The Coastal Bend Regional Water Planning Group

for the Senate Bill 1 Regional Water Planning Program met on January 30, 2025, at 1:30 p.m.
The Meeting was held at the Nueces River Authority Coastal Bend Division,

1. Call to Order and Welcome by Co-Chair Dr. Pancho Hubert at 1:31 p.m.

Roll Call was conducted by Travis Pruski

Voting members:

Scott Bledsoe

Dr. Pancho Hubert
Thomas Reding
Lonnie Stewart
Joe Almaraz
Aron Baggett
Chuck Burns
Gene Camargo
Teresa Carrillo
Carl Crull P.E.
James Dodson
Lavoyger Durham
William Griffin
Andy Garza

John Marez
Esteban Ramos
Charles Ring
Anna Aldridge
Mark Scott

Mark Sugarek

Non-Voting Members:

Travis Pruski
Kristi Shaw
Michele Foss
John Byrum

Public:

Jason Hale
Ronnie Ramirez
Jorge Gonzalez
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2. General Public Comment. Citizens may address the Planning Group concerning an issue of interest that
is not listed on the agenda. Agenda item comments must be made when the item comes before the
board. The planning group will place a time limit on all comments of 3 minutes.

a. Cathy Fulton

“My name is Cathy Fulton and | am from Port Aransas, Texas, and | am here for multiple reasons but | am
here to call out this item #4 on the agenda concerning the Port of Corpus Christi being included or at least
some of the stuff that is included in the upcoming plan, or in the regional water plan, because there are
two things going on here. The first one is the port has multiple times made it clear and in a very recent
meeting just two weeks back they made it clear that they are not going to be a wholesale water provider.
They are making these statements that they are not going to sell water, okay, so | am trying to
understand why they would even be in here if they have no intention of being a wholesale water
provider. They do not have any wholesale water provider certification, so it makes no sense that they are
being included in this. The second thing is the La Quinta Channel and there is a change in that deal also
about the discharge from, or the plant side at Harbor Island. There is a major change, but somebody is
saying that it is not that big of a deal. Well, it is a big deal because originally there was only going to be 50
MGD but now it’s going to be 100 MGD and that’s not reflected, and | think this needs to be reflected
properly in this upcoming plan. The final thing | would like to say though is about La Quinta, so it’s being
included in the plan as a 30 MGD, but the Port has consistently again and publicly stated that they have
suspended any further action on the discharge permit for La Quinta, meaning its done. There has been no
activity on that discharge application since March 2020, that application has been suspended. And part of



the reason is because they know they can’t make it work, so why is it even going to be in this plan when
we know it’s not going to happen. Theres a lot of misleading stuff going on here. | have got a big problem
with it. | don’t know what the Port is, | do not understand what is going on with the Port on this one. And
everyone needs to be made aware of what's happening here. Thank you.”

b. Myra Alaniz

“This is on Action Item #4. Tonight, at the City of Robstown council meeting, on the agenda there is a
discussion and possible action of the purchase 175 acres for the regional wastewater treatment plant
intended for Robstown, Bishop, Driscoll and Banquete. However, Banquete has no knowledge and has
not been approached about this. According to the media reports, the NRA wastewater treatment plant
was not funded but yet they are tripling the amount of land they are asking to purchase. Elected officials
have publicly acknowledged that industry is the high-volume user and many new industries are waiting to
see if water will be granted to them. With new coming industry needs overburdening our water supply
again our leaders have not implemented or discussed a plan of how to prevent overselling our water now
or the future. Despite having unlimited seawater, desalination is not infinite, too many variables can
cause this plant to have unreliable sources of supply. The real crisis in healing our drought condition is
the industrial overuse of our surface and groundwater. The overselling of our water and the neglected
repair of our water infrastructure yet instead of addressing these issues our elected leaders solution is to
push for desalination not for the communities needs but for industrial water needs now and in the
future. Desalination overwhelmingly benefits industry. We are not opposed to desalination, but it should
be built and funded by industry as they need it. This approach would reduce the strain of surface water
and groundwater while assuring municipalities will have options to purchase their desalination water.
Industry wants water to maximize profits. We need it just to survive. It is simply unfair to make residents
pay for a project that exists primarily for industry so they can maximize their profits. In the future water
planning, please consider implementing a buffer of water supply that must be maintained and not
oversold to industry as they have done in the past.

3. ACTION ITEM: Consider Approval of December 12, 2024, Meeting Minutes

A motion to approve December 12, 2024, Meeting Minutes as presented was made by Anna Aldridge and
seconded by Carl Crull. Passed unanimously.

4. ACTION ITEM: Consider and Approve Re-Designation of the Port of Corpus Christi as a Wholesale
Water Provider (WWP) as defined in 31 TAC 357.10 (44) for regional water planning purposes — Kristi
Shaw — HDR

Ms. Kristi Shaw explained Regional Water Planning guidelines require that recommended water
management strategies included in regional water plans have an assigned sponsor. A sponsor, in this
case, must be a “planning entity”, which means either a discrete Water User Group or a Wholesale Water
Provider. The 2026 Regional Water Plan seeks to identify water management strategies to address water.
needs for a fifty-year period from 2030 to 2080.

The definition per 31 TAC 375.10(44) of a Wholesale Water Provider is: “Wholesale Water Provider
(WWP)--Any person or entity, including river authorities and irrigation districts, that delivers or sells
water wholesale (treated or raw) to WUGs or other WWPs or that the RWPG expects or recommends to



deliver or sell water wholesale to WUGs or other WWPs during the period covered by the plan. The
RWPGs shall identify the WWPs within each region to be evaluated for plan development.”

The Port of Corpus Christi Authority was identified by the Region N RWPG as a ‘WWP’ in 2021
Region N Plan.

The Port of Corpus Christi Authority (PCCA) requests re-designation as a Wholesale Water Provider
for the 2026 Region N plan to support desalination projects at Harbor Island and La Quinta sites.

Background: In 2017, PCCA Port Commission directed staff to evaluate two sites for future
desalination plants on PCCA’s property: on Harbor Island and the north end of La Quinta Channel.

The La Quinta site is located near the La Quinta Ship Channel in San Patricio County. It will

produce 30 MGD for primarily industrial use, utilize RO to treat seawater from Corpus Christi Bay,
with a proposed diffuser to discharge into the La Quinta Ship Channel. Approximately 3 miles of

A pipeline will be used to deliver treated water to customers near an industrial complex. Water
The rights permit to divert 102,000-acre feet was authorized by TCEQ in July 2024 for the La Quinta
plant. The discharge permit is still pending with TCEQ.

For the Harbor Island facility, PCCA has received a discharge permit on the Corpus Christi Ship
Channel for 50MGD net production and a GLO easement for the intake pipe and intake in the Gulf of
Mexico. PCCA’s water rights application for 100MGD net production at Harbor Island is pending.
with the TCEQ.

In May 2024, the PCCA Port Commission again directed staff to complete the remaining permits.
necessary to construct a desalination facility at Harbor Island with as much optionality as possible,
including the potential to scale facility size. PCCA is currently considering o=shore intake and brine
disposal outfall to the Gulf of Mexico for Harbor Island. PCCA plans to submit in early 2025 a
USACE individual permit application, GLO easement amendment for a discharge and discharge
pipe in the Gulf of Mexico, and a discharge permit to TCEQ for a discharge in the Gulf of Mexico to
accommodate up to 100MGD net production for both municipal and industrial use.

A summary of preliminary design and environmental considerations is included in their January 21,
2025 Port Commission Meeting presentation.

A motion to approve Re-Designation of the Port of Corpus Christi as a Wholesale Water Provider (WWP)
as defined in 31 TAC 357.10 (44) for regional water planning purposes was made by Thomas Reding and
seconded by Mark Scott. Passed 17 for and 1 against (Teresa Carrillo).

5. ACTION ITEM: Preliminary Results of Selected WMSs to be included in the 2026 Regional Water Plan
— Kristi Shaw — HDR

Ms. Kristi Shaw explained the background that a key task for the 2026 Region N Plan includes evaluation
and selection of water management strategies (WMS) to address water supply plans for a period from
Year 2030 to Year 2080 for Water User Groups (WUGSs) in the 11-county area encompassing Aransas, Bee,
Brooks, Duval, Jim Wells, Kenedy, Kleberg, Live Oak, McMullen, Nueces, and San Patricio Counties.



Ms. Susan Roth presented non-municipal and municipal water conservation and discussed proposed
action items with the group.

Region N will consider taking action on a water conservation method to use to calculate water savings for
the 2026 Region N Plan for municipal and non-municipal WUGs.

Municipal Water Conservation Approach Options:
e Option 1: Previous 1% Reduction to 140 GPCD
e Option 2: Water Conservation Advisory Council (WCAC) recommended per capita target based on
2022 legislative report—Modified with 100 GPCD limit.

Non-Municipal - (Mining and Manufacturing user groups) Water Conservation Approach Options:
e Option 1: Up to 15% voluntary reduction by Year 2080 for those with needs
e Option 2: Up to 15% voluntary reduction by Year 2080 for all, regardless of needs

Ms. Shaw explained the options proposed. Discussion by board members.

A motion to approve Option 2 for Mining and Manufacturing use groups of Preliminary Results of
Selected WMSs to be included in the 2026 Regional Water Plan was made by Carl Crull and seconded by
Mark Scott. Passed unanimously.

A motion to approve Option 1 for Municipal user group of Preliminary Results of Selected WMSs to be
included in the 2026 Regional Water Plan was made by Carl Crull and seconded by Esteban Ramos.
Passed unanimously.

6. ACTION ITEM: Water Supply Plans — Kristi Shaw — HDR
Ms. Shaw explained water supply plans to be included in the 2026 Plan.

The 2026 Region N Plan must include in Chapter 5, per statutory guidance:

e Inclusion of a list of the potentially feasible WMSs that were identified by the RWPG.

e Process documentation of the evaluation and selection of all recommended WMSs and
associated projects.

e Assignment of all recommended WMS water supplies to meet projected needs of specific.
WUGS.

e Presentation of the water supply plans in the RWP for each WUG and WWP relying on the
recommended WMSs and WMSPs.

e Consideration of alternative WMSs and WMSPs for inclusion in the plan.

e Technical evaluations of all categories of potentially feasible WMSs including previously
Identified or recommended WMSs and newly identified WMSs. The technical document
shall include strategy description, discussion of associated facilities, project maps, and
technical evaluation addressing implementation, environmental, and other factors.

Region N adopted its overall methodology for identifying potentially feasible WMSs for WUGs on October
12, 2023. Since October 2023, Region N has discussed and worked with Region N water utilities,
wholesale water providers, and WUGs to identify their local water supply plans as aligned with WMS



included in the approved Region N scope of work. Technical evaluations of all potentially feasible WMSs
were performed to include strategy description, discussion of associated facilities, project maps, and
technical evaluation addressing implementation, environmental, and other factors. Draft WMS results
were presented at Region N meetings on Oct 17, 2024, and Dec 12, 2024, with remaining WMS to be
discussed in an agenda item preceding Agenda Item VI at the Jan 30, 2025 Region N RWPG meeting.

Based on information gathered through coordination with WWPs/WUGs and project sponsors, the draft
list of candidates recommended water management strategies was prepared.

Region N will consider identifying recommended and alternate water management strategies. This
information will then be used by HDR to prepare water supply plans in the RWP for each WUG and WWP
relying on WMSs.

A motion to approve Water Supply Plans was made by Esteban Ramos and seconded by Andy Garza.
Passed unanimously.

7. ACTION ITEM: Impact on the Plan and Consistency with Protection of Resources — Kristi Shaw — HDR
Ms. Kristi Shaw explained the impact on the plan and consistency with protection of resources.

TWDB guidance requires a separate chapter to be included in the 2026 Plans that describes the
potential impacts of the regional water plan and how the plan is consistent with long-term.
protection of water resources, agricultural resources, and natural resources in accordance with 31
TAC 357.22(b) provisions to include:
e Evaluating estimated cumulative impacts of the regional water plan on groundwater levels,
spring discharges, bay and estuary inflows, and instream flows.
e Assessment of the impact of the RWP on unique river or stream segments

The 2026 Region N plan is being developed in accordance with guiding principles (358.3)

e Orderly development of water resources and preparation for and response to drought so that
sufficient water will be available at a reasonable cost to satisfy future use to ensure public health,
safety, further economic development, and protect agricultural and natural resources in region
and state.

e Consideration of the effect of policies or WMS on public interests

Each WMS for the 2026 Plan was evaluated for TWDB-required impact categories related to
protection of resources. A summary table presented at the end of each WMS.
e Water Supply
o Quantity
o Reliability
o Cost of treated water
o Estimated water losses.
e Environmental Factors
o Instream Flows
o Bay and Estuary Inflow and arms of the Gulf of Mexico
o Wildlife Habitat



Wetlands

Threatened and Endangered Species

Cultural Resources

Impacts of Strategy on Key Water Quality. Note: During previous planning efforts, Region
N identified these key water quality parameters: dissolved solids, salinity, bacteria,
chlorides, bromide, sulfate, uranium, arsenic, and other constituents (nitrate, phosphorus,
copper, ammonia, manganese, DO, TOC)

e Impacts on agricultural resources and state water resources

e Threats to agriculture and natural resources in region

e Recreation impacts

e Equitable comparison to other strategies in the Region

e Interbasin transfers

e Third party social and economic impacts from voluntary redistribution of water

e Efficient use of existing water supplies and region opportunities

e Effect on navigation

e Impacts on water pipelines and other facilities currently used for water conveyance

O O O O

The approach taken to summarize environmental and agricultural impacts for WMS evaluations
used in the 2021 Region N Plan were revisited and discussed.

A motion to approve Impact on the Plan and Consistency with Protection of Resources consistent with
2021 Region N Plan was made by Chuck Burns and seconded by Lonnie Stewart. Passed unanimously.

8. DISCUSSION ITEM: Review Implementation Status and Timeline

Ms. Kristi Shaw presented and discussed with the group Implementation Status and Timeline 2026
Regional Water Plan.

TWDB guidance for 2026 Regional Water Plans includes a new provision that requires Chapter 5 to
include a sub-section documenting the implementation status of certain WMSs that are
recommended in the plan. The implementation status must be provided for the following types of
recommended WMSs with any online decade, based on House Bill 1565, 88th Texas Legislature:

o All reservoir strategies (including major and minor reservoirs)

o All seawater desalination strategies

e Direct potable reuse strategies that provide greater than 5,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of supply
in any planning decade

e Brackish groundwater strategies that provide greater than 10,000 AFY of supply in any planning
decade

e Aquifer storage and recovery strategies that provide greater than 10,000 AFY in any decade

e All water transfers from out of state

e Any other innovative technology projects the RWPG considers appropriate

*Items in bold are relevant to Region N recommended WMS.

The subsection must include the following items:



1. A table documenting the status of key milestones such as when the sponsor took an
affirmative vote or other action to make expenditures necessary to construct or file applications
for permits, state water right, diversion, or discharge permit status, federal 404 permit status,
planning, design, and construction status, and expenditures to date.

2. A simple, graphic, showing the full planning horizon, and displaying separate
timeline/schedules for each project (per above list) that includes major implementation
milestones (e.g., feasibility, design, permitting, acquisition) and construction milestones (e.g.,
anticipated start and completion dates) either graphically by period (e.g., Gantt bars) or as single
milestones.

9. DISCUSSION ITEM: General Update from TWDB — Michele Foss — TWDB

Ms. Michele Foss updated the planning group.

e Updates and Resources for IPP Submittals
e |PPsare due to TWDB on March 3, 2025
o Next meeting: discussion and adoption of the prepared plan
e There will be a seven day posting period prior to next meeting, for planning group review

and comment

e After submission, TWDB will have 120 days to review and comment on contents of IPP

e Potential Legislation has been filed in regard to groundwater DFCs and who can protest

groundwater DFCs
e A House Resolution Filing to add in $1 Billion to the Texas Water Fund

10. RWPG/TWDB Administrative and Other Issues — Travis Pruski — NRA

Mr. Pruski commented to John Marez’s question about small systems from earlier in the meeting. Mr. Pruski
stated that he is on the TWA Small Systems Committee and the WEAT Small Systems Committee that was
working on the legislation about the funding being a portion set aside for the small rural communities so it
was not all taken up by the big communities and their big projects. That is a project they are hoping will get
passed this legislation session.

The next Region N meeting is February 27, 2025. This is very important because that’s when we are
approving everything. Upcoming meetings May 152025 and September 11, 2025. We will probably hold
public hearing at the May 15, 2025 meeting and will confirm that at the February 27, 2025 meeting.

11. Confirm Next Meeting Date: February 27, 2025

12. General Public Comment. Citizens may address the Planning Group concerning an issue of interest
that is not listed on the agenda. Agenda item comments must be made when the item comes before the

board. The planning group will place a time limit on all comments of 3 minutes.

c. Jason Hale



“Hi everyone, Jason Hale, Corpus Christi, thank you for taking comments. Today I’'m going to talk about
the drought contingency plans. So, Corpus Christi imports water from the Colorado River. And they have
junior rights for that water. Meaning if the senior rights holders are in a serious drought then we may
lose access to that water. So who makes that call and what do they consider before making the call?
Because if I'm a farmer with junior water rights and a senior rights holder is trying to cut off my water, I'd
at least want to be sure that they’re not wasting their water or using it all willy nilly, right? Well,
according to this book, the Essentials of Texas Water Resources, published by the State Bar of Texas,
“Texas Water Code section 11.053 clarifies that the executive director (of the TCEQ) has the authority to
temporarily suspend or adjust water rights during a period of drought according to the priority of the
water rights. (See Tex. Water Code § 11.053(a)). However, the statute also requires the executive director
to ensure that the action will minimize impacts on water rights holders; and take into consideration the
efforts of the affected water rights holders in developing and implementing drought contingency plans.
“So the executive director makes the call, but first they have to consider the impact on everyone and if
serious measures have been taken. The book goes into a few case studies and concludes that a request
for extraordinary emergency relief must be accompanied by a demonstration that serious drought
measures have been instituted and the feasibility of alternative solutions has been thoroughly explored.
My concern is that the drought contingency plans for a majority of the Coastal Bend will fail this test, and
because of it, people won’t get the relief they need when they need it the most. Stage 3 target reductions
for Corpus Christi are 30%, however that’s more water than residents used in 2023 and somehow they’re
expected to do most of the conservation. At best, we may be able to conserve 5% instead of 30%. Is that
enough to qualify for emergency relief? | don’t know. But what | do know is that our reserves are low and
we should be trying to hit those targets. My suggestion is that every contingency plan comes with a
simple conservation budget proving how you will meet those targets. You know, 1% from education and
outreach, 2% from irrigation restrictions, stuff like that. Because right now these targets aren’t even close
to being met and this would weed out all of that. Plus, you could use it during a drought to evaluate your
progress and adapt if certain measures aren’t being met. Anyways, that’s my comment. Thanks.”

13. Meeting adjourned by Co-Chair Dr. Pancho Hubert at 4:18 p.m.



