flow and natural drainage 
features and patterns shall be maintained to the maximum extent practical, rather than 
concentrating flows in storm sewers and drainage ditches.  Stormwater drainage 
structures shall be sized to maintain flood flow velocities below the velocity associated 
with the 25-year, 3-hour rainfall event.     

 
(e) For site designs that provide for discharge of stormwater into a waterway, adequate 

retention and detention shall be incorporated into the site design to limit flows into the 
receiving waterway to the level consistent with the volume of the two-year, three-hour 
rainfall event evenly distributed over a 24-hour period.    

 
(f) Construction of enclosed storm sewers and impervious channel linings are permitted 

only when the City determines that such storm sewers or impervious linings are 
protective of water quality. 

 
(g) Overland flow facilities for a stormwater drainage system shall be designed in 

accordance with criteria set forth in the TCSS Manual. 

Sec. 3.109. Infiltration. 
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(a) To the maximum extent practical, water quality controls shall be designed to restore the 
infiltration capacity to pre-development conditions.  Infiltration BMP's shall be 
designed in accordance with the TCSS Manual. 

 
(b) Infiltration systems shall be designed and located to avoid impacts to existing springs 

and recharge structures. 

Sec. 3.110. Steep Slopes. 

(a)     To the maximum extent practical, non-residential construction shall be limited to those 
areas with pre-development natural grades of less than twenty-five percent (25%). 

 
(b)     Erosion control, terracing and water quality control BMP's shall be designed in 

accordance with the TCSS Manual. 
 
(c)     A cut or fill with a finished gradient steeper than thirty-three percent (33%) shall be 

stabilized with a permanent structure. 
 
Sec. 3.111. Vegetation. 

 
(a) To the maximum extent practical: (i) landscape shall be preserved in its natural state; 

(ii) xeriscape and low maintenance vegetation shall be included in all non-residential 
development in accordance with specifications in the TCSS Manual; (iii) the use of 
herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers shall be minimized. 

 
(b) An applicant for a site development permit shall submit a Pesticide and Fertilizer 

Management Plan providing information regarding proper use, storage, and disposal of 
pesticides and fertilizers.  The plan shall indicate likely pesticides and fertilizers to be 
used.  The plan shall include two lists of pesticides and fertilizers: (1) those which, due 
to their chemical characteristics, potentially contribute significantly to water quality 
degradation; (2) those which, due to the chemical characteristics, potentially would 
result in minimal water quality degradation. 

 
(c) An applicant for a site development permit shall submit an Integrated Pest Management 

(IPM) Plan in accordance criteria set forth in the TCSS Manual. 
 
(d) Vegetative BMP's, such as vegetative filter strips, shall be designed in accordance with 

the TCSS Manual. 

Sec. 3.112. Structural Water Quality Controls. 

(a) Structural water quality controls (WQCs) shall be sized for the entire contributing 
drainage area for the following types of developments: 

(1) New multi-family residential development; new non-residential development; 
and new subdivision development.  

(2) Redeveloped multi-family residential development, redeveloped non-residential 
development, and all redeveloped subdivision development that increases total 
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impervious cover to a level greater than the impervious cover limits described 
in Section 3.104. 

(3) New single-family residential development which is not part of a subdivision 
development if such development has impervious cover greater than the 
impervious cover limits described in Section 3.104. 

 
(b) The volume of runoff required to be captured, isolated, and treated by each structural 

WQC, or series of WQCs operating in sequence as a treatment train, shall be as required 
in Section 3.103(b) and based on the contributing drainage area for the WQC or series of 
WQCs.   

 
(c) Stormwater runoff from the following areas shall not require structural WQCs nor be 

included in the calculation of the volume of stormwater runoff required to be captured, 
isolated, and treated by a structural WQC: 

(1) The full area of existing natural areas or restored natural areas from which 
stormwater runoff is routed around a WQC structure and which is restricted 
from development and from pesticides, herbicide, or fertilizer application 
through a plat note or restrictive covenant.  The drainage areas from which 
stormwater is not routed around a WQC structure and which blends with runoff 
from developed areas shall be included in the water quality volume 
calculations.  

(2) Fifty percent (50%) of the area using landscaping that requires no irrigation and 
no pesticide, herbicide, or fertilizer applications. 

(3) The area on which a WQC structure is situated. 
(4) Swimming pools which do not discharge its filter backwash into a stormwater 

drainage system. 
(5) Impervious surface areas used for stormwater collection and on-site irrigation. 
(6) Drainage from off-site areas which is routed around a WQC structure.  The 

drainage areas from which stormwater is not routed around a WQC structure 
and which blends with runoff from developed areas shall be included in the 
water quality volume calculations.   

 
(d) In determining the required level of treatment, the nature and volume of pollutant loads 

from all developed areas shall be considered including but not limited to the following: 
(1) areas of impervious cover; 
(2) the potential for pollutant impacts from industrial, commercial and other non-

residential types of development;  
(3) lawns, landscaping, and gardens using pesticides, herbicides or fertilizers; 
(4) golf courses, play fields and other recreational or greenspace areas using 

pesticides, herbicides or fertilizers; and 
(5) areas receiving wastewater effluent spray irrigation. 

 
(e) All WQCs utilized for any development or redevelopment project shall be designed by a 

licensed Texas professional engineer in accordance with the removal efficiencies and 
other technical criteria set forth in the TCSS Manual.  Alternative WQC technical criteria 
may be approved if it is determined in the sole discretion of the City that the alternative 
technical criteria will result in equal or greater water quality control performance as that 
required under this Article.     
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(f) All structural WQCs utilized in the Recharge Zone shall be modified or augmented to 

prevent direct infiltration and recharge from the WQC.  To meet this requirement, such 
WQCs shall utilize artificial linings, evapo-transpiration beds, or other methods designed 
and operated to prevent infiltration into the Edwards Aquifer even during periods of 
extended rainfall.    

 
(g) The erosion control requirements of this Article shall apply to all related land disturbed 

areas for a development project including off-site borrow areas, off-site spoil areas and 
off-site construction staging areas.   

 
(h) The peak runoff rate for developed conditions shall not exceed the peak runoff rate for 

pre-development conditions for the two-year storm event.  Peak runoff rate calculations 
shall comply with the criteria set forth in the TCSS Manual. 

 
(i) To provide necessary access for maintenance and monitoring, water quality controls shall 

be located within an area dedicated to the public by easement, deed restriction, or 
recorded plat notation.  The dedicatory instrument shall note that water quality 
restrictions exist on the property and that any alternative use or alteration of the property 
must be approved in writing by the City. 

Sec. 3.113. Isolation of Roof Runoff and Irrigation. 

(a) A roof rainfall runoff capture system approved under this Article shall comply with 
the following minimum requirements: 
(1) The entire system including rainwater collection, conveyance and storage,   

shall be isolated from the site stormwater system. 
(2) The collected rainwater shall be used for on-site irrigation or other purposes as 

approved by the City.   
(3) The system shall comply with the pollution control performance standards of 

Section 3.103.  
(4) The on-site irrigation system shall be designed in accordance with standard 

irrigation practices considering such factors as soil type, slope, and vegetative 
uptake rates. 

Sec. 3.114. Natural Waterway Erosion Hazard Setbacks.   

(a) The City may require preservation of an existing channel or waterway for use as a natural 
floodplain through the establishment of erosion hazard setbacks in accordance with the 
TCSS Manual.  No building, fence, wall, deck, swimming pool or other structure shall be 
located, constructed or maintained within the area encompassing the setback. 

 
(b) As an alternative to the establishment of an erosion hazard setback, an existing channel 

or waterway may be preserved and protected through a bank stabilization and protection 
plan as approved by the City. 

 

Sec. 3.115. Wastewater Treatment by Land Application.   
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(a) Wastewater treatment and disposal by spray surface irrigation, subsurface drip irrigation, 
evapotranspiration, or other forms of land application of wastewater is prohibited unless 
approved in advance in writing by the City.   

 
(b) Land application of treated wastewater is prohibited:  

(1) unless the wastewater is first treated to the levels required by Section 3.101; 
(2) on a slope with a gradient of more than ten percent (10%); 
(3) in a Water Quality Buffer Zone;  
(4) in a CEF setback area; 
(5) in a 100-year floodplain; 
(6) in an area intersected by a concentrated stormwater flow channel; 
(7) during wet weather conditions; 
(8) if the rate and timing of wastewater application exceeds the agronomic uptake 

rate of the vegetation being cultivated on the irrigation site; and   
(9) under any conditions that result in off-site migration of the wastewater or waste 

constituents. 
 

(c)  Prior to commencement of land application of wastewater, the project applicant shall 
submit a Wastewater Irrigation Plan including a site specific soil analysis and soil profile.  
The Wastewater Irrigation Plan shall be prepared and sealed by a Texas licensed 
professional engineer, licensed geoscientist, or licensed sanitarian with knowledge of the 
soils in the area of the proposed irrigation site. 

 
(d)  The design wastewater hydraulic application rate as determined under the Wastewater 

Irrigation Plan shall utilize a safety factor of 1.50 applied to the measured soil infiltration 
rate.  All land application of treated wastewater shall be performed in accordance with 
applicable TCEQ standards and permit requirements and in accordance with other 
technical criteria set forth in the TCSS Manual. 

Sec. 3.116. Operation and Maintenance of Water Quality Controls. 

(a) An applicant for a site development permit shall submit a WQC Maintenance Plan 
describing the specific measures proposed for operating, monitoring, and maintaining 
each water quality control proposed for a development project as required by this 
Article.  The measures described in the WQC Maintenance Plan shall be consistent 
with the guidelines set forth in the TCSS Manual and shall comply with the financial 
assurance requirements of Section 4.106 of this Article.  City approval of the WQC 
Maintenance Plan is required prior to issuance of a site development permit.  

 
(b) Upon City approval of the WQC Maintenance Plan, the project applicant shall record 

in the county deed records and on any recorded plat(s) for the development a notation 
stating that the property is subject to a Water Quality Control Maintenance Plan on file 
at the City’s administrative offices.  Upon transferring title to the property, or any 
subdivided portion thereof, the applicant shall establish a deed restriction stating that 
the property is subject to a Water Quality Control Maintenance Plan on file at the 
City’s administrative offices.   
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(c) All applicants shall operate, monitor, and maintain each water quality control required 
by this Article in accordance with the WQC Maintenance Plan and the requirements of 
this Article.  

 
(d) The WQC Maintenance Plan may provide for transfer of responsibility for WQC 

operation and maintenance activities to: (1) a groundwater district, a municipal utility 
district, a public utility district, or any other special district created under state law; (2) 
a homeowners' or property owners’ association; (3) a natural resources conservation or 
other environmental interest group; or (4) any similar third party entity.  Transfer of 
responsibility to any such entity requires the advance written consent of the City.  Any 
entity assuming responsibility for WQC operation and maintenance shall also assume 
responsibility for the financial assurance required by Section 4.106 of this Article.  

 

Division 4. Administration 

Sec. 4.101. Summary of Review and Approval Process. 

An applicant for a development project shall comply with all established City pre-development 
review and approval requirements as otherwise required by City Code.  Those Code 
requirements relating to water quality protection and non-point source pollution control are 
described in the following subsections: 
 

(a) Preliminary Plat.  The preliminary plat shall generally describe the various land uses 
and water quality controls proposed for the property.  The preliminary plat at a 
minimum shall identify the following:  

(1) residential, commercial and industrial lots and land uses; 
(2) development densities for all land uses;   
(3) identification of streams, drainage ways and other waterways, plus associated 

water quality buffer zones; 
(4) FEMA-designated floodplain areas; 
(5) Critical Environmental Features and CEF setback areas; 
(6) areas with slopes greater than five percent (5%); 
(7) parks, greenbelts and recreational areas;  
(8) a preliminary soils assessment; 
(9) proposed stormwater and wastewater management areas and strategies;  
(10) roadway easements and transportation plans; and 
(11) utility easements and utility service plans. 
 

(b) Final Plat.  The final plat shall provide specific detailed information on the various land 
uses and water quality controls proposed for the property as identified in a site 
development plan submitted with an application for final plat approval.  The 
application for final plat approval and site development plan shall be prepared and 
sealed by a Texas licensed professional engineer and, at a minimum, shall identify the 
following:  

(1) final designation of residential, commercial and industrial lots and land uses, 
including a detailed evaluation of development densities based on the gross site 
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area method demonstrating compliance with all applicable impervious cover 
requirements;   

(2) streams, drainage ways and other waterways, plus associated water quality 
buffer zones; 

(3) FEMA-designated floodplain areas; 
(4) detailed characterization of Critical Environmental Features and CEF setback 

areas; 
(5) identification of the slopes of all different land use areas within the 

development; 
(6) final designation of all dedicated parks, greenbelts and recreational areas;  
(7) a detailed soils assessment identifying the soil types and depths in all areas of 

the development; 
(8) temporary erosion and sedimentation controls to be utilized during construction 

activities;  
(9) detailed description of stormwater, wastewater and erosion management 

controls and strategies, including (i) type and location of all structural water 
quality controls, (ii) pollutant loading calculations for undeveloped and 
developed conditions, (iii) estimated runoff quantities and runoff rates, (iv) 
storage volumes, and (v) application, infiltration and discharge rate 
calculations; 

(10) the Wastewater Irrigation Plan required by Section 3.115; 
(11) the WQC Maintenance Plan required by Section 3.116, including evidence of 

WQC financial assurance as required by Section 4.106; 
(12) a detailed transportation plan describing measures for protection of roadway 

stream crossings and identifying final roadway easements; 
(13) a detailed utility service plan describing measures for protection of utility 

stream crossings and identifying final utility easements; 
(14) evidence of an adequate and reliable source of potable water for the 

development at full build-out; 
(15) a complete listing of all water quality related permits, registrations and 

approvals required by any local, state or federal governmental agency or 
district; and 

(16) sequencing of construction activities.  
 
(c) Final Construction Plans.  Final plans for the construction of the proposed development 

as described in the final plat and site development plan shall be submitted to the City 
when applying for a building permit or the site development permit as required by City 
Code: 

(1) any modifications(s) or update(s) to the site development plan submitted with 
the application for final plat approval; 

(2) final construction drawings and specifications, including a Texas licensed 
engineer’s concurrence letter, for the water quality controls constructed as 
identified in the site development plan; 

(3) copies of permits or other evidence of approvals by any local, state or federal 
agency or district with authority over water quality protection aspects of the 
development, including but not limited to:  

(A) any Edwards Aquifer water pollution abatement plan as required by 
TCEQ rules; 
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(B) any federal Clean Water Act Section 404 permit; 
(C) any TPDES construction stormwater general permit and, if 

applicable, any required industrial stormwater general permit, 
including a copy of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), copies of all Notices of Intent (NOIs) to be covered by the 
general stormwater permit, and copies of all regulatory agency 
responses to the SWPPP and NOI; 

(D) any wastewater discharge permit issued under Chapter 26 of the 
Texas Water Code; 

(4) copies of all recorded roadway and utility easements and rights-of-way; 
(5) copies of all instruments dedicating public parklands, greenbelts and 

recreational areas; 
(6) copies of all instruments dedicating water quality control public improvements; 
(7) any modification(s) or update(s) to the Wastewater Irrigation Plan required by 

Section 3.115;  
(8) any modification(s) or update(s) to the WQC Maintenance Plan required by 

Section 3.116; 
(9) evidence of WQC financial assurance as required by Section 4.106; and 
(10) the Non-Point Source Pollution Control Permit required by Section 4.103. 

Sec. 4.102. Charges and Fees. 

(a) The City may adopt reasonable fees for reimbursement of the City’s costs 
of implementing and administering the requirements of this Article which costs may 
include, but not be limited to, the following: 

(1) costs of monitoring and inspecting water quality controls; 
(2) costs of collecting and analyzing wastewater and stormwater discharges and 

reviewing discharge monitoring reports; 
(3) costs of reviewing spill and release reports and costs of responding to spills and 

releases of oil, hazardous substances and other pollutants; 
(4) costs of reviewing applications for permits and other approvals required by this 

Article; 
(5) costs of reviewing applications for approvals of concept plans, preliminary and 

final plats, site development plans, and construction plans; 
(6) costs of conducting field inspections; 
(7) costs of consulting with the applicant concerning the applicant's development 

project; and 
(8) other reasonable and necessary costs of carrying out the requirements of this 

Article.   
 

(b) The fees and charges authorized under this Section shall be as shown in the City’s 
Code of Ordinances, and may be amended from time to time.  It is the developer's or 
owner's responsibility to obtain and comply with the City’s current fee schedule.  The 
fees authorized by this Section are separate from all other fees, fines, and penalties 
chargeable by the City under other provisions of the City Code. 

Sec. 4.103. Non-Point Source (NPS) Pollution Control Permit. 
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(a) Except as provided in subsection (c), a NPS Pollution Control Permit is required for 
the development of any land within the City and its ETJ to ensure that water quality 
protection measures are implemented as required by this Article.  Prior to issuance of 
a building permit or a site development permit, a person proposing to develop land 
shall pay an application fee and submit a complete application for a NPS Pollution 
Control Permit. By submitting an application, the applicant is authorizing the City to 
enter applicant’s land to obtain information required for the review of the permit 
application. 

 
(b) An NPS pollution control permit shall be required for all re-development of existing 

development and for all utility construction within the City and its ETJ. 
 
(c) A NPS Pollution Control Permit is not required for the following types of 

development: 
(1) Single-Family Residences Not Within a Platted Subdivision.  No permit is 

required for new construction of a single-family residence on a single-family 
lot which is not part of a platted subdivision.  Landowners undertaking such 
construction shall, however, utilize the measures for controlling erosion and 
sedimentation and for controlling non-point source pollution as described in 
the TCSS Manual during the construction process.  At the time of application 
for building permits from the City, such landowners shall submit a description 
of the erosion and sedimentation control measures and the non-point source 
pollution control measures that will be used. 

(2) Existing Development.  No permit is required for development in existence or 
authorized under an approved final plat on the effective date of this Article.  
However, any re-development or other improvements made after the effective 
date of this Article which require a new or modified water quality control must 
be authorized by a permit and meet the performance standards in Section 
3.103. 

(3) Utility Maintenance.  No permit is required for routine maintenance and repairs  
of utility lines if the landowner complies with the guidelines set forth in the 
TCSS manual for such activity. 

 
(d) Processing of NPS Pollution Control Permit Applications. 

(1) Preparation of Permit Applications.  Applicants required to obtain a NPS 
Pollution Control Permit shall prepare the permit application in accordance 
with the requirements of this Article and the TCSS Manual. 

(2) Review and Approval of Permit Applications. 
(A) General.  The City shall review an application for a NPS Pollution 

Control Permit in conjunction with the review of applications for site 
development permits and subdivision plat approvals. 

(B) Technical Review.  Once the application is accepted by the City as an 
administratively complete submittal, the City will conduct a technical 
review of the permit application. The technical review period 
commences upon acceptance of an administratively complete 
application and continues for a period of up to fifteen (15) calendar 
days.   
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(C) Requests for Additional Information.  The City will notify the 
applicant in writing of any additional information needed by the City 
to conduct a complete technical review.  An applicant shall have 
thirty (30) calendar days to submit the requested information or revise 
the application.  If the applicant provides the additional information 
within the thirty (30) day period, the technical review period shall be 
extended for no more than fifteen (15) calendar days.  If the applicant 
does not provide the additional information within the thirty (30) day 
period, the City may withhold approval of any preliminary or final 
plats or site development plans until such time as the additional 
information is submitted by the applicant. 

(3) Application Fees.  The application and review fee and charges shall be as 
shown in the City's Code of Ordinances. 

(4) Financial Assurance.  A demonstration of financial assurance as required by 
Section 4.106 shall be provided with the application for NPS Pollution Control 
Permit.   

(5) Permit Conditions. All permits shall identify the nature and location of each  
water quality control established for the permitted development and specify 
whatever special provisions are considered necessary by the City to protect 
water quality within the City’s jurisdiction and to prevent pollution resulting 
from the permitted development.  All permits shall also include the following 
as standard permit conditions unless modified by the City in its sole discretion: 

(A) The permittee shall notify the City in writing at least forty-eight (48) 
hours before commencing construction of the permitted development 
project. 

(B) The permittee shall obtain a permit amendment from the City prior to 
modifying or eliminating any structural water quality control, except 
for minor field adjustments of temporary erosion controls. 

(C) The permittee shall install all structural water quality controls as 
identified in the approved permit in accordance with applicable 
technical criteria in the TCSS Manual. 

(D) The permittee shall comply with the requirements of this Article 
regarding proper monitoring, operation and maintenance of water 
quality controls as set forth in the Maintenance Plan required under 
Section 3.116. 

(E) The permittee shall inspect all temporary and permanent water quality 
controls, including all erosion and sedimentation controls, at least 
once each week, as well as after each rain of one-half inch (0.5") or 
more occurring within a 24-hour period. 

(F) The permittee shall record and document the results of all inspections 
in an inspection logbook kept on-site at the development and 
available for review by the City during normal working hours. 

(G) The permittee shall make all needed repairs to any damaged water 
quality control structure within 48 hours of discovery of such 
damage, or such longer time period as authorized in writing by the 
City. 

(H) The permittee shall repair any siltation or erosion damage resulting 
from full or partial failure of a structural water quality control within 
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48 hours of discovery of such damage, or such longer time period as 
authorized in writing by the City. 

(I) The permittee shall record in the inspection logbook all repairs and 
maintenance activities conducted on or for the permitted water quality 
controls, the name and phone number of the contractor performing 
the repairs and maintenance, and any environmental impacts resulting 
from the damaged or defective water quality controls.       

(J) The permittee shall allow the City to enter and inspect the site: (i) for 
the purpose of annual inspections, (ii) at any other times as deemed 
necessary by the City to verify compliance with the permit, and  (iii)  
for performing any work necessary to bring the site into compliance 
with the permit. 

(K) The permittee shall designate a single, publicly accessible location on 
the development site for the posting of public notices. 

(L) The permittee shall designate an individual person (including mailing 
address, phone number and E-mail address) to act as its representative 
for purposes of receiving communications by the City and the public 
regarding compliance with the permit.   

(M) The permittee shall keep a copy of the permit and the approved site 
development plan on the development site or with the permittee's 
designated representative. 

(N) Upon completion of development, the permittee’s Texas licensed 
professional engineer shall certify in writing to the City that each 
water quality control was constructed and maintained in accordance 
with the permit conditions and this Article. 

(O) The permittee shall not transfer the permit, or any responsibilities of 
permittee under the permit, to any other person or entity without the 
advance written consent of the City.  

(P) The permittee shall pay all permit fees and other fees required by this 
Article in a timely manner. 

(Q) The permittee shall perform all activities in accordance with 
applicable federal, state and local laws or ordinances. 

(R) The permittee shall indemnify and hold the City and its authorized 
agents and its authorized consultants harmless from any and all 
claims, demands, damages, actions, costs and charges to which the 
City may become subject and which the City may have to pay by 
reason of injury to any person or property, or loss of life, or loss of 
property, resulting from, or in any way connected with the permittee's 
actions under the permit. 

(S) No land development activities may commence if not fully described 
in the permit application filed with the City. 

(T) Nothing in the permit is intended to amend or alter any legal rights or 
benefits previously granted to or vested in the City, nor the terms and 
conditions of any private agreement between the City and the 
permittee.  
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(6) Duration.  Except as provided in subsection (d)(7),  the NPS Pollution Control 
Permit shall be valid for the life of the site development permit or the building 
permit for the development. 

(7) Termination for Nonuse.  A NPS Pollution Control Permit may be terminated 
by the City if commencement of development does not occur under the site 
development permit or building permit within twelve (12) months of the 
issuance of the NPS Pollution Control Permit.  If the City terminates a permit 
for nonuse and the financial assurance mechanism is still in effect, the City 
may call on such financial assurance in order to provide permanent 
stabilization of the site. 

Sec. 4.104. Erosion Control Plan. 

(a) As part of an application for a site development permit or a building permit, the 
applicant shall submit a detailed Erosion Control Plan in accordance with the 
requirements set forth in the TCSS Manual. 

 
(b) The purpose of the Erosion Control Plan is to clearly identify all temporary and 

permanent erosion and sediment control measures which will be installed and 
maintained throughout the duration of a development project to minimize the erosion 
and the transport of silt, earth, topsoil, and sand by water runoff or construction 
activities beyond the boundaries of the development site. 

 
(c) An Erosion Control Plan shall at a minimum provide for the following:  

(1) Identification of the type and location of each erosion control structure. 
(2) A requirement that the developer remove off-site sedimentation that is a direct 

result of land disturbing activities where such off-site sedimentation results 
from the failure to implement or maintain erosion control devices as specified in 
the approved Erosion Control Plan. 

(3) A prohibition on allowing sediment laden water resulting from below ground 
installations to flow from a development site without being treated through an 
erosion control device or a structural water quality control. 

(4) A requirement that the developer repair damage to a erosion control device, 
including replacement of existing grass or sod in a vegetative strip, within 48 
hours of discovery of the damage.    

Sec. 4.105. City Inspections of Development Projects. 

(a) Predevelopment Inspection.  Following installation of temporary erosion and 
sedimentation controls and before development construction commences, the applicant 
shall provide a written request to the City for an inspection of the temporary erosion 
controls and water quality controls.  Such predevelopment inspection will be attended 
by the City Engineer who will determine whether the temporary erosion and 
sedimentation controls and water quality controls are in compliance with the permit.  If 
the City does not conduct the predevelopment inspection within five (5) working days 
of receipt of the request for inspection, the applicant may proceed with development. 
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(b) Inspections During Development.  During development, the City may inspect the site to 
ensure that temporary and permanent erosion and sediment controls are being 
maintained and that the structural water quality controls described in the NPS Pollution 
Control Permit are being constructed in accordance with the requirements of this 
Article. 

 
(d) Final Inspection.  Upon completion of construction, the City will conduct a final 

inspection of the structural water quality controls.  Such final development inspection 
must be attended by the permittee, the City Engineer, the design engineer, the 
contractor, and the field engineer. The City Engineer will determine whether the water 
quality controls are in compliance with the permit. 

 
(e) The developer shall confirm that the water quality controls are constructed in 

conformance with the approved design by providing a concurrence letter certified by 
the permittee's design engineer. 

Sec. 4.106. Financial Assurance. 

(a) Financial assurance shall be provided by the landowner or developer to finance the cost 
of construction, operation and maintenance of all water quality controls, including 
temporary and permanent erosion and sedimentation controls, for the following types of 
development: 
(1) single-family platted subdivisions; 
(2) multi-family residential developments; 
(3) non-residential developments;  
(4) re-development of existing developments. 

 
(b) Financial assurance shall be provided to the City as part of the application for a NPS 

Pollution Control Permit or as part of the application for a building permit if a NPS 
Pollution Control Permit is not required. 

 
(c) The amount of the financial assurance for each water quality control shall be initially 

proposed and certified by the developer's engineer and shall be no less than the full cost 
of the control as constructed. 

 
(d) Financial assurance for a water quality control shall be in the form of cash escrow or a 

cashier's check or money order in the required amount.  If approved in writing by the 
City, a performance bond, surety bond, or a letter of credit may also be accepted as an 
allowable financial assurance mechanism. 

(1) Performance or Surety Bond.  A performance or surety bond shall comply with 
the following requirements: 

(A) All bonds must be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney. 
(B) All bonds must be executed by sureties named in the current list of 

"Companies Holding Certificates of Authority as Acceptable Sureties 
on Federal Bonds and as Acceptable Reinsuring Companies" as 
published in circular 570 (amended) by Financial Management 
Service, Surety Bond Branch, U.S. Department of the Treasury. 
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(C) All bonds must be signed by an agent accompanied by a certified 
copy of the agent’s authority to act. 

(D) All bonds shall be obtained from surety or insurance companies that 
are duly licensed or authorized in the State of Texas to issue 
performance or surety bonds for the limits and coverage required. 

(E) If the surety on any bond furnished by the owner is declared to be 
bankrupt or becomes insolvent, or if its right to do business is 
terminated in the State of Texas, or if the surety ceases to meet the 
requirements for listing in Circular 570, the owner shall within twenty 
(20) calendar days thereafter substitute another performance or surety 
bond acceptable to the City. 

 
(2) Letter of Credit.  A Letter of credit shall comply with the following 

requirements: 
(A) It shall be irrevocable. 
(B) It shall be for a term sufficient to cover the completion, maintenance, 

and warranty periods of the control, but in no event less than three (3) 
years. 

(C) It shall only require the City to present the issuer with a sight draft 
and a certificate signed by an authorized representative of the City 
certifying to the City's right to draw funds under the letter of credit. 

 
(e) The financial assurance must be maintained for the life of the water quality control. To 

the extent the City draws down the amount of the financial assurance mechanism to 
finance the cost of construction, operation or maintenance of the control, the developer 
or other person responsible for the control shall replenish the financial assurance 
mechanism or provide additional financial assurance so that the full required amount of 
financial assurance is maintained at all times.   

 
(f) The developer or other person responsible for the water quality control may request the 

City to reduce the amount of the required financial assurance by up to 50% if: (i)  the 
control has been properly operated and maintained and has performed in accordance 
with City standards over a three-year period, and (ii) the City in its sole discretion 
determines that the developer or other person responsible for the control will continue 
to properly operate and maintain the control.   

 

Division 5. Compliance and Enforcement. 

Sec. 5.101. Release Reporting and Cleanup. 

(a) A developer or other person required to submit a spill or release notification to TCEQ 
under Chapter 26 of the Texas Water Code, or to the National Response Center under 
the federal Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, shall at the same 
time submit a copy of such notification to the City.  Copies of any follow-up 
notifications or reports required by such laws shall also be sent to the City at the same 
time as filed with TCEQ or the National Response Center.     
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(b) The notifications required by this Section shall not relieve the responsible person of any 
expense, loss, damage, or other liability which may be incurred as a result of the spill or  
release, including any liability for damage to the City, to natural resources, or to any 
other person or property.   Nor shall such notification relieve the responsible person of 
any fine, penalty, or other liability which may be imposed pursuant to this Article or 
state or federal law. 

 
(c) Any person responsible for any release as described in this Section shall comply with 

all state, federal, and any other local law requiring reporting, cleanup, containment, and 
any other appropriate remedial action in response to the spill or release. 

 
(f) Any person responsible for a spill or release described in this Section shall reimburse 

the City for any cost incurred by the City in responding to the spill or release.      

Sec. 5.102. Compliance Monitoring and Inspections. 

(a) Any applicant for, or permittee under, a permit issued pursuant to this Article shall 
allow entry by the City on the site for the purpose of inspection and compliance 
monitoring.  Employees and agents of the City are entitled to enter any public or private 
property at any reasonable time for the purpose of evaluating site conditions, inspecting 
water quality controls, and investigating conditions related to water quality and 
administration of this Article.  The City representative shall notify the permittee or 
designated agent at least 24 hours prior to entering the site. 

 
(b) The City shall have the right to enter the premises of any site discharging stormwater to 

a stormwater drainage system to determine if the discharger is complying with all 
requirements of this Article and with any state or federal discharge permit, limitation, 
or requirement.  Dischargers shall allow the City ready access to all parts of the 
premises for the purposes of inspection, sampling, records examination and copying, 
and other duties necessary for implementing the provisions of this Article. 

 
(c) A developer or other person responsible for compliance with this Article shall make 

available upon request of the City any SWPPPs; site development plan; WQC 
Maintenance Plan; Erosion Control Plan; Wastewater Irrigation Plan; any local, state or 
federal permit; inspection logbooks and reports; monitoring records; and any other 
records, reports, and other documents related to compliance with this Article and with 
any local, state or federal discharge permit. 

 
(d) The City shall have the right to conduct sampling, testing, analysis, and other 

monitoring of stormwater and wastewater discharges. 
 
(e) If the City documents the existence of a non-compliant discharge of wastewater, 

stormwater or eroded sediment, the City may require the developer or permittee, at their 
expense, to install monitoring and sampling equipment as deemed necessary by the 
City.  The sampling and monitoring equipment shall be maintained by the developer or 
permittee at all times in a safe and proper operating condition and properly calibrated.    
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(f) Any temporary or permanent obstruction to safe and easy access to a facility to be 
inspected or sampled shall be promptly removed by the developer or permittee at the 
written or verbal request of the City and shall not be replaced.  The costs of clearing 
such access shall be borne by the developer or permittee. 

 
(g) Unreasonable delays in allowing the City access to the developer’s or permittee’s 

facility shall be a violation of this Article. 
 
(h) The City may seek issuance of a search warrant from any court of competent 

jurisdiction if prompt and reasonable access is not provided as required by this Article.   

Sec. 5.103. Supplemental Financial Assurance.  

(a) The City may, by written notice, order any owner or operator of a source of stormwater 
or pollution discharge associated with construction or development activity to file a 
satisfactory bond, payable to the City, in an amount determined by the City to be 
necessary to ensure consistent compliance with this Article.   

 
(b) The City may, by written notice, order any owner or operator of a source of stormwater 

or pollution discharge associated with construction or development activity to submit 
proof that it has obtained liability insurance in an amount determined by the City to be 
necessary to ensure proper remediation, restoration, and abatement of any damage to a 
water quality control or impacts to the environment caused by the discharge. 

 
(c) The City may deny approval of any building permit, subdivision plat, site development 

permit, or any other City permit or approval required under the City Code until a 
performance bond or proof of liability insurance has been provided as required by this 
Section. 

Sec. 5.104. Stop Orders. 

Whenever any work is being done in violation of this Article, the City may order the work 
stopped by written notice (a "Stop Work Order") served on any persons engaged in performing  
such work.  The stop work order shall be posted on the property adjacent to the activity in 
question, and all work described in the order shall immediately stop until notified in writing by 
the City that work may proceed. 

Sec. 5.105. Permit Revocation. 

A violation of this Article shall authorize the City to deny, temporarily suspend, or permanently 
cancel any permit issued pursuant to this Article.  If a permit is denied, suspended or canceled, 
no further work shall occur on the permitted project until the violation is cured. 

Sec. 5.106. Penalties and Injunctive Relief. 

Any person convicted of violating any provision of this Article shall be punished by a fine in 
accordance with the general penalty provisions in the City’s Code of Ordinances. Any person 
violating this Article is also subject to a suit for injunction. 
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Sec. 5.107. Citizen Complaints. 

(a) Any resident of the City or its ETJ may file a written complaint or report to the City of 
any spills, releases, illicit connections, or other instances of unauthorized discharge of 
pollutants into a stormwater drainage system or waters in the State, and any other 
suspected violation of this Article. 

 
(b) The written complaint or report should be based on first hand, personal observation or 

verifiable facts and supported by objective evidence.  The City will process citizen 
complaints and reports of violations in accordance with City Code requirements. 

Sec. 5.108. Variances. 

(a) Where the City Council finds that undue hardships will result from strict compliance 
with one or more provisions of this Article, and where the purposes of this Article will 
be served to an equivalent extent by an alternative means of compliance, it may 
approve a variance or a conditional variance.  Pecuniary or financial hardship to the 
property owner or developer, standing alone, does not constitute undue hardship. To 
grant a variance, the City Council shall make the following findings:  

(1) Granting the variance will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare. 
(2) Granting of the variance will not be injurious to, or prevent the orderly development 

of, property of other persons in the vicinity. 
(3) The conditions upon which the request for a variance is based are unique to the 

property for which the variance is sought, and are not applicable generally to other 
property. 

(4) Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions 
of the specific property which is the subject of the variance request, a particular 
hardship to the property owner would result, as distinguished from a mere 
inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations is carried out. 

(5) An alternate design or means of compliance will generally achieve the same result 
or intent as the standards and regulations prescribed herein. 

 
(b) Conditions.  In approving a variance, the City Council may require any such conditions 

as will in its sole discretion serve the purposes of this Article. 
 
(c) A petition for a variance shall state fully the  grounds for the application, and all of the 

facts relied upon by the petitioner. 
 
(d) The findings of the City Council together with the specific facts upon which such 

findings are based, shall be incorporated into the official minutes of the City Council at 
which a variance is considered.   
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ARTICLE _____ 
_________ COUNTY 

NONPOINT SOURCE POLLUTION CONTROL 
ORDINANCE 

 

Division 1. General Provisions. 

Sec. 1.101. Authority. 

This Article is promulgated under the authority of the Texas Local Government Code, Chapter 
232 (regarding county regulation of subdivisions and development); the Texas Water Code, 
Chapter 7 (regarding county enforcement authority), Chapter 16 (regarding county regulation 
and management of floodplains) and Sections 26.171 and 26.173 (regarding county inspections 
of public and private property to investigate conditions relating to water quality); and the Texas 
Health and Safety Code, Chapter 343 (regarding county regulation and abatement of public 
nuisances). 

Sec. 1.102. Scope of Jurisdiction and Statement of Purpose. 

Non-point source pollution control management policies shall govern the planning, design, 
construction, operation and maintenance of drainage, erosion, and water quality control facilities 
within the County’s jurisdiction.  This Article sets forth the minimum requirements necessary to 
provide and maintain a safe, efficient and effective non-point source pollution control program 
and to establish the various public and private responsibilities for the provision thereof.  Further, 
it is the purpose of this Article to: 

(1) promote the public health, safety and general welfare and the safe, orderly, healthful 
development of unincorporated areas as authorized by Chapter 232 of the Local 
Government Code; 

(2) control and manage the quality of flood and stormwater runoff and the sediment load in 
runoff from new subdivisions and developments as authorized by Chapter 16 of the 
Texas Water Code; 

(3) establish a reasonable standard of design and performance for development which 
prevents erosion and sediment damage and which reduces the pollutant loading to 
streams, ponds and other watercourses; 

(4) minimize the expenditure of public money for cleaning sediments out of storm drains, 
streets, sidewalks and watercourses and building and maintaining non-point source 
pollution control projects; 

(5) help maintain a stable tax base and preserve land values in the County; and 
(6) preserve the natural beauty and aesthetics of the County.  
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Sec. 1.103. Findings of Fact. 

1. The creeks, streams, drainage ways and other watershed areas within the jurisdiction of 
the County, as well as those portions of those groundwater aquifers which underlie areas 
within the jurisdiction of the County, are subject to actual and potential threats of 
pollution as a result of poor or inadequate planning for development and flood control.  
These threats may result in public health and safety hazards, disruption of commerce and 
governmental services, impairment of recreational and aesthetic values, and extraordinary 
public expenditures for pollution reduction and environmental protection, all of which 
adversely affect the public health, safety and general welfare. 

 
2. All watersheds within the County’s jurisdiction are undergoing development or are facing 

development pressure, which if not adequately and properly regulated can result in 
increased flooding hazards and pollution of waterways and groundwater aquifers from 
many sources.  Sources of pollution include, but are not limited to, contaminated 
stormwater runoff; mismanagement of wastewater; discharges of pollutants from 
roadways, construction sites, and waste management areas; runoff of pesticides, 
fertilizers, and other nutrients from residential and agricultural land uses; and infiltration 
of such surface water contaminants to underground water-bearing formations. 

 
3. The continued economic growth of the County is dependent on adequate quality and 

quantity of water, a pleasing natural environment, and recreational opportunities for 
residents of the County.  

 
4. If watersheds within the County's jurisdiction are not developed in an environmentally 

responsible manner, the water resources, natural environment, and recreational 
opportunities within the County could be irreparably damaged. 

 
5. The adoption of this Article is a vital step necessary to ensure the environmentally 

responsible development of watersheds, minimization of flood hazards, and the 
protection of surface and subsurface water quality within the County’s jurisdiction. 

Sec. 1.104. Lands to which this Article Applies. 

This Article shall apply to all areas of land within the unincorporated areas of the County except 
to the extent stricter regulatory requirements may apply in the ETJ of a city.  This Article applies 
to any person proposing to develop or improve real property within the jurisdiction of the 
County.  

Division 2. Definitions. 

Sec. 2.101. General Definitions for Purposes of This Article.   

Unless otherwise explicitly stated in another section of this Article, the following terms and 
phrases shall have the following meanings: 
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1. Annual Pollutant Load:  The amount of pollution in stormwater runoff that is 
discharged from a developed site over the course of one (1) year; usually measured in 
pounds and based on an average year of rainfall.  The annual pollutant load is calculated 
by multiplying the pollutant concentration by the volume of runoff and does not include 
the background pollutant load. 

 
2. Applicant:  A person who submits an application for approval required by this Article.  

The applicant shall be the owner of the property subject to this Article acting in person or 
by and through the owner's authorized representative.  Documentation evidencing 
ownership of the property or the authority of the authorized agent may be required to be 
submitted. 

 
3. Application:  A written request for an approval required by this Article. 

 
4. Best Management Practices (BMPs):  Schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, 

maintenance procedures, and other management practices to prevent or reduce the non-
point source pollution of waters in the State.  The two basic types of BMPs for purposes 
of this Article are “structural BMPs” or structural water quality controls (which include 
engineered and constructed systems that are designed to control water quantity, water 
quality, and/or erosion and sediment deposits from stormwater runoff) and “non-
structural BMPs” (which include institutional and pollution-prevention type practices 
designed to prevent pollutants from entering storm water runoff or to reduce the volume 
of stormwater requiring management).  

 
5. Contributing Zone of the Edwards Aquifer:  The area or watershed where runoff from 

precipitation flows downgradient to the Recharge Zone of the Edwards Aquifer.   
 

6. Critical Environmental Features (CEFs):  Features determined to be of critical 
importance to the maintenance of water quality, including floodplains; wetlands; springs; 
caves; sinkholes; solution cavities; faults and fractures with solution enlarged openings; 
and highly erodible natural features. 

 
7. Developer:  A person who owns a tract of land and who is engaged in clearing, grubbing, 

filling, mining, excavating, grading, installing streets and utilities or otherwise preparing 
that tract of land for the eventual division into one or more lots on which building(s) or 
other structure(s) will be constructed or placed. 

 
8. Development:  All land modification activity, including the construction of building, 

roads, paved storage areas, and parking lots.  "Development" also includes any land 
disturbing construction activities or human-made change of the land surface, including 
clearing of vegetative cover, excavating, filling and grading, mining, and dredging, and 
the deposit of refuse, waste or fill.  The following activities are excluded from the 
definition: care and maintenance of lawns, gardens, and trees; minimal clearing 
(maximum ten feet (10') wide) for surveying and testing; and agricultural activities. 
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9. Discharge:  Any addition or introduction of any pollutant, stormwater, or any other  
substance in a harmful quantity into a stormwater drainage system or into waters in the 
State. 

 
10. Discharger:  Any person who causes, allows, permits, or is otherwise responsible for, a 

discharge, including, without limitation, any operator of a construction site or industrial 
facility. 

 
11. Drainage area:  The horizontal projection of the area contributing runoff to a single 

control or design point. 
 

12. Erosion:  The detachment and movement of soil, sediment, sand or rock fragments by 
wind, water, ice or gravity. 

 
13. Facility:  Any building, structure, installation, process, or activity from which there is or 

may be discharge of a pollutant. 
 

14. Harmful Quantity:  The amount of any substance that will cause pollution of water in 
the State. 

 
15. Hazardous Substance:  Any substance listed in Table 302.4 of 40 CFR Part 302. 

 
16. Hazardous Waste:  Any substance identified or listed as a hazardous waste by the EPA 

pursuant to 40 CFR Part 261. 
 

17. Industrial Waste:  Any waterborne liquid or solid substance that results from any 
process of industry, manufacturing, mining, production, trade, or business. 

 
18. Non-Point Source (NPS) Pollution:  Pollution that is caused by or attributable to diffuse 

sources. Such pollution results in the human-made or human-induced alteration of the 
chemical, physical, biological, or radiological integrity of water. Typically, NPS 
pollution results from land runoff, precipitation, atmospheric disposition, or percolation. 

 
19. Non-Point Source Pollution Control Plan:  The drawings and documents submitted by 

an applicant seeking plan or permit approval under this Article.  Such a plan consists of a 
system of vegetative, structural and other measures to control the increased rate and 
volume of surface runoff and reduce pollutants in the runoff caused by human changes to 
the land. 

 
20. Point Source:  Any discernable, confined, and discrete conveyance, including but not 

limited to, any pipe, ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, 
rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding operation, landfill leachate collection system, 
vessel or other floating craft from which pollutants are or may be discharged.  This term 
does not include return flows from irrigated agriculture or agricultural stormwater runoff. 

 
21. Pollutant:  Eroded or displaced sediment, soil, silt or sand resulting from development 

activities; dredged spoil; solid waste; sewage; garbage; chemical waste; biological 
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materials; radioactive materials; abandoned or discarded appliances or equipment; and 
industrial, municipal, and agricultural waste which is or may be discharged into waters in 
the State.  

 
22. Pollution:  The alteration of the physical, thermal, chemical, or biological quality of, or 

the contamination of, any water in the State that renders the water harmful, detrimental, 
or injurious to humans, animal life, vegetation, or property, or to the public health, safety, 
or welfare, or impairs the usefulness or the public enjoyment of the water for any lawful 
or reasonable purpose.  

 
23. Preferred Growth Area (PGA):  Land areas within the incorporated municipal 

boundaries of a city which are defined through the comprehensive planning process 
described in Chapter 213 of the Texas Local Government Code as areas where future 
zoning is proposed to be industrial, commercial or high-density residential.  

 
24. Recharge Zone of the Edwards Aquifer:  That area where the stratigraphic units 

constituting the Edwards Aquifer crop out, including the outcrops of other geologic 
formations in proximity to the Edwards Aquifer where caves, sinkholes, faults, fractures 
or other permeable features create a potential for recharge of surface waters into the 
Edwards Aquifer.  

 
25. Release:  Any spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting, emptying, discharging, 

injecting, escaping, leaching, dumping, or disposing into a stormwater drainage system or  
into waters in the State. 

 
26. Runoff:  That portion of precipitation or precipitation drainage that flows by force of 

gravity across ground surface as sheet flow or in a stormwater drainage system towards 
water in the State.   

 
27. Solid Waste:  Any garbage, rubbish, refuse, sludge from a waste treatment plant, water 

supply treatment plant, or air pollution control facility, and other discarded material, 
including, solid, liquid, semi-solid, or contained gaseous material resulting from 
industrial, municipal, commercial, mining, and agricultural operations, and from 
community and institutional activities. 

 
28. Stormwater Drainage System:  A conveyance or system of conveyances including 

roads with drainage systems, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, or 
storm drains designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water. 

 
29. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP):  A plan required by either the 

TPDES Construction Site General Permit or the TPDES Industrial General Permit and 
which describes and ensures the implementation of practices that are to be used to reduce 
the pollutants in stormwater discharges associated with construction or other industrial 
activity. 

 
30. Subdivision:  A division, or re-division, of any tract of land situated within the County's 

jurisdiction into two or more parts, lots or sites, for the purpose, whether immediate or in 
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the future, of sale, division of ownership or building development.  "Subdivision" 
includes re-subdivisions of land or lots which are part of previously recorded 
subdivisions. 

 
31. TCEQ:  The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality or its predecessor or 

successor agencies as defined by law.  
 

32. TPDES General Permit for Construction Stormwater Discharges:  The Construction 
General Permit No. TXR150000 issued by TCEQ on March 5, 2003 and any subsequent 
modifications or amendments thereto. 

 
33. TPDES General Permit for Industrial Stormwater Discharges:  The Industrial 

General Permit No. TXR050000 issued by TCEQ on August 20, 2001 and any 
subsequent modifications or amendments thereto. 

 
34. TPDES Permit:  A permit issued by TCEQ pursuant to authority granted under 33 

USC § 1342(b) that authorizes the discharge of pollutants into waters of the United 
States, whether the permit is applicable on an individual, group, or general area-wide 
basis. 

 
35. Transferable Development Right (TDR):  Authorization to exceed the uniform 

intensity levels otherwise imposed under this Article on a less environmentally-sensitive 
tract of land resulting from voluntary relinquishment of development rights otherwise 
allowed under this Article on a more environmentally-sensitive tract of land (e.g., 
through dedicated conservation easement).  A TDR can also result from the removal of 
existing impervious cover within an existing development with water quality protection 
measures not otherwise required by this Article.         

 
36. Water in the State (or Water):  Any groundwater, percolating or otherwise, lakes, bays, 

ponds, impounding reservoirs, springs, rivers, streams, creeks, estuaries, marshes, inlets, 
or canals inside the territorial limits of the State, and all other bodies of surface water, 
natural or artificial, navigable or non-navigable, and including the beds and banks of all 
water courses and bodies of surface water, that are inside the jurisdiction of the State. 

 
37. Water Quality Control:  An engineered and constructed device or system designed to 

protect water from pollution, control the rate and flows of stormwater runoff, and/or 
minimize erosion and sediment deposits from stormwater runoff.  

 
38. Watershed:  The total area contributing runoff to a stream or drainage system. 

 
39. Wetland:  An area that is inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a 

frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances does 
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions 
and conforms to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' definition.  Wetlands generally 
include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. 
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Division 3. Non-point Source Pollution Control Measures. 

Sec. 3.101. General Prohibitions. 

(a) Except as otherwise specifically authorized by this Article or by the County, no person 
shall discharge, or cause, suffer or allow the discharge, of any wastes, substances or other 
materials into or adjacent to any water in the State which causes or will cause pollution 
of any water in the State. 

 
(b) Except as otherwise specifically authorized by this Article or by the County, no person 

shall introduce or cause to be introduced into a stormwater drainage system any 
pollutants or other discharge that is not composed entirely of stormwater. 

Sec. 3.102. Specific Prohibitions and Requirements for Protection of Stormwater 
Drainage. 

(a) No person shall introduce or cause to be introduced into a stormwater drainage system 
any discharge that causes or contributes to causing a violation of a water quality 
standard established by law. 

 
(b) No person shall introduce, discharge, or cause, suffer or allow a release of any of the 

following substances into a stormwater drainage system: 
(1) any used motor oil, antifreeze, or any other motor vehicle fluid; 
(2) any industrial waste; 
(3) any hazardous waste, including hazardous household waste; 
(4) any domestic sewage or septic tank waste, grease trap waste, or grit trap waste; 
(5) any garbage, rubbish, or yard waste;  
(6) any wastewater from a commercial carwash facility; from any vehicle washing, 

cleaning, or maintenance operation at any new or used automobile or other 
vehicle dealership, rental agency, body shop, repair shop, or maintenance 
facility; or from any washing, cleaning, or maintenance of any business or 
commercial or public service vehicle, including a truck, bus, or heavy 
equipment, by a business or public entity that operates more than two such 
vehicles; 

(7) any wastewater from the washing, cleaning, de-icing, or other maintenance of 
aircraft; 

(8) any wastewater from a commercial mobile power washer or from the washing 
or other cleaning of a building exterior that contains any soap, detergent, 
degreaser, solvent, or any other harmful cleaning substance; 

(9) any wastewater from commercial floor, rug, or carpet cleaning; 
(10) any wastewater from the washdown or other cleaning of pavement that contains 

any harmful quantity of soap, detergent, solvent, degreaser, emulsifier, 
dispersant, or any other harmful cleaning substance; or any wastewater from the 
washdown or other cleaning of any pavement where any spill, leak, or other 
release of oil, motor fuel, or other petroleum or hazardous substance has 
occurred, unless all harmful quantities of such released material have been 
previously removed; 
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(11) any effluent from a cooling tower, condenser, compressor, emissions scrubber, 
emissions filter, or the blowdown from a boiler; 

(12) any ready-mixed concrete, mortar, ceramic, or asphalt base material or 
hydromulch material, or from the cleaning of commercial vehicles or 
equipment containing, or used in transporting or applying, such material; 

(13) any runoff or washdown water from any animal pen, kennel, or foul or 
livestock containment area; 

(14) any filter backwash from a swimming pool, or fountain, or spa; 
(15) any swimming pool water containing any harmful quantity of chlorine, muriatic 

acid or other chemical used in the treatment or disinfection of the swimming 
pool water or in pool cleaning; 

(16) any discharge from water line disinfection by superchlorination or other means 
if it contains any harmful quantity of chlorine or any other chemical used in line 
disinfection;   

(17) any fire protection water containing oil or hazardous substances or materials 
(except for discharges or flows from fire fighting activities by a locally 
accredited Fire Department); 

(18) any water from a water curtain in a spray room used for painting vehicles or 
equipment; 

(19) any contaminated runoff from a vehicle wrecking yard; 
(20) any substance or material that will damage, block, or clog the stormwater 

drainage system; 
(21) any release from a petroleum storage tank (PST), or any leachate or runoff from 

soil contaminated by a leaking PST, or any discharge of pumped, confined, or 
treated wastewater from the remediation of any such PST release, unless the 
discharge satisfies all of the following criteria: 

(A) the discharge complies with all state and federal standards and 
requirements; 

(B) the discharge does not contain a harmful quantity of any pollutant; 
and 

(C) the discharge does not contain more than 50 parts per billion of 
benzene; 500 parts per billion combined total quantities of benzene, 
toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX); or 15 mg/l of total 
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH).   

 
(c) No person shall introduce or cause to be introduced into a stormwater drainage system 

any harmful quantity of sediment, silt, dirt, soil, sand or other material associated with 
clearing, grading, excavation or other construction activities, or associated with 
landfilling or other placement or disposal of soil, rock, sand or other earth materials, in 
excess of what could be retained on site or captured by employing sediment and 
erosion control measures to the minimum extent required by this Article. 

 
(d) No person shall connect a line conveying sanitary sewage, whether domestic or 

industrial, to a stormwater drainage system, nor allow such a connection to continue if 
discovered. 
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(e) No person shall cause or allow any pavement washwater from a service station to be 
discharged into a stormwater drainage system unless such washwater has first passed 
through a grease, oil, and sand interceptor which is properly functioning and 
maintained. 

Sec. 3.103. Non-point Source Pollution Control Management Design Standards. 

(a) Except as otherwise provided in this Article, all development subject to this Article shall 
achieve the following design standards through the use of structural and nonstructural 
BMPs and water quality controls.  For each of the constituents below, the design shall 
demonstrate no net increase for the design storm event: 

(1) Total Suspended Solids; 
(2) Total Phosphorus; 
(3) Total Nitrogen; 
(4) Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD); 
(5) Fecal Coliform. 

 
(b) The design storm event shall be the two (2) year, three (3) hour storm.  The pollutant 

loadings for this storm event shall be calculated in accordance with a methodology 
prescribed by the County Engineer. 

Sec. 3.104  Water Quality Buffer Zones (WQBZ) for Waterways 

(a) A water quality buffer zone is established along each waterway with the specified 
contributing (watershed drainage) area as follows: 
(1) Waterways with 32 - 120 acres of contributing area: The WQBZ shall extend a 

minimum of 100 feet from either side of the centerline of the waterway (total of 
200 feet of buffer zone). 

(2) Waterways with 120 - 300 acres of contributing area: The WQBZ shall extend a 
minimum of 150 feet from either side of the centerline of the waterway (total of 
300 feet of buffer zone). 

(3) Waterways with 300 - 640 acres of contributing area: The WQBZ shall extend a 
minimum of 200 feet from either side of the centerline of the waterway (total of 
400 feet of buffer zone). 

(4) Waterways with greater than 640 acres of contributing area: The WQBZ shall 
extend a minimum of 300 feet from either side of the centerline of the waterway 
(total of 600 feet of buffer zone). 

 
(b) The minimum buffer zone set forth in Subsection (a) shall be expanded as follows:  

(1) In those cases where a FEMA 100-year floodplain has been established, or a 100-
year floodplain has been calculated and approved by a governmental authority, the 
buffer zone shall be expanded to encompass such 100-year floodplain plus an 
additional 25 feet beyond the edge of the floodplain. 

(2) In those cases where U.S. jurisdictional wetlands exist beyond the edge of the 
minimum buffer zone set forth in Subsection (a), the buffer zone shall be expanded 
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to encompass the full extent of the wetlands plus an additional 25-feet beyond the 
edge of the wetland. 

(3) If two or more WQBZs overlap, the widest of the buffer zones shall be established. 
 
(c) Except as specifically provided in this Section, all development activities, including 

temporary construction activities, structural BMPs and landscaping activities, are 
prohibited in the Water Quality Buffer Zone of a waterway. 

 
(d) The following development activities within a WQBZ may be allowed in the sole 

discretion of the County: 
(1) critical utility crossings if the number of crossings of the WQBZ is limited to the 

maximum feasible extent; 
(2) critical roadway crossings if the number of crossings of the WQBZ is limited to the 

maximum feasible extent; 
(3) critical transportation crossings if the number of crossings of the WQBZ is limited 

to the maximum feasible extent; 
(4) hike and bike trails if provided for in an approved comprehensive development 

plan; 
(5) maintenance and restoration of natural vegetation; 
(6) water quality control monitoring devices; 
(7) removal of trash, debris, pollutants; 
(8) fences that do not obstruct flood flows;  
(9) public and private parks and open space, if human activities are limited to hiking, 

jogging, or walking trails, and excluding stables, corrals and other forms of animal 
housing; and 

(10) private drives to allow access to property not otherwise accessible. 
 

(e) Any development within a WQBZ allowed under Subsection (d) shall be designed 
and/or conducted in a manner which limits the alteration and pollution of the natural 
riparian corridor to the maximum extent feasible.  In no case shall any wastewater line 
be located less than one hundred (100) feet from the center line of a waterway unless 
the applicant demonstrates that installation of the wastewater line outside of this zone is 
physically prohibitive or environmentally unsound.  Any wastewater lines located in a 
WQBZ shall meet design standards and construction specifications to ensure zero 
leakage. 

 
(f) All water quality control discharges and stormwater discharges onto a WQBZ shall 

only be in the form of diffused, overland sheet flow and shall have peak velocities of 
less than five (5) feet per second at the 2-year design rainfall event. 

Sec. 3.105.  Setback Areas for Critical Environmental Features (CEFs). 

(a) A minimum setback area of one hundred fifty (150) feet is established around the 
outside periphery of all CEFs. 

 
(b) All development activities, including temporary construction activities, structural 

BMPs and landscaping activities, are prohibited in the setback area of a CEF. 
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(c) For a CEF which is in direct communication with the Edwards Aquifer, the upstream 

setback area shall extend out to the upper catchment divide of the CEF or three hundred 
(300) feet, whichever is less, but in no circumstances less than 150 feet.       

Sec. 3.106. Control of Erosive Flows From Developed Areas. 

(a) No untreated stormwater runoff from developed land shall be allowed to flow over 
critical environmental features. 

 
(b) To the maximum extent practical, all stormwater drainage shall be treated using 

overland flow methods to a grass-lined swale or other vegetated buffer.   
 
(c) Drainage patterns shall be designed to the maximum extent practical to prevent erosion, 

maintain the recharge of local seeps and springs, and attenuate the harm of 
contaminants collected and transported by stormwater.  All discharge points from 
stormwater retention and detention ponds or other accumulation areas shall provide for 
energy dissipation prior to exiting the site. 

 
(d) Overland sheet flow and natural drainage features and patterns shall be maintained to 

the maximum extent practical, rather than concentrating flows in storm sewers and 
drainage ditches.  Stormwater drainage structures shall be sized to maintain flood flow 
velocities below the velocity associated with the 25-year, 3-hour rainfall event.     

 
(e) For site designs that provide for discharge of stormwater into a waterway, adequate 

retention and detention shall be incorporated into the site design to limit flows into the 
receiving waterway to the level consistent with the volume of the two-year, three-hour 
rainfall event evenly distributed over a 24-hour period.    

Sec. 3.107. Natural Waterway Erosion Hazard Setbacks.   

(a) The County may require preservation of an existing channel or waterway for use as a 
natural floodplain through the establishment of erosion hazard setbacks.  No building, 
fence, wall, deck, swimming pool or other structure shall be located, constructed or 
maintained within the area encompassing the setback. 

 
(b) As an alternative to the establishment of an erosion hazard setback, an existing channel 

or waterway may be preserved and protected through a bank stabilization and protection 
plan as approved by the County. 

Sec. 3.108. Structural Water Quality Controls. 

(a) Structural water quality controls (WQCs) shall be sized for the entire contributing 
drainage area for the following types of developments: 

(1) New multi-family residential development; new non-residential development; 
and new subdivision development.  
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(2) Redeveloped multi-family residential development, redeveloped non-residential 
development, and all redeveloped subdivision development that would result in 
violation of the requirements of this Article without the use of water quality 
controls. 

 
(b) The volume of runoff required to be captured, isolated, and treated by each structural 

WQC, or series of WQCs operating in sequence as a treatment train, shall be based on the 
contributing drainage area for the WQC or series of WQCs.   

 
(c) Stormwater runoff from the following areas shall not require structural WQCs nor be 

included in the calculation of the volume of stormwater runoff required to be captured, 
isolated, and treated by a structural WQC: 

(1) The full area of existing natural areas or restored natural areas from which 
stormwater runoff is routed around a WQC structure and which is restricted 
from development and from pesticides, herbicide, or fertilizer application 
through a plat note or restrictive covenant.  The drainage areas from which 
stormwater is not routed around a WQC structure and which blends with runoff 
from developed areas shall be included in the water quality volume 
calculations.  

(2) Fifty percent (50%) of the area using landscaping that requires no irrigation and 
no pesticide, herbicide, or fertilizer applications. 

(3) The area on which a WQC structure is situated. 
(4) Swimming pools which do not discharge its filter backwash into a stormwater 

drainage system. 
(5) Impervious surface areas used for stormwater collection and on-site irrigation. 
(6) Drainage from off-site areas which is routed around a WQC structure.  The 

drainage areas from which stormwater is not routed around a WQC structure 
and which blends with runoff from developed areas shall be included in the 
water quality volume calculations.   

 
(d) In determining the required level of treatment, the nature and volume of pollutant loads 

from all developed areas shall be considered including but not limited to the following: 
(1) areas of impervious cover; 
(2) the potential for pollutant impacts from industrial, commercial and other non-

residential types of development;  
(3) lawns, landscaping, and gardens using pesticides, herbicides or fertilizers; 
(4) golf courses, play fields and other recreational or greenspace areas using 

pesticides, herbicides or fertilizers; and 
(5) areas receiving wastewater effluent spray irrigation. 

 
(e) All WQCs utilized for any development or redevelopment project shall be designed by a 

licensed Texas professional engineer to achieve removal efficiencies required by this 
Article.       

 
(f) All structural WQCs utilized in the Recharge Zone shall be modified or augmented to 

prevent direct infiltration and recharge from the WQC.  To meet this requirement, such 
WQCs shall utilize artificial linings, evapo-transpiration beds, or other methods designed 
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and operated to prevent infiltration into the Edwards Aquifer even during periods of 
extended rainfall.    

 
(g) The erosion control requirements of this Article shall apply to all related land disturbed 

areas for a development project including off-site borrow areas, off-site spoil areas and 
off-site construction staging areas.   

 
(h) The peak runoff rate for developed conditions shall not exceed the peak runoff rate for 

pre-development conditions for the two-year, three-hour storm event. 
 
(i) To provide necessary access for maintenance and monitoring, water quality controls shall 

be located within an area dedicated to the public by easement, deed restriction, or 
recorded plat notation.  The dedicatory instrument shall note that water quality 
restrictions exist on the property and that any alternative use or alteration of the property 
must be approved in writing by the County. 

Sec. 3.109. Operation and Maintenance of Water Quality Controls. 

(a) An applicant for a site development permit shall submit a WQC Maintenance Plan 
describing the specific measures proposed for operating, monitoring, and maintaining 
each water quality control proposed for a development project as required by this 
Article.  County approval of the WQC Maintenance Plan is required prior to issuance 
of a site development permit.  

 
(b) Upon County approval of the WQC Maintenance Plan, the project applicant shall 

record in the county deed records and on any recorded plat(s) for the development a 
notation stating that the property is subject to a Water Quality Control Maintenance 
Plan on file at the County’s administrative offices.  Upon transferring title to the 
property, or any subdivided portion thereof, the applicant shall establish a deed 
restriction stating that the property is subject to a Water Quality Control Maintenance 
Plan on file at the County’s administrative offices.   

      
(c) All applicants shall operate, monitor, and maintain each water quality control required 

by this Article in accordance with the WQC Maintenance Plan and the requirements of 
this Article.  

 
(d) The WQC Maintenance Plan may provide for transfer of responsibility for WQC 

operation and maintenance activities to: (1) a groundwater district, a municipal utility 
district, a public utility district, or any other special district created under state law; (2) 
a homeowners' or property owners’ association; (3) a natural resources conservation or 
other environmental interest group; or (4) any similar third party entity.  Transfer of 
responsibility to any such entity requires the advance written consent of the County.  
Any entity assuming responsibility for WQC operation and maintenance shall also 
assume responsibility for the financial assurance required by Section 4.106 of this 
Article.  
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Sec. 3.110. Stormwater Management Plan. 

(a) As part of an application for a site development permit, the applicant shall submit a 
detailed Stormwater Management Plan for review and approval by the County.  The 
purpose of the Stormwater Management Plan is to clearly identify all water quality and 
erosion controls and demonstrate that such controls will comply with the requirements 
of this Article. 

 
(b) A Stormwater Management Plan shall at a minimum provide for the following:  

(1) Identification of the type and location of each water quality and erosion control 
structure. 

(2) Engineering calculations showing that the design standards for such controls as 
required by this Article will be achieved. 

(3) A requirement that the developer remove off-site sedimentation that is a direct 
result of land disturbing activities where such off-site sedimentation results 
from the failure to implement or maintain erosion control devices as specified in 
the approved Stormwater Management Plan. 

(4) A prohibition on allowing sediment laden water resulting from below ground 
installations to flow from a development site without being treated through an 
erosion control device or a structural water quality control. 

(5) A requirement that the developer repair damage to a water quality or erosion 
control, including replacement of existing grass or sod in a vegetative strip, 
within 48 hours of discovery of the damage.    

Division 4. Administration and Enforcement. 

Sec. 4.101. Comprehensive Site Assessment and Technical Criteria. 

(a) As part of an application for a site development permit, the applicant shall submit a 
comprehensive site assessment that identifies all critical environmental features, all 
waterways and their classifications, all associated buffer zones, elevation contours, and 
any other information deemed necessary by the County Engineer to determine 
compliance with this Article.  

 

(b) In reviewing any submissions to the County required under this Article, the County 
Engineer may rely on any generally accepted set of technical criteria including but not 
limited to the City of Austin Environmental Criteria Manual, the LCRA Technical 
Manual, and the TCEQ Technical Criteria for complying with the TCEQ’s Edwards 
Aquifer Rules.    

Sec. 4.102. County Inspections of Development Projects. 

(a) Predevelopment Inspection.  Following installation of temporary erosion and 
sedimentation controls and before development construction commences, the applicant 
shall provide a written request to the County for an inspection of the temporary erosion 
controls and water quality controls.  Such predevelopment inspection will be attended 
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by the County Engineer who will determine whether the temporary erosion and 
sedimentation controls and water quality controls are in compliance with the permit.  If 
the County does not conduct the predevelopment inspection within five (5) working 
days of receipt of the request for inspection, the applicant may proceed with 
development. 

 
(b) Inspections During Development.  During development, the County may inspect the 

site to ensure that temporary and permanent erosion and sediment controls are being 
maintained and that the structural water quality controls described in the NPS Pollution 
Control Permit are being constructed in accordance with the requirements of this 
Article. 

 
(c) Final Inspection.  Upon completion of construction, the County will conduct a final 

inspection of the structural water quality controls.  Such final development inspection 
must be attended by the permittee, the County Engineer, the design engineer, the 
contractor, and the field engineer. The County Engineer will determine whether the 
water quality controls are in compliance with the permit. 

 
(d) The developer shall confirm that the water quality controls are constructed in 

conformance with the approved design by providing a concurrence letter certified by 
the permittee's design engineer. 

Sec. 4.103. Financial Assurance. 

(a) As part of the application for a site development permit, financial assurance shall be 
provided by the landowner or developer to finance the cost of construction, operation 
and maintenance of all water quality controls required by this Article, including 
temporary and permanent erosion and sedimentation controls.  

 
(b) The amount of the financial assurance for each water quality control shall be initially 

proposed and certified by the developer's engineer and shall be no less than the full cost 
of the control as constructed. 

 
(c) Financial assurance for a water quality control shall be in the form of cash escrow or a 

cashier's check or money order in the required amount.  If approved in writing by the 
County, a performance bond, surety bond, or a letter of credit may also be accepted as 
an allowable financial assurance mechanism. 

 
(d) The financial assurance must be maintained for the life of the water quality control. To 

the extent the County draws down the amount of the financial assurance mechanism to 
finance the cost of construction, operation or maintenance of the control, the developer 
or other person responsible for the control shall replenish the financial assurance 
mechanism or provide additional financial assurance so that the full required amount of 
financial assurance is maintained at all times.   

 
(e) The developer or other person responsible for the water quality control may request the 

County to reduce the amount of the required financial assurance by up to 50% if: (i)  
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the control has been properly operated and maintained and has performed in accordance 
with County standards over a three-year period, and (ii) the County in its sole discretion 
determines that the developer or other person responsible for the control will continue 
to properly operate and maintain the control.   

Sec. 4.104. Stop Orders. 

Whenever any work is being done in violation of this Article, the County may order the work 
stopped by written notice (a "Stop Work Order") served on any persons engaged in performing  
such work.  The stop work order shall be posted on the property adjacent to the activity in 
question, and all work described in the order shall immediately stop until notified in writing by 
the County that work may proceed. 

Sec. 4.105. Permit Revocation. 

A violation of this Article shall authorize the County to deny, temporarily suspend, or 
permanently cancel any permit issued pursuant to this Article.  If a permit is denied, suspended 
or canceled, no further work shall occur on the permitted project until the violation is cured. 

Sec. 4.106. Penalties and Injunctive Relief. 

Any person convicted of violating any provision of this Article shall be punished by a fine in 
accordance with the general penalty provisions in the County’s Code of Ordinances. Any person 
violating this Article is also subject to a suit for injunction. 

Sec. 4.107. Citizen Complaints. 

(a) Any resident of the County or its ETJ may file a written complaint or report to the 
County of any spills, releases, illicit connections, or other instances of unauthorized 
discharge of pollutants into a stormwater drainage system or waters in the State, and 
any other suspected violation of this Article. 

 
(b) The written complaint or report should be based on first hand, personal observation or 

verifiable facts and supported by objective evidence.  The County will process citizen 
complaints and reports of violations in accordance with County Code requirements. 

Sec. 4.108. Variances. 

(a) Where the County Commissioners Court finds that undue hardships will result from 
strict compliance with one or more provisions of this Article, and where the purposes 
of this Article will be served to an equivalent extent by an alternative means of 
compliance, it may approve a variance or a conditional variance.  Pecuniary or financial 
hardship to the property owner or developer, standing alone, does not constitute undue 
hardship. To grant a variance, the County Commissioners Court shall make the 
following findings:  

(1) Granting the variance will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare. 



Draft County Ordinance 
Draft County Ordinance.DOC 17 

(2) Granting of the variance will not be injurious to, or prevent the orderly development 
of, property of other persons in the vicinity. 

(3) The conditions upon which the request for a variance is based are unique to the 
property for which the variance is sought, and are not applicable generally to other 
property. 

(4) Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions 
of the specific property which is the subject of the variance request, a particular 
hardship to the property owner would result, as distinguished from a mere 
inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations is carried out. 

(5) An alternate design or means of compliance will generally achieve the same result 
or intent as the standards and regulations prescribed herein. 

 
(b) Conditions.  In approving a variance, the County Commissioners Court may require 

any such conditions as will in its sole discretion serve the purposes of this Article. 
 
(c) A petition for a variance shall state fully the  grounds for the application, and all of the 

facts relied upon by the petitioner. 
 
(d) The findings of the County Commissioners Court together with the specific facts upon 

which such findings are based, shall be incorporated into the official minutes of the 
Commissioners Court meeting at which a variance is considered.   
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Pollutant Loadings 
Pollutant Loadings per unit area from undeveloped land are represented by the variable L. 
Pollutant Loadings per unit area from developed land are represented by the variable L’ and are related to L by the following 
equation:  
 L’ = L x C 
Where C is a factor representing the magnitude of increase in that pollutant. 
The total unit pollutant loading for a tract of land which is partially developed would be represented by the following equation: 
 Ltotal = AP x L + AI x L’ 
Where AP represents the undeveloped (pervious) fraction of the area and AI represents the developed (impervious) fraction of the 
area. 

BMP Effectiveness 
Water quality protection best management practices (BMPs) are to be employed on the developed portion. 
The pollutant removal reduction rating of a BMP is quantified by the following equation: 
 ER = 1- (EBMP/100) 
Where EBMP is the BMP removal efficiency in percent. 

 

POLLUTANT LOADING ESTIMATES 

Assumptions 
A tract of land is to be developed at 13.24% Impervious Cover (IC).  Correspondingly, AP = 0.8676 and AI = 0.1324. 
Studies indicate that for suspended pollutants, Cs = 5.1 and for dissolved pollutants, Cd = 2.6. 
Studies indicate that for vegetative filter strips (VFS) the following removal efficiencies can be assumed: 

TSS = 85%  [ER85 = 0.15] 
TN = 30%  [ER30 = 0.70] 

Studies indicate that for retention/irrigation systems the following removal efficiencies can be assumed: 
TSS = 100%  [ER100 = 0.00] 
TN = 100%  [ER100 = 0.00] 

A goal for the developed condition is no net increase in pollutant loadings. 

Calculation of BMP Pollutant Removal Reduction Rating (ER__) for TSS and TN removal 
efficiencies: 
For TSS removal (Suspended Pollutant): 
Area served by Retention/Irrigation        = 59.08 ac (AR/I)    [For Ret./Irrig. TSS Removal Eff. = 100%, therefore ER100 = 0.00] 
Area served by Vegetative Filter Strips   = 26.67 ac (AVFS)  [For VFS TSS Removal Eff. = 85%, therefore ER85 = 0.15] 
Area served by BMPs (Total)         = 85.75 ac (ATOTAL) 

 
ATOTAL   *   ER-TSS =      (AR/I   *  ER100)   +   (AVFS  *   ER85) 

 85.75 ac  *   ER-TSS =      (59.08 *  0.00)   +   (26.67 *   0.15) 
          ER-TSS  =      [      (0.00)          +          (4.00)       ]  /  85.75 
          ER-TSS  =      0.05    
 For TSS Removal – BMP Pollutant Removal Reduction Rating (E  R  -  TSS) = 0.05  

(corresponds to a 95% removal efficiency). 
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For TN removal (Dissolved Pollutant): 
Area served by Retention/Irrigation = 59.08 ac (AR/I) [For Ret./Irrig. TN Removal Eff. = 100%, therefore ER100 = 0.00] 
Area served by Vegetative Filter Strips   = 26.67 ac (AVFS) [For VFS TN Removal Eff. = 30%, therefore ER30 = 0.70] 
Area served by BMPs (Total)         = 85.75 ac (ATOTAL) 

 
ATOTAL   *   ER-TN =      (AR/I   *  ER100)   +   (AVFS  *   ER85) 
85.75 ac  *   ER-TN =      (59.08 *  0.00)   +   (26.67 *   0.70) 
         ER-TN  =      [       (0.00)         +          (18.67)     ]  /  85.75 
         ER-TN  =      0.22    
For TSS Removal – BMP Pollutant Removal Reduction Rating (E  R  -  TN) = 0.22  
(corresponds to a 78% removal efficiency). 

           

Uncontrolled Condition 

Suspended Pollutants (TSS) 
For suspended pollutants, the unit pollutant loading for the developed tract would be: 
 Ltotal = Ap x L + AI x L’ = AP x L + AI x L x Cs 
 Ltotal = 0.8676 x L + 0.1324 x L x 5.1 = 1.543 L 
This represents an approximately 54% increase in suspended pollutant loadings from the site. 

Dissolved Pollutants (TN) 
For dissolved pollutants, the unit pollutant loading for the developed tract would be: 
 Ltotal = Ap x L + AI x L’ = AP x L + AI x L x Cd 
 Ltotal = 0.8676 x L + 0.1324 x L x 2.6 = 1.212 L 
This represents an approximately 21% increase in dissolved pollutant loadings from the site. 

 

Controlled Condition 

Suspended Pollutants (TSS) 
For suspended pollutants (TSS), the unit pollutant loading for the developed tract, with an overall BMP removal efficiency of 95% 
(see above calculations), and therefore ETSS = ER95 = 0.05 (represents the combined removal efficiency of the vegetative filter strip 
area and the retention/irrigation area) would be: 
 Ltotal = AP x L + AI x L’ x ER = AP x L + AI x L x Cs x ER95 
 Ltotal = 0.8676 x L + 0.1324 x L x 5.1 x 0.05 = 0.9014 L 
This represents an approximately 10% decrease in suspended pollutant loadings from the site, indicating that the combination of 
vegetative filter strips and retention/irrigation systems with an overall suspended pollutant removal efficiency of 95% will achieve 
the goal of no net increase in loading. 

Dissolved Pollutants (TN) 
For dissolved pollutants (TN), the unit pollutant loading for the developed tract, with an overall BMP removal efficiency of 78% 
(see above calculations), and therefore ETN = ER78 = 0.22 (represents the combined removal efficiency of the vegetative filter strip 
area and the retention/irrigation area) would be: 
 Ltotal = AP x L + AI x L’ x ER = AP x L + AI x L x Cd x ER78 
 Ltotal = 0.8676 x L + 0.1324 x L x 2.6 x 0.22 = 0.9432 L 
This represents an approximately 6% decrease in suspended pollutant loadings from the site, indicating that the combination of 
vegetative filter strips and retention/irrigation systems with an overall dissolved pollutant removal efficiency of 78% will achieve 
the goal of no net increase in loading. 
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Illustrative Case No. 2 



Land Development Example No. 2 
 

MYTHIC, TEXAS - a Hill Country Town southwest of Austin 
 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION: 
 

• SITE AREA: 4.0 Acres inside the preferred growth area of the town of Mythic, 
Texas 

 

51
2 

 ft
. 

340 ft. 

U. S. Highway   120 fT. ROW 

Lo
ca

l S
tre

et
  6

0 
F

t. 
R
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W
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rth

 

Project 
Site 
4.0 Acres 

 
 

• BOUNDARY DETAILS 
o SOUTHEAST: Open field 
o SOUTHWEST: Local street – 60 ft. Right of way 
o NORTHWEST: State Highway – 120 ft. Right of way 
o NORTHEAST: Open field 

 
• SITE FEATURES: 

o Site is currently used to run goats 
o Site is nearly flat, with moderately deep soil 
o Site is in the Contributing Zone of the Barton Springs segment of the 

Edwards Aquifer.  Nearby streams are tributaries of Scenic Creek, a 
principal recharge stream of the Barton Springs segment. 

 
DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
 

• PROPOSED USE: 
o Retail Commercial – desire is to build maximum allowable facility 
o Includes building, material laydown and parking areas. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Pollutant Loadings 
Pollutant Loadings per unit area from undeveloped land are represented by the variable L. 
Pollutant Loadings per unit area from developed land are represented by the variable L’ and are related to L by the following 
equation:  
 L’ = L x C 
Where C is a factor representing the magnitude of increase in that pollutant. 
The total unit pollutant loading for a tract of land which is partially developed would be represented by the following equation: 
 Ltotal = AP x L + AI x L’ 
Where AP represents the undeveloped (pervious) fraction of the area and AI represents the developed (impervious) fraction of the 
area. 

BMP Effectiveness 
Water quality protection best management practices (BMPs) are to be employed on the developed portion. 
The pollutant removal reduction rating of a BMP is quantified by the following equation: 
 ER = 1- (EBMP/100) 
Where EBMP is the BMP removal efficiency in percent. 

 

POLLUTANT LOADING ESTIMATES 

Assumptions 
A 4.0 acre tract of land is to be developed as a commercial site.  The tract of land is to be developed at 75% Impervious Cover (IC).  
Correspondingly, AP = 0.25 (AP = 1.0 ac / 4.0 ac = 0.25)  and AI = 0.75 (AI = 3.0 ac / 4.0 ac=0.75)  . 
Studies indicate that for suspended pollutants, Cs = 5.1 and for dissolved pollutants, Cd = 2.6. 
References indicate that for sedimentation/filtration systems (proprietary systems using cartridge filters) the following removal 
efficiencies can be assumed: 

TSS = 95%  [ER85 = 0.05] 
TN = 70%  [ER70 = 0.30] 

A goal for the developed condition is no net increase in pollutant loadings. 
 

   

Uncontrolled Condition 

Suspended Pollutants (TSS) 
For suspended pollutants, the unit pollutant loading for the developed tract would be: 
 Ltotal = Ap x L + AI x L’ = AP x L + AI x L x Cs 
 Ltotal = 0.25 x L + 0.75 x L x 5.1 = 4.075 L 
This represents an approximately 400% increase in suspended pollutant loadings from the site. 

Dissolved Pollutants (TN) 
For dissolved pollutants, the unit pollutant loading for the developed tract would be: 
 Ltotal = Ap x L + AI x L’ = AP x L + AI x L x Cd 
 Ltotal = 0.25 x L + 0.75 x L x 2.6 = 2.200 L 
This represents an approximately 220% increase in dissolved pollutant loadings from the site. 

Q:\7131 Barton Springs Regional Water Quality Protection Plan\Illustrative_Case\Case 2\Final Draft\Pollutant_Calcs_Illustrative Case 2_dbf sig.doc 



Job No. 7131 NAISMITH ENGINEERING, INC. SHEET 2 of 2 
Description:     Example Calculations for Pollutant Loading Comparison – Illustrative Case #2 Date: 03/07/05 
Regional Water Quality Protection Plan – Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer By: dbf 

 

Q:\7131 Barton Springs Regional Water Quality Protection Plan\Illustrative_Case\Case 2\Final Draft\Pollutant_Calcs_Illustrative Case 2_dbf sig.doc 

 

Controlled Condition 

Suspended Pollutants (TSS) 
For suspended pollutants (TSS), the unit pollutant loading for the developed tract, with an overall BMP removal efficiency of 95% 
(see above Assumptions section), and therefore ETSS = ER95 = 0.05 (represents the BMP Effectiveness (ER) based on an overall 
removal efficiency for the sedimentation/cartridge filtration system) would be: 
 Ltotal = AP x L + AI x L’ x ER = AP x L + AI x L x Cs x ER95 
 Ltotal = 0.25 x L + 0.75 x L x 5.1 x 0.05 = 0.4413 L 
This represents an approximately 56% decrease in suspended pollutant loadings from the site, indicating that the combination of 
vegetative filter strips and retention/irrigation systems with an overall suspended pollutant removal efficiency of 95% will achieve 
the goal of no net increase in loading. 

Dissolved Pollutants (TN) 
For dissolved pollutants (TN), the unit pollutant loading for the developed tract, with an overall BMP removal efficiency of 70% 
(see above Assumptions section), and therefore ETN = ER70 = 0.30 (represents the BMP Effectiveness (ER) based on an overall 
removal efficiency for the sedimentation/cartridge filtration system) would be: 
 Ltotal = AP x L + AI x L’ x ER = AP x L + AI x L x Cd x ER78 
 Ltotal = 0.25 x L + 0.75 x L x 2.6 x 0.30 = 0.8350 L 
This represents an approximately 16.5% decrease in suspended pollutant loadings from the site, indicating that the combination of 
vegetative filter strips and retention/irrigation systems with an overall dissolved pollutant removal efficiency of 70% will achieve 
the goal of no net increase in loading. 
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An Overview of the An Overview of the 
Regional Water Quality Regional Water Quality 

Protection PlanProtection Plan

Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection Development of a Regional Water Quality Protection 
Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 

Aquifer and its Contributing ZoneAquifer and its Contributing Zone

Project SponsorsProject Sponsors
City of Dripping City of Dripping 
SpringsSprings
City of AustinCity of Austin
City of BudaCity of Buda
City of KyleCity of Kyle
City of City of RollingwoodRollingwood
City of Sunset ValleyCity of Sunset Valley
Village of Bee CaveVillage of Bee Cave
Blanco CountyBlanco County
Hays CountyHays County

Travis CountyTravis County
Barton Barton 
Springs/Edwards Springs/Edwards 
Aquifer Conservation Aquifer Conservation 
DistrictDistrict
Hays Trinity Hays Trinity 
Groundwater Groundwater 
Conservation DistrictConservation District
BlancoBlanco--PedernalesPedernales
Groundwater Groundwater 
Conservation District Conservation District 

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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FundingFunding

City of AustinCity of Austin
Austin Community CollegeAustin Community College
Barton Springs/Edwards Barton Springs/Edwards 
Aquifer Conservation Aquifer Conservation 
DistrictDistrict
Village of Bee CaveVillage of Bee Cave
BlancoBlanco--PedernalesPedernales
Groundwater Conservation Groundwater Conservation 
DistrictDistrict

City of Dripping SpringsCity of Dripping Springs
Hays CountyHays County
Hays Trinity Groundwater Hays Trinity Groundwater 
Conservation DistrictConservation District
City of KyleCity of Kyle
Lower Colorado River Lower Colorado River 
AuthorityAuthority
City of Sunset ValleyCity of Sunset Valley

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Principal Funding Principal Funding –– Grants from:Grants from:
Texas Water Development Board  Texas Water Development Board  -- $148,000$148,000
Lower Colorado River Authority Lower Colorado River Authority -- $100,000$100,000

Other Local Public Entities (Cash/InOther Local Public Entities (Cash/In--kind)kind)

Funding (Continued)Funding (Continued)

The Austin Waldorf The Austin Waldorf 
SchoolSchool
Carpenter and Carpenter and 
Langford, P.C.Langford, P.C.
George George CoferCofer
The Oak Hill United The Oak Hill United 
Methodist ChurchMethodist Church
The Salt Lick Bar BThe Salt Lick Bar B--QQ

John OrrJohn Orr
The Save Barton The Save Barton 
Creek AssociationCreek Association
TechPeopleTechPeople, Inc., Inc.
Terri Buchanan, Terri Buchanan, 
M.P.H.M.P.H.
Urban Design GroupUrban Design Group

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Other Entities & Individuals (Cash/InOther Entities & Individuals (Cash/In--kind)kind)
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The Historic PerspectiveThe Historic Perspective

Regional Water Quality Planning Project Regional Water Quality Planning Project 

““Good water quality is one of the things that contributes Good water quality is one of the things that contributes 
most to the health of the citizens of a city.  most to the health of the citizens of a city.  There is There is 
nothing of more interest to magistrates than maintaining nothing of more interest to magistrates than maintaining 
the healthfulness of the water that serves both men and the healthfulness of the water that serves both men and 
animalsanimals and preventing accidents that can cause the and preventing accidents that can cause the 
water to become polluted, whether in springs, rivers and water to become polluted, whether in springs, rivers and 
streams where it flows or in places where diverted water streams where it flows or in places where diverted water 
is stored, or in the wells used as sources.”is stored, or in the wells used as sources.”

(De (De JussieuJussieu, Histoire de , Histoire de l'Academiel'Academie royaleroyale des sciences [History ofdes sciences [History of
the Royal Academy of Science], 1733, p.331. From The Public the Royal Academy of Science], 1733, p.331. From The Public 
Fountains of the City of Dijon by Henry Darcy, translated by PatFountains of the City of Dijon by Henry Darcy, translated by Patricia ricia 
BobeckBobeck, Kendall/Hunt Publishing Co., 2004.), Kendall/Hunt Publishing Co., 2004.)

Why Do We Need a Plan?Why Do We Need a Plan?
Water Resources in the Region are InvaluableWater Resources in the Region are Invaluable
Pressure for Growth & Development is Already Pressure for Growth & Development is Already 
Being Felt Being Felt –– The Region Must Be ReadyThe Region Must Be Ready
Some of What We Have Been Doing is Not Some of What We Have Been Doing is Not 
WorkingWorking

If we do what we’ve always done, we’ll get what If we do what we’ve always done, we’ll get what 
we’ve always gottenwe’ve always gotten
No one wants to destroy the natural resources in the No one wants to destroy the natural resources in the 
areaarea

Competing Ideas About How the Resources Competing Ideas About How the Resources 
Should Be ProtectedShould Be Protected

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Stakeholder RepresentationStakeholder Representation
Stakeholder CategoriesStakeholder Categories

3 to 5 Representatives from Each Category3 to 5 Representatives from Each Category
Public validation of representationPublic validation of representation
Adjustments to better reflect stakeholder groups:Adjustments to better reflect stakeholder groups:

INCREASE landowner representationINCREASE landowner representation
INCREASE government representationINCREASE government representation
REDUCE duplicate representationREDUCE duplicate representation

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Economic InterestsEconomic InterestsEnvironmental Preservation & Environmental Preservation & 
Good Governance InterestsGood Governance Interests

Governmental EntitiesGovernmental EntitiesDevelopment InterestsDevelopment Interests
Public Interest OrganizationsPublic Interest OrganizationsConcerned CitizensConcerned Citizens
Neighborhood InterestsNeighborhood InterestsProperty OwnersProperty Owners

Stakeholder Committee EffortStakeholder Committee Effort

27 Members + 8 Alternates27 Members + 8 Alternates
Meetings from June 2004 thru March 2005:Meetings from June 2004 thru March 2005:

16 full meetings16 full meetings
6 subcommittee and workshop meetings6 subcommittee and workshop meetings
Over 2000 hours valued at $51,000Over 2000 hours valued at $51,000
PLUS time outside of meetingsPLUS time outside of meetings

Average attendance for 16 meetings:  Average attendance for 16 meetings:  93%93%
Identification and Prioritization of IssuesIdentification and Prioritization of Issues
“Give and Take” Exchanges“Give and Take” Exchanges
Critical Feedback on Technical Work ProductsCritical Feedback on Technical Work Products

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project



5

Stakeholder Committee Goal StatementStakeholder Committee Goal Statement
““Develop an implementDevelop an implement--able Regional Water able Regional Water 
Quality Management Plan that preserves and Quality Management Plan that preserves and 
protects resources and manages activities protects resources and manages activities 

within the planning region so that existing and within the planning region so that existing and 
future land use, land management, and future land use, land management, and 

development activities maintain or enhance the development activities maintain or enhance the 
existing water quality of the groundwater and existing water quality of the groundwater and 
surface water within both the Barton Springs surface water within both the Barton Springs 

segment of the Edwards Aquifer and the segment of the Edwards Aquifer and the 
contributing portion of the watersheds within the contributing portion of the watersheds within the 

Planning Region, for the benefit of people and Planning Region, for the benefit of people and 
the environment.”the environment.”

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Stakeholder Guiding PrinciplesStakeholder Guiding Principles
1.1. The economy and environment of this unique part of The economy and environment of this unique part of 

Texas depend upon the preservation, conservation Texas depend upon the preservation, conservation 
and management of dependable supplies of clean and management of dependable supplies of clean 
water. We all recognize the unacceptable water. We all recognize the unacceptable 
consequences that would result if we take no action to consequences that would result if we take no action to 
protect our water.protect our water.

2.2. Both private individuals and the Public have a Both private individuals and the Public have a 
responsibility to respect the legitimate interests of responsibility to respect the legitimate interests of 
others and to do no harm in their activities.others and to do no harm in their activities.

3.3. Those who benefit from an activity must bear the Those who benefit from an activity must bear the 
responsibility for the costs and impacts of that activity.responsibility for the costs and impacts of that activity.

4.4. We will favor measures which, all else being equal, We will favor measures which, all else being equal, 
minimize the risk of failure or of damage to the minimize the risk of failure or of damage to the 
watershed.watershed.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Stakeholder Guiding Principles (Cont’d)Stakeholder Guiding Principles (Cont’d)
5.5. The water quality protection measures we recommend The water quality protection measures we recommend 

will strive to balance Government regulations with will strive to balance Government regulations with 
appropriate economic incentives.appropriate economic incentives.

6.6. The regulatory measures we recommend shall be The regulatory measures we recommend shall be 
accompanied by strategies for administration and accompanied by strategies for administration and 
enforcement that provide as much certainty as enforcement that provide as much certainty as 
possible while discouraging exemptions and possible while discouraging exemptions and 
exceptions.exceptions.

7.7. We will make all our decisions being mindful of the We will make all our decisions being mindful of the 
economic impact of the measures recommended and economic impact of the measures recommended and 
strive to achieve a fair and reasonable balance among strive to achieve a fair and reasonable balance among 
the various interests.the various interests.

8.8. We will not permit any party or group in this process to We will not permit any party or group in this process to 
have undue or unfair control over the outcome.have undue or unfair control over the outcome.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

THE PLANNING REGIONTHE PLANNING REGION

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Scientific BasisScientific Basis
Data Compilation Data Compilation –– Large Volume of DataLarge Volume of Data
Technical Review by Consulting Team ExpertsTechnical Review by Consulting Team Experts
Coordination of Technical Issues with the Coordination of Technical Issues with the 
Technical Review GroupTechnical Review Group
Coordination of Technical Issues by the Coordination of Technical Issues by the 
Consulting Team with outside Technical ExpertsConsulting Team with outside Technical Experts
Approach for Areas of Uncertainty in the ScienceApproach for Areas of Uncertainty in the Science

Assess Potential VulnerabilitiesAssess Potential Vulnerabilities
Tie to the “Best Available” ScienceTie to the “Best Available” Science
Where necessary, incorporate safety factors Where necessary, incorporate safety factors 

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

ImplementationImplementation
Short TermShort Term

Relies Only on Local JurisdictionsRelies Only on Local Jurisdictions
Existing Entities Under Existing Legal AuthorityExisting Entities Under Existing Legal Authority
New Entities, Created by Existing Entities Under New Entities, Created by Existing Entities Under 
Existing Legal AuthorityExisting Legal Authority
BuiltBuilt--in Funding Mechanismsin Funding Mechanisms
Advantages: Doesn’t Rely on Others, No Changes to Advantages: Doesn’t Rely on Others, No Changes to 
Existing Legal AuthorityExisting Legal Authority
Disadvantages: Possible NonDisadvantages: Possible Non--Uniform Uniform 
Implementation and Political InfluencesImplementation and Political Influences

Long Term Long Term –– Possible Single Jurisdiction/ Possible Single Jurisdiction/ 
Regional EntityRegional Entity

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Primary Entities AffectedPrimary Entities Affected
Unincorporated Hays County (30.4%)Unincorporated Hays County (30.4%)

(Including Various (Including Various ETJsETJs: 60.0%): 60.0%)

City of Dripping Springs CL + ETJ (29.7%)City of Dripping Springs CL + ETJ (29.7%)
City of Austin CL + ETJ (28.7%)City of Austin CL + ETJ (28.7%)
Unincorporated Travis County (3.7%)Unincorporated Travis County (3.7%)

(Including Various (Including Various ETJsETJs: 23.5%): 23.5%)
Village of Bee Cave CL + ETJ (2.8%)Village of Bee Cave CL + ETJ (2.8%)
Total for These 5 Entities: > 95%Total for These 5 Entities: > 95%

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Goals and Objectives of the PlanGoals and Objectives of the Plan
Protect Surface Water and GroundwaterProtect Surface Water and Groundwater
Address W.Q. in All Areas of the Planning Address W.Q. in All Areas of the Planning 
Region (Not just Edwards or Barton Springs)Region (Not just Edwards or Barton Springs)
Goal: “Maintain”Goal: “Maintain”

Mandatory applicabilityMandatory applicability
No net increase in pollutant loadingsNo net increase in pollutant loadings
Applies to all future development activitiesApplies to all future development activities

Goal: “Enhance”Goal: “Enhance”
Primarily voluntary measuresPrimarily voluntary measures
Designed to improve existing water qualityDesigned to improve existing water quality

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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A Consensus Based PlanA Consensus Based Plan
General Agreement Among Various InterestsGeneral Agreement Among Various Interests
Stakeholder Committee Bylaws/ProceduresStakeholder Committee Bylaws/Procedures

Strive for Full ConsensusStrive for Full Consensus
Voting Is A “Last Resort”Voting Is A “Last Resort”
75% Agreement Needed to Change Plan75% Agreement Needed to Change Plan

ResultsResults
Vast Majority of Issues Vast Majority of Issues –– Consensus with No VotingConsensus with No Voting
Only Handful of Issues Submitted for VoteOnly Handful of Issues Submitted for Vote
Of Issues Voted, Most Resolved Through Consensus Of Issues Voted, Most Resolved Through Consensus 
(>75%)(>75%)

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Items in the Plan with Less than Items in the Plan with Less than 
Consensus AgreementConsensus Agreement

Min. Contributing Areas for Stream Buffer ZonesMin. Contributing Areas for Stream Buffer Zones
Specific Widths for Stream Specific Widths for Stream BZsBZs
Recognized Treatment Capacity for Stream Recognized Treatment Capacity for Stream 
BZsBZs/CEF Setbacks/CEF Setbacks
Wastewater/Wastewater/StormwaterStormwater Irrigation DesignIrrigation Design
Inclusion of Wetlands in PlanInclusion of Wetlands in Plan
Safety Factors/Design for Structural Safety Factors/Design for Structural BMPsBMPs
Funding Sources for O&M of Funding Sources for O&M of BMPsBMPs
Use of Development AgreementsUse of Development Agreements
Details of the Impervious Cover Table and the Details of the Impervious Cover Table and the 
Thresholds for Requiring Thresholds for Requiring TDRsTDRs

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Proposed Water Quality Protection Proposed Water Quality Protection 
MeasuresMeasures

Natural Area and Open Space ConservationNatural Area and Open Space Conservation
Transferable Development Rights (Transferable Development Rights (TDRsTDRs))
Comprehensive Site Planning and PreComprehensive Site Planning and Pre--
Development ReviewDevelopment Review
Location of DevelopmentLocation of Development
Intensity of DevelopmentIntensity of Development
Control of Hydrologic RegimeControl of Hydrologic Regime
Structural Structural BMPsBMPs
Local Enforcement of Construction Site ControlsLocal Enforcement of Construction Site Controls

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Proposed Water Quality Protection Proposed Water Quality Protection 
Measures (Cont’d)Measures (Cont’d)

Wastewater ManagementWastewater Management
Alternative Water Sources/Uses and Alternative Water Sources/Uses and 
ConservationConservation
Characteristics of DevelopmentCharacteristics of Development
Land Use RestrictionsLand Use Restrictions
Restrictions on Use, Storage and Disposal of Restrictions on Use, Storage and Disposal of 
Potentially Harmful MaterialsPotentially Harmful Materials
Land ManagementLand Management
Public Education/OutreachPublic Education/Outreach

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Location of DevelopmentLocation of Development

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Stream BuffersStream Buffers

600600300300Greater than 640Greater than 640

400400200200300 to 640300 to 640

300300150150120 to 300120 to 300

20020010010032 to 12032 to 120

TotalTotalWidth (ft. Width (ft. 
from C.L.)from C.L.)

Contributing Area (Ac.)Contributing Area (Ac.)

Location of Development (Cont’d)Location of Development (Cont’d)

Critical Environmental Features (Critical Environmental Features (CEFsCEFs))
Point Recharge FeaturesPoint Recharge Features
•• Upstream: Drainage divide up to 300’, not less than Upstream: Drainage divide up to 300’, not less than 

150’150’
•• Downstream: 150’Downstream: 150’

Indirect Recharge Features Indirect Recharge Features –– 150’150’

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Impacts of Impervious Cover (IC)Impacts of Impervious Cover (IC)
IC IC –– Roofs, Driveways, Streets, Parking Lots, Roofs, Driveways, Streets, Parking Lots, 
etc. that intercept rainfall and generally do not etc. that intercept rainfall and generally do not 
allow percolation/seepage of rainfall into soilallow percolation/seepage of rainfall into soil
Data SourcesData Sources

U.S. Geological SurveyU.S. Geological Survey
City of AustinCity of Austin
LCRALCRA

Begin to see statistically significant impacts Begin to see statistically significant impacts 
between 5between 5--18%18%
At 20%, Degradation Using TCEQ CriteriaAt 20%, Degradation Using TCEQ Criteria
Protective Levels EstablishedProtective Levels Established

10% for Recharge Zone10% for Recharge Zone
15% for Contributing Zone15% for Contributing Zone

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

AsAs--built IC in the Planning Regionbuilt IC in the Planning Region

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Recommended IC LimitationsRecommended IC Limitations

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

45 or45 or
No Limit*No Limit*

25257.57.5CZ, high dens. Res., CZ, high dens. Res., 
commercial, in PGAcommercial, in PGA

303015157.57.5CZ, CZ, s.fs.f. residential, in PGA. residential, in PGA

252515157.57.5Contributing Zone (CZ), Contributing Zone (CZ), 
outside Preferred Growth outside Preferred Growth 
Areas (Areas (PGAsPGAs) ) 

1515101055Recharge ZoneRecharge Zone

Standard Standard 
Methods Methods 
+ + TDRsTDRs

Standard Standard 
MethodsMethods

SimplifiedSimplifiedLocationLocation

*Requires rainwater harvesting from building roofs

Explanatory Notes for IC TableExplanatory Notes for IC Table
Limited ReviewLimited Review

No connected blocks of IC > 20,000 No connected blocks of IC > 20,000 sfsf..
OffOff--site discharges to sheet flowsite discharges to sheet flow
No hardNo hard--lined drainage conveyance structureslined drainage conveyance structures
OnOn--site survey for site survey for CEFsCEFs and streamsand streams
Geometric review of site plan, no technical Geometric review of site plan, no technical 
demonstration of performance required.demonstration of performance required.

Standard MethodsStandard Methods
Comp. Site Design + Calc. Demo. “no net increase”Comp. Site Design + Calc. Demo. “no net increase”
Where onWhere on--site IC exceed the established IC Limit:site IC exceed the established IC Limit:

•• O&M program includes site specific performance monitoringO&M program includes site specific performance monitoring
•• Monitoring program by a public entityMonitoring program by a public entity
•• Secured funding for O&M and monitoringSecured funding for O&M and monitoring

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Explanatory Notes for I. C. Table (Cont’d)Explanatory Notes for I. C. Table (Cont’d)
TDRsTDRs

Recharge ZoneRecharge Zone
•• TDRsTDRs Used in RZ must be obtained from RZUsed in RZ must be obtained from RZ
•• Combined IC of all tracts must be 10% or lowerCombined IC of all tracts must be 10% or lower

Contributing ZoneContributing Zone
•• TDRsTDRs used in the CZ may be obtained from RZ or CZused in the CZ may be obtained from RZ or CZ
•• TDRsTDRs from properties outside of from properties outside of PGAsPGAs
•• Combined IC of all tracts must be 15% or lowerCombined IC of all tracts must be 15% or lower

Preferred Growth Areas (Preferred Growth Areas (PGAsPGAs))
Defined by local Defined by local govtsgovts. . -- Comprehensive PlanningComprehensive Planning
Within municipal boundariesWithin municipal boundaries
Zoning Zoning –– industrial/commercial or highindustrial/commercial or high--den. Res.den. Res.

“No Limit” “No Limit” -- roof runoff rainwater harvestingroof runoff rainwater harvesting
Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Stakeholder Comments on Stakeholder Comments on 
Recommended IC LimitsRecommended IC Limits

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

30 to30 to
No LimitNo Limit

2020--40 40 
++TDRsTDRs

55--2020CZ, high dens. Res., CZ, high dens. Res., 
commercial, in PGAcommercial, in PGA

30301515--30 30 
++TDRsTDRs

33--2020CZ, CZ, s.fs.f. residential, in PGA. residential, in PGA

1515--30301010--25 25 
++TDRsTDRs

33--1010Contributing Zone (CZ), Contributing Zone (CZ), 
outside Preferred Growth outside Preferred Growth 
Areas (Areas (PGAsPGAs) ) 

1010--25251010--151533--7.57.5Recharge ZoneRecharge Zone

Standard Standard 
Methods Methods 
+ + TDRsTDRs

Standard Standard 
MethodsMethods

SimplifiedSimplifiedLocationLocation
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Structural Structural BMPsBMPs
PrimaryPrimary

Retention/IrrigationRetention/Irrigation
BioretentionBioretention

Secondary Secondary –– Others recognized by TCEQOthers recognized by TCEQ
LimitationsLimitations

Limited Design Data Limited Design Data –– Base on Good ScienceBase on Good Science
Good for TSS, not so good for dissolvedGood for TSS, not so good for dissolved
Need for redundancyNeed for redundancy
Need for proper Operations & MaintenanceNeed for proper Operations & Maintenance

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Transferable Development Rights (Transferable Development Rights (TDRsTDRs))
New Concept in Texas (New Currency)New Concept in Texas (New Currency)
Based on Uniform Intensity LimitsBased on Uniform Intensity Limits

10% IC for Recharge Zone10% IC for Recharge Zone
15% IC for Contributing Zone15% IC for Contributing Zone

Voluntary SystemVoluntary System--Gives Value to All LandGives Value to All Land
Optional for Development Optional for Development –– Plan Limits or Plan Limits or TDRsTDRs
Requires Approval of “To” and “From” JurisdictionsRequires Approval of “To” and “From” Jurisdictions

Address Equity (Principle # 7)Address Equity (Principle # 7)
Restrictions/LimitationsRestrictions/Limitations

Not intended to change tax statusNot intended to change tax status
No eminent domain/condemnation allowedNo eminent domain/condemnation allowed

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project



16

Implementation ChallengesImplementation Challenges
MunicipalitiesMunicipalities

All powers in municipal boundariesAll powers in municipal boundaries
No zoning and limited ability to regulate IC in ETJNo zoning and limited ability to regulate IC in ETJ

CountiesCounties
Prohibited from regulating (density) intensity or ICProhibited from regulating (density) intensity or IC
Can accomplish this through other entities (Can accomplish this through other entities (MUDsMUDs, , 
WCIDsWCIDs))

Special DistrictsSpecial Districts
Specific Limitations in enabling legislationSpecific Limitations in enabling legislation
Can regulate various aspects depending on locationCan regulate various aspects depending on location

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Who Pays?Who Pays?
Guiding Principle Guiding Principle –– Those Who Benefit Those Who Benefit 
Bear the CostBear the Cost
Capital Requirements Capital Requirements –– Included with Included with 
DevelopmentDevelopment
Operations & MaintenanceOperations & Maintenance

UpUp--front funding front funding 
Public Entity Assumes OperationsPublic Entity Assumes Operations
Taxing Entity (MUD, WCID or PID) with Water Taxing Entity (MUD, WCID or PID) with Water 
Quality responsibilitiesQuality responsibilities

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Economic ImplicationsEconomic Implications

Incremental Costs of MeasuresIncremental Costs of Measures
Depends on starting point Depends on starting point –– Larger impact on Larger impact on 
areas with minimal current W.Q. measuresareas with minimal current W.Q. measures
Depends on location Depends on location -- Lower impact on total Lower impact on total 
cost for higher $ areascost for higher $ areas

Other Cost Savings/Benefits?Other Cost Savings/Benefits?

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Incremental Cost ScenariosIncremental Cost Scenarios
Current City of Austin SOS Water Quality Ordinance Current City of Austin SOS Water Quality Ordinance 
(WQO)(WQO)
Current Village of Bee Cave WQQCurrent Village of Bee Cave WQQ
Current City of Buda WQOCurrent City of Buda WQO
Current/previous City of Drippings Springs Current/previous City of Drippings Springs WQOsWQOs
TCEQ’sTCEQ’s Edwards Aquifer Protection Program (EAPP) Edwards Aquifer Protection Program (EAPP) 
optional measures to avoid take of the Barton Springs optional measures to avoid take of the Barton Springs 
salamander, approved by USFWS, with IC at 20%salamander, approved by USFWS, with IC at 20%
TCEQ’sTCEQ’s EAPP measures, with IC at 20%EAPP measures, with IC at 20%
TCEQ’sTCEQ’s EAPP measures, with lot size restricted by EAPP measures, with lot size restricted by 
current county (Hays and Travis) OSSF ordinances.current county (Hays and Travis) OSSF ordinances.
The USFWS measures from the Memorandum of The USFWS measures from the Memorandum of 
Understanding with the LCRA for providing surface waterUnderstanding with the LCRA for providing surface water

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Incremental Costs Incremental Costs –– Typical LotTypical Lot

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

($6,000.00) ($4,000.00) ($2,000.00) $0.00 $2,000.00 $4,000.00 $6,000.00 $8,000.00

USFWS RZ (Kyle, Hays and Mountain City)

TCEQ EA Optional RZ (Kyle, Hays and Mountain City)

TCEQ EA 20% RZ (Kyle, Hays and Mountain City)

Buda W.Q.O (Buda ETJ)

Austin SOS RZ (Austin ICL + ETJ)

USFWS CZ (W. Travis & W. Hays Uninc., Dripping Springs ETJ)

TCEQ EA+OSSF CZ (W. Travis & W. Hays Uninc., Dripping Springs ETJ)

TCEQ EA Optional CZ (W. Travis & W. Hays Uninc., Dripping Springs ETJ)

TCEQ EA 20% CZ (W. Travis & W. Hays Uninc., Dripping Springs ETJ)

Dripping Springs W.Q.O. - Previous (Dripping Springs ICL +ETJ)

Dripping Springs W.Q.O. - New  (Dripping Springs ETJ)

Dripping Springs W.Q.O.- New  (Dripping Springs ICL)

Bee Cave W.Q.O. (Bee Cave ICL + ETJ)

Austin SOS CZ (Austin ICL + ETJ)
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$0 $20,000 $40,000 $60,000 $80,000 $100,00
0

$120,00
0

$140,00
0

USFWS RZ (Kyle, Hays and Mountain City)
TCEQ EA Optional RZ (Kyle, Hays and Mountain City)

TCEQ EA 20% RZ (Kyle, Hays and Mountain City)
Buda W.Q.O. (Buda ETJ)

Austin SOS RZ (Austin ICL)
Austin SOS RZ (Austin ICL)

USFWS CZ (W. Travis Uninc.)
USFWS CZ (W. Hays Uninc.)

USFWS CZ (Dripping Springs ETJ)
TCEQ EA+OSSF CZ (W. Travis Uninc.)

TCEQ EA+OSSF CZ (W. Hays Uninc.)
TCEQ EA+OSSF CZ (Dripping Springs ETJ)

TCEQ EA Optional CZ (W. Travis Uninc.)
TCEQ EA Optional CZ (W. Hays Uninc.)

TCEQ EA Optional CZ (Dripping Springs ETJ)
TCEQ EA 20% CZ (W. Travis Uninc.)

TCEQ EA 20% CZ (W. Hays Uninc.)
TCEQ EA 20% CZ (Dripping Springs ETJ)

Dripping Springs W.Q.O. - Previous (Dripping Springs ICL +ETJ)
Dripping Springs W.Q.O. - New (Dripping Springs ETJ)
Dripping Springs W.Q.O.- New (Dripping Springs ICL)

Bee Cave W.Q.O. (Bee Cave ICL + ETJ)
Austin SOS CZ (Austin ICL)

Austin SOS CZ - ETJ
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ILLUSTRATIVE CASESILLUSTRATIVE CASES

Intended to Illustrate Effects of Measures Intended to Illustrate Effects of Measures 
on Realistic Propertieson Realistic Properties

Rural Tract Rural Tract –– mixed developmentmixed development
Suburban Tract Suburban Tract –– commercial developmentcommercial development

Easier to Grasp than 150+ Pages of TextEasier to Grasp than 150+ Pages of Text
Serve as Examples for ImplementationServe as Examples for Implementation

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Illustrative Case #1 Illustrative Case #1 –– Scenic, TexasScenic, Texas
LocationLocation

Contributing ZoneContributing Zone
Rural Rural –– Outside Preferred Growth AreasOutside Preferred Growth Areas

Site CharacteristicsSite Characteristics
218 Acres, undeveloped ranch land218 Acres, undeveloped ranch land
Boundaries: S Boundaries: S –– 4 lane US Highway, E 4 lane US Highway, E –– TX TX 
RR w/ paved shoulders, W RR w/ paved shoulders, W –– 2 lane CR, N 2 lane CR, N ––
ranch land & Scenic Creek (>2,000 Ac drain.)ranch land & Scenic Creek (>2,000 Ac drain.)
Several onSeveral on--site streams/site streams/karstkarst featuresfeatures

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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PrePre--Development Development -- Illustrative Case #1Illustrative Case #1

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

PostPost--Development Development -- Illustrative Case #1Illustrative Case #1

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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IC Calculations IC Calculations –– Illustrative Case #1Illustrative Case #1

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Length x WidthLength x Width5.405.40RoadwaysRoadways
28.84 / 218 = 13.22%28.84 / 218 = 13.22%28.8428.84TotalsTotals

10.83 Ac. @ 60% IC10.83 Ac. @ 60% IC6.56.5CommercialCommercial

18.83 Ac. @ 40% IC18.83 Ac. @ 40% IC7.537.53MultiMulti--Family Family 
ResidentialResidential

82 lots @ 5,000 82 lots @ 5,000 sfsf IC per lotIC per lot9.419.41Single Family Single Family 
ResidentialResidential

BasisBasisImpervious Impervious 
Cover Cover 
(Acres)(Acres)

Land UseLand Use

Illustrative Case #2 Illustrative Case #2 –– Mythic, TexasMythic, Texas
LocationLocation

Contributing ZoneContributing Zone
Urban Urban –– Inside Preferred Growth AreasInside Preferred Growth Areas

Site CharacteristicsSite Characteristics
4.0 Acres, undeveloped agricultural land4.0 Acres, undeveloped agricultural land
Boundaries: S & W Boundaries: S & W –– Open field, NW Open field, NW -- 4 lane 4 lane 
US Highway, SE US Highway, SE –– paved city streetpaved city street
Nearly flat, moderately deep soilsNearly flat, moderately deep soils

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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PrePre--Development Development -- Illustrative Case #2Illustrative Case #2

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Illustrative Case #2 Illustrative Case #2 –– Mythic, TexasMythic, Texas
Development ObjectivesDevelopment Objectives

Retail CommercialRetail Commercial
Max. building, material Max. building, material laydownlaydown and parkingand parking

Design RestrictionsDesign Restrictions
Ret./Ret./IrrIrr. requires 1.0 Ac. of irrigation area. requires 1.0 Ac. of irrigation area
Resulting: 3.0 Ac. Or 75% IC (Requires Resulting: 3.0 Ac. Or 75% IC (Requires 
rainwater harvesting)rainwater harvesting)

TDRsTDRs
On On –– site allows: 0.6 Ac. IC (4 x 15% = 0.6)site allows: 0.6 Ac. IC (4 x 15% = 0.6)
OffOff--site site req’dreq’d: 2.4 Ac. IC or approx. 16 Ac.: 2.4 Ac. IC or approx. 16 Ac.

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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Stakeholder Committee Positions on Key Stakeholder Committee Positions on Key 
RWQPP MeasuresRWQPP Measures

Regional Water Quality Planning Project Regional Water Quality Planning Project 
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Stakeholder Ballot ResultsStakeholder Ballot Results
Support full adoptionSupport full adoption

1717
Want to see changes before adoptionWant to see changes before adoption

66
Did not vote (but 3 submitted comments)   Did not vote (but 3 submitted comments)   
44

What About the Future?What About the Future?
Review, Adoption and Implementation by Review, Adoption and Implementation by 
Local JurisdictionsLocal Jurisdictions

Integration into existing ordinances/rulesIntegration into existing ordinances/rules
New ordinances/rulesNew ordinances/rules
Specific funding mechanismsSpecific funding mechanisms

Inter & IntraInter & Intra--jurisdictional Coordinationjurisdictional Coordination
Adaptive ManagementAdaptive Management

Important to Identify What’s working and NotImportant to Identify What’s working and Not
Accommodate new technologies and scienceAccommodate new technologies and science
Helps facilitate coordinationHelps facilitate coordination

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project
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The Current Status of the RWQPPThe Current Status of the RWQPP

March 31March 31stst Final Draft CompletedFinal Draft Completed
April 30April 30thth End End -- Public Comment PeriodPublic Comment Period
June 3June 3rdrd Final Plan to EC+CCFinal Plan to EC+CC
June 13June 13thth EC+CC Meeting  Core toEC+CC Meeting  Core to

consider action, endorsementconsider action, endorsement
and implementationand implementation

June 21June 21stst Submit Final Plan to TWDBSubmit Final Plan to TWDB

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Additional Information on the PlanAdditional Information on the Plan

Regional Water Quality Planning ProjectRegional Water Quality Planning Project

Website: Website: www.waterqualityplan.orgwww.waterqualityplan.org
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Implementation Funding Plan 
Development of A Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs 

Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and Its Contributing Zone 

Development of A Regional Water Quality  Revised 05/2005 
Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment - 1 - 
of the Edwards Aquifer and Its Contributing Zone 

Sources of Funding for Water Quality Protection 
There are several sources of funding that can be used for water quality protection including local, 
state and federal governmental resources.  These sources are split into two categories: local and 
non-local. 

Local Funding Options 
Local governments can also finance water quality improvements through the issuance of bonds, 
budget appropriations, or through contractual agreements with public and private entities. A 
detailed discussion of how local governments can finance water quality protection measures is 
included in the text of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan, and is not repeated here. 

Non-Local Funding Options 
State and federal agencies assistance to local entities typically will fund planning, capital 
improvements, and land acquisition. However, these non-local sources generally will not provide 
funding for operations and maintenance of the projects. This assistance can be in the form of 
grants, loans or a combination of assistance. In most cases the applicant for the assistance must 
provide a matching share through either a cash contribution or in-kind contributions. The 
application process for assistance is based on rules and regulations developed by the various 
agencies and generally will require a project description, estimated budget, and certain 
assurances by the applicant.  In many instances, before final funding is approved, an 
environmental information document and cultural resources study must be completed.  The 
amount of funding available varies from year to year based on appropriations by the U.S. 
Congress and the Texas Legislature.  Most of these programs have limited resources and 
consequently, there is usually competition for funding among eligible applicants.  Each program 
has its own specific timetables for submitting applications and awarding assistance.  The major 
non-local funding sources are described in the following section. 

Program Descriptions for Non-Local Water Quality Protection 
Funding Sources 
The following discussion of funding sources focuses on state and federal programs, identifies the 
administering agency and includes a brief discussion on eligible applicants, a description of the 
program, and matching requirements.  References for for additional information are also 
included. 

Clean Water Act Section 319 (h) Non-point Source Pollution 
Prevention Program (Non agricultural program). 
Administering Agency: 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 

Eligible Applicants: 
Political subdivisions of the State of Texas including municipalities, counties, special purpose 
districts, and public universities. 
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Program Description: 
Federal assistance is provided through the TCEQ to eligible applicants to develop local or 
regional projects that support the state plan for the prevention of non-point source pollution. 
These projects can be assessment activities or implementation activities. Assessment activities 
include defining the problems and identifying potential best management practices (BMPs) that 
would be effective in addressing the problem. Implementation projects include using various 
BMPs to address non-point source pollution and monitoring their effectiveness.  Approximately 
80% of the funds must be used for Implementation Projects and 20% of the funds for assessment 
projects.  

Matching Requirements: 
60% grant from TCEQ and a 40% local match. 

For Additional Information: 
http://www.tceq.com/nav/funding/funding_opps.html#nps 

Clean Water Act Section 319 (h) Nonpoint Source Pollution Prevention 
Program (Agricultural and Silvaculture program). 
Administering Agency: 
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board (TSSWCB) 

Eligible Applicants: 
Eligible applicants include both private and public entities including local governments, state 
agencies, non-profit groups, and universities. 

Program Description: 
These funds can be used for implementation activities as well as training, demonstrations, 
technical assistance, public outreach/educational programs aimed to encourage adoption of 
pollution prevention techniques and practices as well as monitoring activities.  Research is not an 
eligible activity. 

Matching Requirements:  
60% grant from TSSWCB and a 40% local match. 

For Additional Information: 
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/programs/319.html 

Outdoor Recreation Grant Program (ORGP) 
Administering Agency: 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) 

Eligible Applicants: 
Political subdivisions of the State of Texas including municipalities, counties and special 
purpose districts. 
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Program Description: 
The ORGP is a state funded grant program that can be used for the acquisition and development 
of property that will be used for park and recreation purposes. The fund can also be used to 
purchase sensitive environmental areas, wildlife habitat or open space for the purposes of 
keeping it from development or for future park sites. This program would be beneficial to local 
sponsors if the parks and open space were to be used as part of a water quality protection 
program. 

Matching Requirements:  
TPWD will provide up to a 50% grant which requires a 50% match from the local sponsor. 
Grants are limited to $500,000 and must be completed within 3 years of award. 

For Additional Information: 
http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/grants/outdoor/ 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Cooperative Endangered Species 
Conservation Program  
Administering Agency: 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

Eligible Applicants: 
State Agencies that have a cooperative working agreement with USFWS. 

Program Description: 
The assistance provided to the State Agency can include animal, plant, and habitat surveys, 
research, planning, monitoring, habitat protection, restoration, management and acquisition and 
public education. The TPW has worked with USFWS and local sponsors including cities, 
counties, special purpose districts, and non-profit groups to apply for assistance under this 
program. 

Matching Requirements:  
USFWS will provide up to a 75% grant which needs to be matched by the State Agency. 

For Additional Information: 
http://endangered.fws.gov/grants/index.html 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Private Stewardship Program  
Administering Agency: 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

Eligible Applicants: 
Private individuals and groups. 
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Program Description: 
The Private Stewardship Program provides grants and other assistance on a competitive basis to 
individuals and groups engaged in local, private, and voluntary conservation efforts that benefit 
federally listed, proposed, or candidate species, or other at-risk species. 

Matching Requirements:  
90% grant from USFWS and a 10% local match. 

For Additional Information: 
http://endangered.fws.gov/grants/index.html 

Targeted Watershed Grants 
Administering Agency: 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Eligible Applicants: 
Political Subdivisions of the State including cities, counties and special purpose districts, public 
non-profit organizations, colleges and universities, and private individuals. 

Program Description: 
The Governor must nominate up to two watersheds that would be eligible under this program. 
Funds may be used toward the prevention, reduction, and elimination of water pollution. 
Applicants must have a thorough knowledge of their watershed, a specific project to address 
identified problems or barriers to water quality, broad based support from a number of public and 
private entities, and a demonstrated record of managing a watershed project. Eligible activities 
should be able to show tangible environmental improvement within a relatively short time period 
of 2-3 years. Applicants must also have a specific monitoring and evaluation plan demonstrating 
measurable results and contain a strong outreach and education component. 

Matching Requirements:  
EPA will provide up to a 75% grant which requires a 25% match by the applicant. 

For Additional Information: 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/watershed/initiative/ 

Clean Water State Revolving Loan Fund (CWSRF) 
Administering Agency: 
Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) 

Eligible Applicants: 
Political subdivisions of the State of Texas including cities, counties and special purpose 
districts. 

Program Description: 
The CWSRF program is a subsidized loan program offering low interest loans for addressing 
nonpoint source pollution. The loan subsidy is based on the security given for the loan as well as 
through rules established by the TWDB. The term of the loan is generally 20 years. 
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Matching Requirements:  
There are no matching requirements since this is a loan program. 

For Additional Information: 
http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/assistance/financial/fin_infrastructure/cwsrffund.asp 

Water Development Fund 2, Flood Protection (D-Fund2) 
Administering Agency: 
Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) 

Eligible Applicants: 
Political subdivisions of the State of Texas including cities, counties and special purpose 
districts. 

Program Description: 
The D-Fund2 program is a loan program offering loans for addressing drainage and flooding. 
One of the eligible uses for these funds is the acquisition of property for construction of 
detention/retention ponds, property that could be used for buffer zones and set backs within the 
floodplain, and other BMPs that could be used for both water quality protection as well as flood 
protection. The interest rate is based on the security given for the loan as well as through rules 
established by the TWDB. The term of the loan is generally 20-30 years. 

Matching Requirements:  
There are no matching requirements since this is a loan program. 

For Additional Information: 
http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/assistance/financial/financial_main.asp 
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ATTACHMENT I 
 

TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD  
Contract No. 2004-483-530 

Comments on the Draft Final Report entitled “Regional Water Quality Protection Plan  
for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and Its Contributing Zone” 

 
The following review comments are organized into two categories.  The first category includes items that 
must be satisfactorily addressed to comply with the Scope-of-Work (SOW) included in the contract 
between the Texas Water Development Board and the City of Dripping Springs.  The second category is 
suggested to improve the readability or content of the report.  Incorporation of these comments into the 
final report is at the discretion of the sponsor; however a copy of these report comments must be included 
with the Final Report. 
[NOTE: Responses to comments in Bold type, Arial font] 
CATEGORY 1 
 
Please address the following requirements to comply with the Statement-of-Work: 

A) Task 1 – Develop Stakeholder Process. The following items were not found, please document or 
provide clarification: 

1) Information concerning the type of  potential stakeholders considered for the Stakeholder 
Committee (SHC) and the process by which the stakeholders were selected (see Task 1.1 SOW) 

Information concerning the type of potential stakeholders considered and the process by 
which they were selected is presented in Section 1.4 and additional information is 
provided in Appendices A and C. 

2) The referenced “Stakeholder Process Guidance Document” was not found in the document.  
Please include this document with the final plan, or identify where it is in the document.  (see 
Task 1.6 SOW). 

The Stakeholder Process Guidance Documents have been included in Appendix A. 

B) Task 2 – Develop Communication Strategy.  Information for this task was not found.  Please provide 
documentation for this task. 

The Communication Plan has been included in Appendix F. 

C) Task 3 – Prepare Informational Packets.  Per SOW Task 3.3 the referenced public and stakeholder 
informational packet was not found in the document.  

The referenced information packets have been included in Appendix C. 

D) Task 4 – Identify and Seek Sources of Funding.  This section does not appear to be complete.  
Information for funding from state and federal sources is not provided, nor are the strategies for 
obtaining funding. 

Information on funding sources has been included in Section 10 and Appendix R. 

E) Task 5- Identify Entities Capable of Implementing….  This section does not appear to be complete.  
Although a very detailed description of legal authority is provided per Tasks 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5, text 
describing gaps in legal authority and measures to resolve overlaps and gaps was not found. 

Information on gaps and overlaps is presented in Sections 10.5 through 10.9, 10.13 and 
10.15.  An implementation matrix has been included in Appendix L. 



 

F) Task 6 – Compile Existing Water Quality Studies.  This task does not appear to be complete.  As 
required by the SOW, a bibliography for surface and groundwater quality studies was not found 
(Tasks 6.1 and 6.2).  In addition, Tasks 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, 6.6 and 6.7 (review, summarize, and assess 
existing water quality studies) are also missing.   

The Bibliography was previously submitted, but has been relocated to Appendix J.  The 
relevant reports from this list are reviewed summarized and assessed in Sections 7 and 
11. 

G) Task 7 – Summarize Issues and Challenges.  It is not clear if Tasks 7.4, 7.5, and 7.6 are addressed.  
The titles of these tasks suggest a review of future water issues and challenges.  This information was 
not found.   

The issues are summarized in Section 7.  Challenges are addressed in Sections 10 and 
11.  In addition, a summary of stakeholder issues has been included in Appendix B. 

H) Task 8 - Implement Stakeholder Process.  Task 8.3 refers to a consensus document.  From the 
provided information (mostly in Chapter 1) it is not clear that the Plan is a “consensus document”.  
Please provide additional information concerning the definition and use of “consensus” in the context 
of stakeholder and public input and decision making.  

This issue is addressed in the Stakeholder Committee Bylaws in Appendix D. 

I) Task 9 – Implement Communication Strategy.  Please provide a short description for how the 
Communication Strategy was implemented.  

A copy of the communication plan, indicating how it was implemented has been included 
in Appendix F. 

J) Task 11 –  Identify Water Quality Protection Strategies and Planning Tools.  The SOW organizes this 
section into three categories – surface water, groundwater and regional planning tools.  It is not clear 
how the provided information fits into these categories. 

Section 9 presents water quality protection measures for all categories of water including 
surface water and groundwater. 

K) Task 12 –  Develop Consensus-Based Water Quality Protection Plan.  The term “consensus” was not 
included in the report title per Task 12.6.  The use of consensus in the plan development process is 
not clear (see comment for Task 8).  In addition, the feedback or input for the draft model ordinance, 
rules, and BMPs (Task 12.3 SOW) could not be found.   

Copies of the responses and corresponding comments from the stakeholders, technical 
review group and public have been included in Appendices E, G & P.  Consensus issues 
are addressed in Appendix D. 

L) Task 13-  Develop Dissemination and Implementation Process for the Plan.  A description of the 
process to disseminate the Water Quality Protection Plan was not found.   

The Implementation process for the plan is discussed in Section 10, including the public 
education program highlighting how the plan is to be disseminated.  A copy of the 
Communication Plan has been included in Appendix F. 

CATEGORY II -  The following comments are discretionary, but are suggested to improve the technical 
aspects of the report. 

A) It appears that many of the work products were provided in electronic format but are not included 
in the document. The Plan would be strengthened if these items were included directly within the 
hard copy of the report or as appendices.  



 

Most project working documents have been included in the various appendices and 
attachments. 

B) Plan development process –  
The following items were addressed through additional discussion in Section 1 and in 
Appendices A through E. 

1) Section 1.4.2 in the Report refers to a “public validation process” but does not describe 
what this process entailed, nor the changes that resulted from this input. 

2) A description of the SHC work process might be included. 

3)  An organizational chart showing the flow of authority and input for the involved groups 
would be helpful.  

4) A description of how public input was addressed and incorporated into the report would be 
helpful.  The public comment process is not clear. 

C) Page 4 Section – a listing of the members of the SHC-nominated ‘Technical review group’ would 
be helpful. 

Included in Attachment 4. 

D) Page xxv, paragraph 4, first sentence (and also on page 138).  Suggest replacing word “staggering” 
with less subjective language such as “large” or “significant.” 

Corrected. 

E) Add “major ions” to the list of monitoring parameters (page xi executive summary). It is included 
in the other analysis list found later in the report.  This standard analysis parameter is particularly 
useful when documenting change over time in water quality. 

Added. 

F) High TDS does not necessarily equate to high concentrations of dissolved toxics  (page xiii 
executive summary and elsewhere).  Distinguishing between inorganic and organic toxics would 
provide a better indication of natural vs man-made contamination. 

Clarified. 

G) The Trinity-Glen Rose aquifer (Page 22 and elsewhere) is the Glen Rose portion of the Trinity 
aquifer, which generally is referred to as the Upper Trinity aquifer. 

Clarified. 

H) The authors might start their discussion on page 22 of 4.3.2 Edwards Aquifer Contributing 
Zone/Trinity Aquifer Recharge Zone with what is presently the third paragraph, i.e. The Trinity 
River aquifer is actually a series of three…Placing that paragraph first in the discussion would give 
the reader a general oversight of aquifer conditions prior to the more detailed discussions in the 
other two paragraphs. 

Moved as noted. 

I) The hydrologic equation definition (page 44) in not clear.  Suggested phrase is “inflows equal 
outflows PLUS change in storage.” 

Corrected. 



 

J) Page 140, paragraph 4.  The source or justification of the apparently high 10% interest rate is not 
clear. 

Revised to eliminate this reference. 

K) Editing and Formatting Issues –  
Corrected and/or clarified each of the following items. 

1) Page xii – Improper Vegetative Management item has a typo (“waster” instead of “water”) and 
includes an incomplete sentence. 

2) Page xvi – Table ES-4 - Possible data entry error in TDR for Contributing Area, Outside PGA 
(3025 appears incorrect).  

3) Page xiv Table ES-1 and page xv Table ES-4. Tables are split between pages. 

4) Page xv, Table ES-3, Table ES-4. Table/columns are lacking units.  

5) Page xxvi, Figure ES-1.  Names of columns are abbreviated and unclear sources. 

6) Page xx – The sentence after Table ES-5 references Figure 6, but the figure is not shown below as 
stated.  The data for Sunset Valley and Sunset Valley ETJ also appear reversed. 

7) Page 3 Section 1.4.2 – a reference to the SHC list included in Appendix as Attachment 1 would 
be helpful.  

8) Typo ("atesian" instead of "artesian") on figure 2, page 17. 

9) Typo ("requires" instead of "require") on page 24, third line from bottom. 

10) Page 19, Table 5.  The footnote symbol star (‘*’) is used in several places but no ‘star’- footnote 
reference/explanation is provided. 

11) The document uses three different references to the report, “Working Draft” (page 20/20-b?), 
“Final Draft” (cover), and “Pre-final draft” footer on each text page.  

12) Map pages are missing page numbers.  To assist the reader, we recommend that all pages 
(including maps) should be numbered (e.g. maps without numbers on ‘pages’ 20 and 21)  

13) Page 69, Table 11.  Cell numbers have no clear unit values.  

14) Page 139, Table 15. Title refers to ‘percentage of impervious cover’ whereas the table itself does 
not include any columns with percentages. 

15) Page 149 Table 16 - The symbol ‘Ac’ is inconsistently applied within the table cells. In addition, 
the ‘Growth’ column includes ‘2.63P’ as an entry- the meaning is unclear.  Also suggest that the 
numbers be right-justified. 

16) The use of percent (%) is not consistent,  (e.g. Page 149, paragraph 3.  “15%” then “seventy five 
percent (75%)”) 
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A “Transfer of Development Right” Primer 
A product of the 

Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards 
Aquifer and Its Contributing Zone 

General Information 
The terms “Transferable Development Rights” or “Transfer of Development Rights” (“TDR”) 
mean different things to different people. They have no meaning at all for many people.  In 
general, both of these terms refer to the ability to trade the “right” to develop from one property 
to another.  In the context of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan (“RWQP Plan”), the 
meaning is specific and actually quite simple. Each piece of property is allowed to develop at a 
certain “intensity”, quantified by the amount of impervious cover (IC.).  This approach is 
relatively simple because the amount of IC for a development plan can easily be determined 
from a site layout plan. 

The RWQP Plan requires developers within the Planning Region to conform to an IC percentage 
limit, depending on whether the property is located in the recharge zone, the contributing zone, 
or a preferred growth area. However, the property can be developed at a greater IC percentage if 
the developer takes steps to insure that another property within the Planning Region is developed 
at a correspondingly lower IC percentage, so that on average, the overall IC limit is not 
exceeded. In other words, the developer has the flexibility to develop at a higher intensity (up to 
a point) through mitigation, or by transferring development rights from one tract to another. 

Traditionally, the term “mitigation” has meant that the developer purchased undeveloped land 
and set it aside in perpetuity so that it would never be developed. So, for example, if a developer 
wished to develop 60 acres at 25% IC (instead of the 15% IC allowed under the RWQP Plan), 
he/she could locate and purchase another 40 acres of undeveloped land on the open market, set 
that aside as mitigation, and thereby achieve a composite 15% IC on the combined 100 acres.  
This is one type of TDR, because the development rights would convey with the property. 

The RWQP Plan differs from this simple model in that it gives the developer the option to 
purchase the development rights for the mitigation land in lieu of an outright purchase of the 
property, and then permanently retire these development rights. In this scenario the owner of the 
mitigation property could retain title to the land, but would be prohibited forever from further 
developing the property from which the development rights were sold.  Under this situation, the 
owner could continue to live on the land, use it for agricultural purposes, sell it, pass it on to 
heirs, etc.  Referring back to the example in the previous paragraph, the developer could 
purchase 40 acres of development rights instead of purchasing 40 acres of land. 

The act of one party purchasing the development rights for land from another party is called a 
transfer of development rights (TDR). This transaction is made on the open market, between a 
willing buyer and a willing seller at a price negotiated by the two parties. In contrast to some 
other TDR programs, there is no need to set up a special bureaucracy or infrastructure, such as a 
development rights “bank”, to implement TDRs under the RWQP Plan. The TDR process is no 
more or less complex than the process of buying land and then putting it into conservation.  

In both cases there are two steps:  1) purchasing land or the development rights for that land, and 
2) then retiring the development rights in perpetuity by creating a conservation easement or other 
equivalent mechanism. The difference of course, is that in the case of TDRs the title to the land 
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itself could remain in the hands of the original owner or be transferred to a third party. Given 
these conditions, the purchase price of development rights should be significantly less than the 
price for outright (fee simple) purchase of the same land. Consequently the cost of mitigation 
through the use of TDRs is reduced for the developer. 

One might object to the idea of TDRs, or any other mitigation feature, on the grounds that it 
appears to sanction “preserving one part of the watershed as an excuse for trashing another part 
of the watershed”. It should be emphasized that first, the RWQP Plan encourages (but does not 
require) the concentration of density within preferred growth areas. The Plan anticipates growth 
and recognizes the value of concentrating growth (versus uniform “sprawl”) as a means of 
protecting overall water quality in the Planning Region. Second, whenever a developer uses 
mitigation to exceed baseline IC limits, the development must still conform to a standard of no 
net increase in pollutant loads. The high-IC developer will need to rely on highly engineered 
controls and commit to continuous maintenance of these controls. 

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 
If I buy the development rights to Fred’s land, can I develop his land? 
No. This is a point of confusion. Fred’s land would be put in conservation so that nobody could 
ever develop it, including the person who bought the development rights. Therefore the only 
value of TDRs to the purchaser (you in this case) is the right it creates to develop the property or 
properties to which these rights are transferred at a correspondingly higher intensity. 

If I buy the development rights to a portion of Fred’s land, can Fred  develop the rest 
of his land? 
Yes.  While the portion of the property from which the development rights were purchased 
would be prohibited from future development, the remainder of the property would not otherwise 
be restricted from future development. 

Can someone who purchases TDRs under the RWQP Plan resell them?  
Yes. An owner of TDRs could sell them on the open market. A developer who wanted to 
develop property at a high intensity might be interested in acquiring them. TDRs could be re-sold 
without restriction until they were applied to a development.  At that point, their value would be 
retired.  Note that this resale of TDRs does not change the status of the original land that was put 
in conservation. This is why TDRs may be thought of as a kind of homogeneous “currency” or 
“commodity”. They can be detached from the land whose development rights have been retired 
and traded freely on the market.  They could even be accumulated speculatively. 

How is the market for TDRs facilitated? 
There is no specific market for TDRs established in the RWQP Plan.  Intuitively,real estate 
professionals would advertise and broker TDR transactions the way they broker land 
transactions. 
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What will determine the price of TDRs? 
The price will generally be determined in the free market by supply and demand. Common sense 
dictates that TDRs will be less expensive than equivalent fee-simple land on a per-acre basis. 
Given that there is a limited amount of land in the Planning Region, and given that TDRs will be 
“consumed” by developers who retire them in exchange for the right to increase development 
intensity, we can expect that the price of TDRs will increase as the region grows and demand 
outstrips supply. 

Is it necessary that TDRs originate from land that is completely clear of development? 
No. There is an important distinction between “TDR” and “conservation agreement”. 
Conservation agreements typically allow some level of development may account for impervious 
cover that already exists. From a TDR standpoint, the quantity of development rights conveyed 
would be net of any existing impervious cover. Moreover, the same undeveloped land can’t be 
used to satisfy the IC limit requirements for multiple developments. If you have 100 acres with 
15 acres of impervious cover clustered on the eastern half of your land, and if you are subject to 
a 15% IC limit, then you can’t sell the development rights to the undeveloped western half of 
your property. You need all that land to satisfy the IC percentage limit for your own 
development. You have no TDRs to sell.  It is important that both tracts, when considered 
together, meet the intensity limits from the RWQP Plan. 

What is the legal authority or precedent for a system of TDRs within Texas? 
This response is not intended to provide specific legal advice to any specific individual or 
situation, and is provided for general information only.  There is no current specific provision 
enabling TDR transactions under Texas law, but neither is there a prohibition on such 
transactions.  As envisioned in the RWQP Plan, the purchase or sale of TDRs would be 
considered a private transfer of private property, subject to existing Texas law governing such 
transactions.  In some respects, the sale and transfer of TDRs could be compared to the current 
practice of trading mineral leases for a property, where the mineral lease is severed from the 
actual ownership of the property.  While completely different in purpose, the legal and 
procedural methods used for TDR transactions would likely be similar to mineral lease 
transactions. 

Can you give an example of a region where a TDR system such as the one proposed 
has been successfully used? 
There are a number of TDR and closely related conservancy programs that have met with 
varying degrees of success.  Locally, the City of Austin’s mitigation program has been used in 
some instances to allow additional development intensity through the purchase of conservation 
easements.  A program with many common elements (and also some significant differences) to 
the program envisioned under the RWQP Plan is the New Jersey Pinelands Development Credit 
Bank.  Other programs, with varying degrees of similarity, are successfully operating in New 
York, Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Oregon and Washington State. 
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Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer - 4 - 
and Its Contributing Zone 

What is the estimated value of an acre of “development rights” in today’s market, at 
the beginning of this system? 
An answer to a question such as is speculative at best, and as outlined above, will be principally 
determined by the law of supply and demand.  However, data available from several established 
TDR and other conservancy programs, indicates that the cost for TDRs typically ranges from 
approximately one-third to one-half of the purchase price of the property. 

If a parcel of land were completely encumbered by stream setbacks or a floodplain, 
would the owner still be entitled to sell his “development rights” for that land, even 
though he could not build on it himself? 
Yes.  All undeveloped land within the jurisdictions that implement the Plan will have the same 
“development right”, whether or not the land is actually suitable for development.  This is 
actually one of the most important features of the TDR concept: it gives tangible value to land 
alongside streams and near Critical Environmental Features that is most in need of protection and 
which is the least likely to be developed.  By giving this land value to be used in TDR 
exchanges, the program ensures that the land most in need of protection will be among the first 
land to be preserved in TDR exchanges.  

For More Information 
More information on how TDRs are envisioned in the RWQP Plan can be found on the project 
website: 

http://waterqualityplan.org 
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Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and Its Contributing Zone
Incremental Cost Comparison Summary - Typical Residential Lot

Scenario Land BMP Installation BMP O&M TDRs Total
USFWS RZ (Kyle, Hays and 
Mountain City) $1,738.95 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,738.95
TCEQ EA Optional RZ (Kyle, Hays 
and Mountain City) $3,885.04 $1,025.00 $1,100.00 $0.00 $6,010.04
TCEQ EA 20% RZ (Kyle, Hays and 
Mountain City) $5,000.00 $1,025.00 $1,100.00 $0.00 $7,125.00
Buda W.Q.O (Buda ETJ) $5,083.58 $1,025.00 $1,100.00 $0.00 $7,208.58

Austin SOS RZ (Austin ICL + ETJ) $111.66 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $111.66

USFWS CZ (W. Travis & W. Hays 
Uninc., Dripping Springs ETJ) $569.11 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $569.11
TCEQ EA+OSSF CZ (W. Travis & 
W. Hays Uninc., Dripping Springs 
ETJ) $0.00 $1,025.00 $1,100.00 $0.00 $2,125.00
TCEQ EA Optional CZ (W. Travis & 
W. Hays Uninc., Dripping Springs 
ETJ) $551.71 $1,025.00 $1,100.00 $0.00 $2,676.71

TCEQ EA 20% CZ (W. Travis & W. 
Hays Uninc., Dripping Springs ETJ) $1,666.67 $1,025.00 $1,100.00 $0.00 $3,791.67

Dripping Springs W.Q.O. - Previous 
(Dripping Springs ICL +ETJ) $4,666.67 $1,025.00 $1,100.00 $0.00 $6,791.67
Dripping Springs W.Q.O. - New 
(Dripping Springs ETJ) $3,809.52 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,809.52
Dripping Springs W.Q.O.- New 
(Dripping Springs ICL) $4,666.67 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,666.67
Bee Cave W.Q.O. (Bee Cave ICL + 
ETJ) $4,097.07 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,097.07

Austin SOS CZ (Austin ICL + ETJ) ($5,113.86) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ($5,113.86)
$3,257.70



Regional Water Quality Protection Plan for the Barton Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer and Its Contributing Zone
Total Cost Comparison Summary - Typical Residential Lot

Scenario 2004 Cost, IncluEstimated Incremental Costs-Plan Mea% Increase
USFWS RZ (Kyle, Hays and 
Mountain City) $34,900 $1,738.95 4.98%
TCEQ EA Optional RZ (Kyle, Hays 
and Mountain City) $34,900 $6,010.04 17.22%
TCEQ EA 20% RZ (Kyle, Hays and 
Mountain City) $34,900 $7,125.00 20.42%
Buda W.Q.O. (Buda ETJ) $34,900 $7,208.58 20.65%
Austin SOS RZ (Austin ICL) $125,000 $111.66 0.09%
Austin SOS RZ (Austin ICL) $88,250 $111.66 0.13%
USFWS CZ (W. Travis Uninc.) $87,500 $569.11 0.65%
USFWS CZ (W. Hays Uninc.) $29,000 $569.11 1.96%

USFWS CZ (Dripping Springs ETJ) $57,700 $569.11 0.99%
TCEQ EA+OSSF CZ (W. Travis 
Uninc.) $87,500 $2,125.00 2.43%
TCEQ EA+OSSF CZ (W. Hays 
Uninc.) $29,000 $2,125.00 7.33%
TCEQ EA+OSSF CZ (Dripping 
Springs ETJ) $57,700 $2,125.00 3.68%
TCEQ EA Optional CZ (W. Travis 
Uninc.) $87,500 $2,676.71 3.06%
TCEQ EA Optional CZ (W. Hays 
Uninc.) $29,000 $2,676.71 9.23%
TCEQ EA Optional CZ (Dripping 
Springs ETJ) $57,700 $2,676.71 4.64%
TCEQ EA 20% CZ (W. Travis 
Uninc.) $87,500 $3,791.67 4.33%
TCEQ EA 20% CZ (W. Hays 
Uninc.) $29,000 $3,791.67 13.07%
TCEQ EA 20% CZ (Dripping 
Springs ETJ) $57,700 $3,791.67 6.57%

Dripping Springs W.Q.O. - Previous 
(Dripping Springs ICL +ETJ) $57,700 $6,791.67 11.77%
Dripping Springs W.Q.O. - New 
(Dripping Springs ETJ) $57,700 $3,809.52 6.60%
Dripping Springs W.Q.O.- New 
(Dripping Springs ICL) $57,700 $4,666.67 8.09%
Bee Cave W.Q.O. (Bee Cave ICL + 
ETJ) $87,500 $4,097.07 4.68%
Austin SOS CZ (Austin ICL) $125,000 $0.00 0.00%
Austin SOS CZ - ETJ $88,250 $0.00 0.00%
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	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
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	OPTIONAL - Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Goals and Objectives:
	CALL TO ORDER
	AGENDA  -  for the November 17, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	Proposed December 15, 2004 SHC Meeting.
	SHC Report to the Executive/Core Committee.
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	APPROVAL
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	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	AGENDA  -  for the OPTIONAL Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Goals and Objectives:
	AGENDA  -  for the December 15, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	EVALUATION FORM
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	OPTIONAL - Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Goals and Objectives:
	CALL TO ORDER
	AGENDA  -  for the December 15, 2004 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	Proposed January 11, 2005 SHC Meeting.
	SHC Report to the Executive/Core Committee.

	ADJOURNMENT
	APPROVAL
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	STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – JANUARY 11, 2005
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS/ASSIGNMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	AGENDA  -  for the January 11, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	EVALUATION FORM
	Attach 1_9th Meeting Minutes_draft.pdf
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTENDEES
	
	
	Staff/Consultants



	CALL TO ORDER
	AGENDA  -  for the January 11, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	Proposed January 19, 2005 SHC Meeting.
	SHC Report to the Executive/Core Committee.

	ADJOURNMENT
	APPROVAL
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	STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – JANUARY 19, 2005
	MEETING INFORMATION
	EVALUATION FORM
	Attach 2_10th Meeting Minutes_draft.pdf
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTENDEES
	
	
	Staff/Consultants



	CALL TO ORDER
	AGENDA  -  for the January 19, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	Proposed January 24, 2005 “Group 2” Meeting.

	ADJOURNMENT
	APPROVAL


	Mtg12-2005-01-26.pdf
	STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – JANUARY 26, 2004
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	AGENDA  -  for the OPTIONAL Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Goals and Objectives:
	AGENDA  -  for the January 26, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	EVALUATION FORM
	Attach 3_12th Meeting Minutes_draft.pdf
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTENDEES
	
	
	Staff/Consultants



	[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 1/26/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT]
	AGENDA  -  for the OPTIONAL Informal Roundtable Discussion on Water Quality Planning Goals and Objectives:
	AGENDA  -  for the January 26, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	CALL TO ORDER
	How does acquisition of mitigation land for an already polluting subdivision reduce the pollution caused by that subdivision?
	Existing developments causing problems need to be retrofitted.
	Retrofits should not be reserved solely for existing developments causing problems.
	Some existing developments, that aren’t egregious
	Plan could recommend that highway construction/expansion projects be required to conform to the plan.
	Mitigation is a practical solution, although it does not reduce the pollution coming off an existing development, it helps to reduce the overall impervious cover, and is a simpler solution than retrofitting with structural BMPs.
	The Group 1’s discussion of retrofitting acknowle
	What if we allowed the developer of a new project, using his own resources, to retrofit an existing development in exchange for allowing increased impervious cover limits on the new development (vs. purchasing mitigation land)?
	Buffer zones on streams with drainage areas less than 5 acres?
	By protecting low order streams, you really do protect water quality.
	Recommend using a minimum of 5 acres for the drainage area.
	When establishing a minimum drainage area we should err on the side of caution.
	We should protect first order streams, what ever the correct number.
	Minimum buffer zone off-set of 25 feet off the centerline.
	Delineation of the stream is important: (1) bed and banks?; (2) min. 5 acre drainage area?
	Center for Watershed Protection document states that a minimum buffer zone should be 100 feet off the centerline of the stream.
	The 5 acre minimum drainage area may be acceptable, if we can determine that it is necessary, and what the economic impact is to the landowner
	Have we lost the proposed concept of grading the 
	Polluting utilities should not be allowed to run the length of the buffer zone, they should only be allowed to cross the buffer zone.
	Impervious Cover
	Concept for mitigation is basin wide?
	Impervious cover limit is 10% across the planning
	If we do not have a current mechanism to cap the planning region area at 10% impervious cover (because of multiple jurisdictions), can we place this limit in the plan as a recommendation, but put into the plan site specific impervious cover limits?
	What about selling development rights in cases wh
	Instead of setting site specific impervious cover limits, let the buffer zones, setbacks, and BMP removal calculations determine the impervious cover limit for a site.
	We need to specify an upper impervious cover limi
	The Plan should be based on a risk-based concept �
	The concept of “trading” development rights sound
	Why do we have to set an upper impervious cover limit for a specific site?
	The 3rd Draft of The Plan sets a limit of 10% impervious cover over the entire planning region, and caps the impervious cover on a specific site at 35%. [Grant Jackson/NEI]
	Will there be a process put in place to tell the 
	Why can’t we specify an overall, planning region-
	Vulnerability and risk have not been addressed adequately in the draft plan.
	We should consider two approaches for crafting th
	Why don’t we define a preferred growth corridor. 
	The Plan should distinguish between residential and commercial development.
	Allow Cities to designate a preferred growth area with the idea of mitigating to an overall impervious cover percentage.
	“Mitigation fund” – for smaller commercial develo
	The plan should acknowledge the work of Envision Central Texas.
	The plan should specify the level of expertise of City reviewers (we should also require them to conduct on-site inspections of projects).
	We should scrap the table in the plan that allows increased impervious cover limits within City limits.
	The plan should differentiate between the recharge and the contributing zones.
	There should be a cap placed on the maximum amount of mitigation allowed for an individual project.
	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	Proposed February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting.
	New Draft of Regional Water Quality Protection Plan

	Grant Jackson of NEI stated that they would attempt to post the 4th draft of The Plan on the project web site by the end of the day, Monday, January 31, 2005.
	ADJOURNMENT
	APPROVAL
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	STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – FEBRUARY 2, 2005
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	AGENDA  -  for the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	EVALUATION FORM
	13th Meeting Minutes_02.02.05_final.pdf
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTENDEES
	
	
	Staff/Consultants



	[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 2/2/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT]
	AGENDA  -  for the February 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	CALL TO ORDER
	Consensus at the last meeting was to offset the buffer zone from the stream centerline.  Need to clarify in the Stream Offsets/Buffer Zones section in The Plan that this is the basis for the stream offsets.
	Why is the minimum contributing drainage area for establishing buffer zones based on 5 acres?  Why does off-site contributing drainage areas of less than 5 acres matter, but not on-site contributing areas of less than 5 acres?
	It was unclear to several of the SHC members that the buffer zone widths specified in Table 1 were total width of the buffer zone centered on the stream, and not an offset from the centerline [e.g., for a contributing drainage area of 120-300 acres, the
	SHC consensus was to approve eliminating the firs
	What is the science behind these numbers?
	[Grant Jackson/NEI stated that the Consulting Team would review the basis for the current stream buffer zone requirements and report back to the SHC at the next meeting.  Draft #5 would also be updated to include the latest recommendation from the Consul
	Impervious Cover Limits [Table 2 from handout (updated for inclusion in The Plan)]
	Where did we get the idea of no professional revi
	BMP Removal Efficiencies.  Does the current plan 
	We should embrace the “smart growth” concept, som
	The Plan should limit (some said prohibit) the ability to trade up if you are outside the preferred growth areas.
	Table 2 – for the first two rows, the impervious 
	For column 3, recommend the following limits \(1
	For column 3, recommend the following limits \(1
	For column 1, use 10% in all the rows.  Why should the impervious cover limits be any different for the recharge zone vs. contributing zone?  What is the justification for this?
	For the TDR example given \(at the bottom of pag
	Would like to see direction from the SHC as to why they think that preferred growth areas are a good idea.  What are the criteria of the preferred growth areas?  Also, would like to see something on public policy guidance on this subject
	How are we going to define preferred growth areas
	We should encourage entities \(like the City of 
	[Grant Jackson – TDRs are in the plan to address 
	Let Cities be flexible in establishing maximum impervious cover limits within the preferred growth areas.
	Current plan will encourage “big box” development
	Why is irrigation area considered impervious cover?  What is the science behind this issue?  This requirement forces you to keep the irrigation area as small as possible, and also discourages the use of irrigation altogether.
	Mitigation
	The concept of mitigation was discussed by the SHC in terms Transferable Development Rights (TDRs).  This discussion was included in the discussion on impervious cover limits.  Please see above summary on impervious cover limits.
	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	Proposed February 9, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting.
	New Draft of Regional Water Quality Protection Plan

	Grant Jackson of NEI stated that the 5th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan would be posted by the end of the day, Friday, February 11, 2005.
	ADJOURNMENT
	APPROVAL


	Mtg15-2005-02-16.pdf
	STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – FEBRUARY 16, 2005
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	AGENDA  -  for the February 16, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	EVALUATION FORM
	15th Meeting Minutes_02.16.05_final.pdf
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTENDEES
	
	
	Staff/Consultants



	[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 2/16/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT]
	AGENDA  -  for the February 16, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	CALL TO ORDER
	It may be a good idea to invite the Technical Review Committee (TRG) to the next SHC meeting, so they can help provide input on some portions of the plan.
	The unintended consequences of The Plan are a concern.
	The Plan does not include enough details on comme
	Economic analysis needs to consider that there ar
	What are our current criteria to determine whether to incur a cost for implementation of The Plan.  Who bears this cost?  Need to address cost of infrastructure to serve new development.
	Would like the economic analysis to consider the loss of the use of Barton Springs.
	The Plan should state why we have not considered the infrastructure cost into the economic analysis, if we are not going to do so.
	The Plan should show the economic “savings” that 
	We need to find a way to encourage commercial development, since commercial development helps the tax base.
	The City of Austin’s SOS ordinance has not negati
	Local developers should be consulting to find out realistic numbers for the economic impacts.
	The costs for projected toll roads to be constructed in the Barton Creek watershed should be considered.  Under their current planned, CAMPO (Capitol Metropolitan Planning Organization) will construct approximately $1.5 billion worth of toll roads in t
	If money was used to purchase land currently earmarked for development, the costs for future infrastructure would be reduced.
	Buying up land currently set aside for future develops would push developments further out and increase the needs for roads and other infrastructure.
	Need to add information that quantifies the damages caused by the degradation of water quality (similar to how studies have quantified the damages caused by the degradation of air quality in the Big Bend area).
	Economic Implications (cont.)
	Need to quantify and summarize the cost of the various BMP approaches (e.g., structural vs. non-structural).
	How can we judge the cost of this Plan and its effect on affordable housing?
	Implementation Details
	The cost of implementation could be simulated by estimating the cost to a local government entity to implement the plan (e.g., Travis or Hays County).  You could use current labor costs and estimate the number of staff members necessary to implement a 
	Local entities within the planning region will implement this plan differently.  Until we get a unified approach in place, implementation will be fragmented.
	TDRs – Is there a problem with someone acquiring 
	Has The Plan been written so that local entities 
	Cost of implementation would be more valuable if we had a variety of different scenarios.
	Table 10 \(Recommended Impervious Cover Limits\�
	Recommend defining “preferred conservation areas”
	Leave TDR methodology open-ended – The Plan shoul
	Have we, or are we going to, define “preferred co
	As Table 10 is currently drafted, Cities over the recharge zone will be severely limited on commercial development.  We should increase the allowable impervious cover limits shown in the table (based on the 5th Draft version of the table). [another SHC
	Transferable Development Rights (TDRs)/ Impervious Cover (cont.)
	The ability of public officials to administer a “
	Plan does not adequately address construction on steep slopes.
	The risk of failure is from BMPs.  The impervious cover table (Table 10 of 5th Draft) is the heart of The Plan.
	How about breaking out commercial developments in the table and give them their own impervious cover limits?
	The impervious cover table as drafted is pretty good, and already accommodates commercial development
	Maybe we could increase impervious cover numbers 
	The Plan should put in place recommendations to e
	BMPs could be used to increase the allowable impervious cover limits allowed by The Plan.
	Irrigation Areas as Impervious Cover
	Grant Jackson/NEI – current input from SHC and TR
	Nothing is more labor intensive than the proper operation and maintenance of an irrigation system.  Against not counting this area as impervious cover.
	The irrigation area should be deducted from the gross site area, prior to determining the imperious cover percentage.
	The 5th Draft includes the BMP areas as impervious cover.  This area should not be considered impervious cover.
	Current TCEQ wastewater drip irrigation rules are inadequate.
	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	Proposed February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting.

	ADJOURNMENT
	APPROVAL


	Mtg16-2005-02-23.pdf
	STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE MEETING – FEBRUARY 23, 2005
	MEETING INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS for Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	AGENDA  -  for the February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	EVALUATION FORM
	16th Meeting Minutes_02.23.05_final.pdf
	MEETING INFORMATION
	
	
	Staff/Consultants



	[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 2/23/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT]
	AGENDA  -  for the February 23, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	CALL TO ORDER
	The net site area should be shown for comparison purposes.
	Grant Jackson/NEI:  The two most common methods for setting aside property used for TDRs would be:
	Taxing Implications:
	The TDR transfer example needs to be simplified, or explained in more detail.
	It is very difficult to give an accurate opinion of the affect The Plan may have on property values at this time (The Plan may actually increase the value of undeveloped land due to the TDR implications).
	As an example of real-life tax implications – one
	We do not need to re-invent the wheel with respec
	Small businesses couldn’t afford to acquire enoug
	TDRs allow someone to buy a small piece of property and acquire TDRs on cheaper property, instead of having to buy a larger, contiguous piece of property to begin with.
	The table is too complicated.  Why do we need column 1, why not just use column 2?
	Column 1 (No BMPs + No TDRs) would allow too much development.  At 10% impervious cover you could make a significant impact on water quality.
	We need to allow an option to not have to provide
	Column 1 is a loophole.  Violates the intent of what we want to accomplish.
	What if we simplify the table?  We could define what the removal efficiencies are for a variety of BMPs.
	What exactly is meant by an LID BMPs? [Grant Jack
	Arrange the table, by columns, from low to high impervious cover, and explain what the requirements are to reach each level of impervious cover.
	Could we set a minimum lot size requirement.
	Column 1 should still have the “no net increase” 
	Set some design standards for Column 1.
	The following table was drawn on the board and represented the input from some of the SHC members present (table was a working draft and was generated to promote discussion):
	Designated transportation corridors should be con
	We should encourage clustering of developments.  PGAs should not be extended to the transportation corridors.
	We should include in The Plan the emphasis that the impervious cover table was the negotiated upper limit and the impervious cover numbers should not be increased beyond what is shown in the table.
	We should encourage development of a comprehensive plan for each project.
	Recommend limiting the designated PGAs to no more than 10% of the entire planning region.
	The current cost impact analysis included in the plan is not very good, or at least, is incomplete.  This cost impact analysis does not currently account for the benefits of The Plan.
	The impact of The Plan on some properties could be next to zero.  Please show the illustrative cases before The Plan (w/ TCEQ, USFWS requirements) and after The Plan.
	Recommend using prescriptive criteria for BMP treatment capabilities (i.e., % removal).
	Some design standards need to be set even for low density, low impervious cover developments.
	Against performance-based standards \(monitoring
	With respect to erosive flow control – volume con
	No net increase is a good idea.
	Yes to use of gross site area.
	Recommend looking at the “what ifs” with respect 
	Wastewater issues have not been adequately addressed by the current version of The Plan.
	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	Proposed March 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting.

	ADJOURNMENT
	APPROVAL
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	[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 3/02/05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT]
	AGENDA  -  for the March 2, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	CALL TO ORDER
	If the irrigation rate is set at the hydraulic conductivity of the soil, this is too high.
	Where in the Hill Country do we have 12” of soil 
	Cost information would be helpful in evaluating the effects of The Plan.
	How will the Preferred Growth Areas (PGAs) be established?  Can Mountain City prepare a comprehensive plan?
	The I.C. limits shown in Columns 3 & 4 are too high.
	Construction site run-off is our biggest problem and we have not adequately addressed this issue.
	The underlying numbers are 10% for RZ and 15% for
	TCEQ’s current rules for construction BMPs do not
	We started out with a basin wide 10% I.C. limit, because studies showed that I.C. limits greater than 10% cause problems.  This table abandons that idea, and puts the plan at risk.
	The lack of maintenance and enforcement for BMPs is a problem.  Footnote Column 33 with a requirement for a public entity to operate and maintain the BMPs.  The entity could make sure the BMPs are functioning properly, not necessarily own the BMP.
	We wanted a basin wide I.C. limit.  We have abandoned that idea.  The amount of impervious cover is now dependent on BMPs.  TDRs were to be used to increase risk.  Now you can increase your I.C. limit (and therefore your risk), without the use of TDRs.
	Let’s produce a plan that is based on science.  L
	Why can’t we recommend performance testing for BM
	Column #3 [CZ, Commercial Inside PGA] – now 35%, 
	Need to produce a plan that can be implemented, otherwise all this time put in by the SHC members has been wasted.
	Politics are involved.  How do we get past Column #3?  We need to reach consensus.
	Column #3 is not needed.  BMPs are given their due by Column #4.
	Column #1 – disconnect applies to parking lots an
	Why limit Column #1 to 100 acres? [multiple comments on this subject]
	Why different I.C. limits for residential and commercial properties? [answer from other SHC members was that this was a concession to developers of commercial tracts]
	Column #3 is necessary/essential.  [multiple comments on this subject]
	In Footnote #1 – strike the mention of ditches/sw
	The thought process for implementation is critica
	Agreed months ago to a basin-wide cap of 10% I.C.  Some went along w/ concept of gross-site area basis because of this overall 10% limit.  Need to move numbers down, or go to net site area concept.
	TDR concept is currently unclear and potentially problematic.  Perhaps using the City of Austin concept (a concept not actually implemented at this time) of limiting TDRs/Mitigation to a two mile radius from the development.
	Why do we need Column #2?  [Other SHC members – C
	Grant Jackson – Straw poll on how many agree to t
	Supports 10% basin-wide I.C. limits.  If there is not a 10% cap, then we will see degradation.
	Why allow greater I.C. for using more vulnerable BMPs (structural)?  Vulnerability analysis should be required.
	Why would we want a “no limit” option?
	The proposed table is not as strict as the USFWS 2000 requirements.
	NEI hasn’t done a good job a selling the plan.  T
	Footnote #1 is not workable.
	For Column #1 – delete 100 ac limit, instead requ
	We should assign numbers (acreage) to all of the tables cells so we can calculate an overall basin impervious cover percentage.
	Naismith should give the SHC multiple options for the I.C. table (based on SHC input received).
	6.Identify remaining SHC “Showstopper” issues and
	We’re not seeing the base costs.  Platted residen
	Why is the current plan more expensive than USFWS
	Don’t start at 30% I.C. for existing developments
	Concerned about the accuracy of these numbers.  T
	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	Proposed March 9, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting.

	ADJOURNMENT
	APPROVAL
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	[TABLE BELOW IS FROM 03.09.05 MEETING AGENDA DOCUMENT]
	AGENDA  -  for the March 9, 2005 Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
	CALL TO ORDER
	Grant Jackson stated that the 6th Draft of the Regional Water Quality Protection Plan had been posted on the web site as of end of the day on Friday, March 4, 2005.  Subsequent to the posting of the 6th Draft, additional changes/updates have been made to
	Comprehensive Site Design
	TDRs
	Buffer Zones/CEF Setbacks
	Credit for Pollutant Removal in Buffer Zones
	Wetlands in Buffer Zones and CEF Setbacks
	Wastewater Management
	Structural BMPs
	Structural BMPs
	Implementation
	Implementation
	Impervious Cover Table (Table 11 from 6th Draft)
	Additional “Showstopper” Issues Raised During the

	NEW BUSINESS ITEMS
	1.Proposed March 21, 2005 Executive and Core Committee Meeting.

	ADJOURNMENT
	APPROVAL
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