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COMMENTS
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Hays County Water & Waste Water Plan 

developed by HDR Engineering. HDR did an excellent job of collecting data and analyzing the 
future projected water needs of the region and were very professional, inclusive and exhaustive in 
their traditional engineering approach. I recognize that public participation was very limited and 
the majority of Hays County citizens have not had a chance to participate in this study. I 
encourage Hays County to conduct further public outreach with the study and gather additional 
public comment and feedback before finalizing the plan.  I hope the County will adopt an adaptive 
approach and integrate public comment into the final plan before implementation begins. We 
recommend the plan be updated and modified every five years as conditions change. 

1) The HDR study begins with projections of population growth based on Texas Water 
Development Board estimates and historical Pedernales Electrical Service (PEC) electrical meter 
data from 1980 through 2010 and then develops a very detailed case of what the county can do to 
make sure that this projected demand for water is met.  These estimates are based on the high 
growth scenario and an assumption that the recently adopted 30’ Desired Future Condition 
(DFC) or decline of the aquifer by GMA-9 over the next 50 years, when modeled by TWDB, 
will in theory provide 9155 acre feet of water from the Trinity over that time period (HTGCD 
current management plan calls for 3714 acre feet annually).  I  find the 30’ decline policy to be 
unreasonable and in conflict of the mission and goals of the Hays Trinity Groundwater 
Conservation District to conserve, preserve, recharge and prevent waste of groundwater within 
western Hays County.  The 30’ draw down is considered mining of the aquifer and is in conflict 
with policies of Region K & L State water plans.  The 30’ (DFC) should be overturned and 
reduced to between 0-5’DFC to sustain current water levels in the Trinity Aquifer and to protect 
the property rights and historic water use in the area.  Also, springflows from Jacob’s Well, 
springs, creeks and rivers in Western Hays County would be negatively impacted by increasing 
the pumping to this level in order to support the high growth scenario.  Mining the aquifer in this 
way is unsustainable and will cause property values to be diminished with negative economic 
and ecological impact on the region, causing many more wells to dry up and perennial springs to 
stop flowing.  The median and low growth scenarios should be considered in projecting exempt 
groundwater use and total demand as well as the cost estimates for infrastructure.  

2) I support the recommendation by HDR to cap pumping of the Trinity Aquifer at current pumping 
levels and recommend further reductions in aquifer pumping to achieve a balance of annual 
pumping of 3714 acre feet as called for in the Hays Trinity Groundwater Conservation Districts 
management plan.  I  also support the recommendation by the TCEQ executive director to form a 
Regional Groundwater Conservation District over the Priority Groundwater Management Area 
along the I-35 corridor including Travis, Hays and Comal County.  Aquifer Management Zones 
should be developed in the Western Hays County and limits on pumping should be required to 
maintain spring flow between 4-7 cubic feet per second at Jacob’s Well.  No wells should be 

	  



allowed in the conduits that feed springs and drought contingency plans should be tied to spring 
flows. 

3) One strategy that is not adequately explored in this study is that of proactively managing growth, 
rather than just reacting to it with increasingly expensive infrastructure solutions. A strategy of 
encouraging infill within existing urban areas rather than facilitating growth in areas that 
currently lack infrastructure.  Developing Conservation Development Standards that require 
Rainwater Harvesting and incentives for  landowners to conserve the remaining open space land 
to protect Aquifer recharge  and water quality should be considered as a viable alternative to 
building nearly half a billion dollars of new infrastructure into the western reaches of Hays 
County. This study does not adequately address the need for comprehensive land use planning 
tools that Hays County will need to manage and direct growth to existing urbanized areas that 
currently have access to secure long-term water supply as opposed to rural areas that may have a 
less secure water future because of limited groundwater availability.  

4) The huge projected cost of providing this infrastructure to county residents (nearly half a billion 
dollars) must be considered in the context of the total cost incurred for providing services to new 
developments.  Before taking these population projections as a given, Hays County should 
consider the total cost outlay versus revenue generated by new developments.  In addition to 
water and wastewater infrastructure, new developments also require transportation, schools, 
police, fire, and other community services that often fall within the county’s jurisdiction to 
provide.  A Cost to Communities Study for Hays County by the American Farmland Trust (2000) 
found that income versus expenditures for agricultural and residential lands makes a regulatory 
framework that helps to maintain open space a fiscally attractive policy for counties:  

“The revenues-to-expenditures ratios show agricultural and open space more than pay their fair share 
of local taxes, even when these lands are taxed at the agricultural valuation. For every dollar these 
lands generated in revenue for the county, school and public service districts, they required back 
only $0.33 in services. Commercial and industrial lands provided a similar net benefit to the county, 
needing only $0.30 back for every $1 generated in taxes.  While residential lands generated 
significantly more dollars in property taxes, they required even more in services — $1.26 for every 
$1 paid in taxes.”

5) The HDR study does view Conservation and Rainwater Harvesting as important strategies in 
their recommendations.  If this can be implemented collectively at a local level through 
Conservation Campaigns and financial incentives for Rainwater Harvesting, there will be a 
greater chance of success and the possibility that longer term proposed water supply solutions 
like holding Bastrop County residents accountable for fixing Hays County problems through the 
Simsboro Project would be unnecessary.  The initial cost, infrastructure, and long term 
maintenance and upkeep to the infrastructure for Simsboro is a short term fix, at a tremendous 
cost, for a long term problem.  Given the current State budget deficit and current deep cuts to 
other necessities like our educational system, funding a project of this magnitude seems 
impractical and not in line with our current financial climate. Rainwater Harvesting should 
become mandatory on all new construction, public buildings and impervious surfaces.  Reuse of 
storm water for irrigation and aquifer recharge enhancement should be a high priority for Hays 
County.  

	  



Given the Priority Groundwater Management Area in which we live and it’s limited amount of 
groundwater resources, slow recharge, and the fact that the Trinity aquifer is already in a pumping 
deficit; it is not recommended we continue to pump more water from the aquifer or transfer water 
from Bastrop to Hays.  It is recommended that the most effective and responsible way to handle this 
problem is to call on every resident  and PWS company in Hays to do their part to help sustain and 
conserve groundwater while looking at alternative water strategies.  Financial incentives and 
legislation creating standards for integrating Rainwater Harvesting into PWS CCNs, aggressive per-
capita water conservation goals and education programs, large scale land conservation & water 
stewardship incentives (to reduce demand & protect aquifer recharge and water quality), storm water 
and decentralized wastewater re-use, and clustered conservation  development standards should be 
developed. 

6) Local Public Water Supply Companies can reduce water consumption by adopting tiered rate 
structures.  All PWS companies must be held accountable for meeting strict conservation goals 
through the adoption of a sustainable regional water budget and a coordinated drought 
contingency plan that does not take more from the aquifer than recharges annually. The TCEQ 
should regulate   and only allow PWS companies water permits if they maintain no more than 
10% line loss in their systems.  If they are not capable of that standard, they should be given a 
reasonable amount of time to come into compliance or risk fines and a decrease in CCN while a 
more accountable solution is considered.  Under Chapter 36, PWS are required to provide water; 
it is important given the magnitude of groundwater supply shortages that PWS companies be 
accountable for their expansion in a responsible fashion.   There currently are no consequences 
for running a wasteful water supply business.  

7) Population growth of the magnitude projected in the HDR study will require new wastewater 
treatment plants, as acknowledged in the study.  These new WWTPs will require discharge 
permits, which could have implications for in-stream water quality, recreational uses, etc., and 
the costs of water quality mitigation and associated environmental costs are not taken into 
account in the study.  Hays County should commit to managing growth in such a way that it is 
water-neutral in terms of impacts on water quality. Hays County will need additional authority 
from the legislature in order to efficiently manage impervious cover and storm water generated 
by the higher density development anticipated from surface water supply.  High density 
development is currently occurring in the Wimberley area and along the 290 corridor with very 
little, if any, water quality treatment.  

The Decentralized Waste Water approach, along with allowance of cluster development and lot size 
averaging in preferred growth areas, is beneficial in that it will hold developers more accountable for 
an environmentally sensitive development.  The cost of centralized Waste Water systems may slow 
development slightly and allow for more time for implementation of Conservation and Rainwater 
legislation promoting decentralized waste water treatment, in conjunction with Rainwater Harvesting 
implementation, Gray Water Reuse for irrigation, and minimum lot sizing in sensitive areas will help 
to slow the need for imported water.  These measures, along with accountability standards for PWS 
companies, conservation adoption by the general public, and incentives from the government should 
help to curb the supply and demand issues.  

8) Western Hays County is a unique and beautiful place with a long tradition of  ranching, farming, 
family lands and tourism.  The character of this area will be dramatically changed in 50 years if 

	  



the population is allowed to continue to create sprawling development across the region.  
Clustering development along the I-35 corridor downstream of the aquifer and planning 
conservation development in existing urbanized areas while encouraging the preservation of the 
remaining open spaces will preserve the ecological services these lands provide today.  A cost 
comparison between conserving the remaining open space and building nearly half a billion 
dollars worth of infrastructure needs to be analyzed and presented to the public for debate.  No 
money should be invested in large pipelines any further into the Hill Country without a vote of 
the citizens who will ultimately have to pay for the infrastructure. In general, I believe that by 
planning ahead, communities can play an important role in determining their future, rather than 
having it determined for them by outside forces.  We believe that the quality of life and water 
security of existing residents should not be sacrificed for the uncertain future of potential new 
residents.

RECOMMENDATIONS & GENERAL COMMENTS 
1) Update and include all public comments in the final plan with recommendations summarized.  

2) Appoint a Citizens Advisory Board and a technical advisory committee to update the plan with public 
input and prioritize the Hays County Water & Waste Water Plan and develop an implementation 
schedule and adaptive management criteria.  

3) Establish a Water Conservation Task Force– Promote Education 

4) Utilize Hays County Water and Sewer Authority (HCWSA) to develop regional water district in Wimberley 
and areas that are rapidly expanding.   

5) Rainwater harvesting and conservation are the most cost effective and sustainable new source of water 
for everyone living in Western Hays County.  Expand incentives for new development and retrofit homes 
in Woodcreek North in Wimberley to protect spring flows of Jacob’s Well.  

6) Prevent private investor owned utilities and private MUDs from owning and controlling CCNs and 
operating in Hays County.  The County should work to purchase the Aqua Texas System in Wimberley 
and create a publicly owned system that has locally elected board members and manages this system for 
local residents and interest. Join together with HCWSA, Wimberley Water Supply, City of Wimberley, 
Woodcreek and Woodcreek North to create one regional district.  Do not let AquaTexas dry up the Aquifer 
and Cypress Creek to export our water and money to Wall Street.   

7) Coordinate Regional Groundwater Conservation  

a. File Petition with TWDB on the unreasonableness of the 30’DFC outlining impacts to County 
assets ie. Jacob’s Well, Cypress Creek, Blue Hole, Private and Public Water Supply Wells.  Protect 
the property rights of all citizens dependent on the aquifer.  

b. 6.7 Enhanced Groundwater Management. Work with the legislature to create equity for all water 
users. Pass legislation to create a functional full Chapter 36 GCD across entire Trinity Aquifer.  
The Aquifer does not follow political boundaries. Manage the entire resource equitably for all 
landowners, water users and to maintain spring flows, creeks and rivers.  

	  



c. Create a County Liaison with the GCDs and GMA-9 , work with local cities & PWA to incorporate 
standards and define target conservation measures to achieve Desired Future Condition 

d. Participate with GCDs in GMA-9 to clarify DFC measures to meet the Managed Available 
Groundwater 

Database 

Monitoring System 

8) Promote legislation and tax incentives for existing developments or individuals who: 

a. Switch to rainwater harvesting 

b. Use low flow appliances and fixtures 

c. Irrigate with Reuse or Rainwater  

d. Xeriscaping 

e. Manage their land for water stewardship (aquifer recharge and water quality)  

9) Develop and promote incentive programs for: 

a. Conservation Development 

b. Land Conservation & Habitat Protection  

c. Larger lot sizing in spring flow recharge areas 

d. Parkland dedication and open space protection 

e. Rainwater Harvesting 

f. Decentralized Waste Water Reuse  

g. Reuse of Greywater  

h. Xeriscaping  

i. Stream Set Backs and Riparian Restoration   

10) Increase Impact Fees from Development that opts out of Best Practices Standards 

11) Hold Public Water Supply Accountable to performance measures before increase in water permits and 
CCN expansion. 

	  



12) Conduct a Best Practice Study on how other States are resolving Water problems and incorporation of 
best practice for: 

a. Development 

b. Open Space 

c. Golf Course Installation 

d. Schools and other Public Buildings 

13) Offer Training for Rainwater Harvesting Installation and  programs to help promote mass adoption of 
rainwater systems for new home installations and retrofitting existing homes. 

GENERAL COMMENTS  

14) This Facilities Plan is an engineering report, biased toward the centralized, large-scale water and 
wastewater infrastructure options that benefit engineering companies. 

15) Although the Executive Summary prominently lists expanded water conservation efforts and rainwater 
collection, the amount of the water supply proposed by the plan to be met by these options in 2060 is 
7% and 11%, respectively. 

16) While the Executive Summary presents the total infrastructure cost of over $450 million, the report does 
not layout the basis for that estimate. 

17) While the Executive Summary presents the total infrastructure costs of $450 million for a high-growth 
scenario, there is no comparative cost information provided for the medium growth or no action 
alternatives. 

18) The plan fails to provide detailed supporting information for the $450 million facility cost projection. The 
detailed information should be broken out by region, by water supply source, and by wastewater 
technology. 

19) The plan fails to provide cost comparisons for alternative options to meet water and wastewater needs. 

20) The plan fails to present cost information for alternative options in a single cost basis to facilitate 
comparison. 

21) The plan is based upon TWDB high water-use per capita water demand factors (see page 3-6). These high 
water-use factors compound the conservatism of the high population growth projections. 

22) Even where the TWDB uses 110 gpcd as a default for water planning in rural areas, this plan is based on 
a higher per capita use factor of 120 gpcd. 

23) This facility plan is presented based upon underlying assumptions that:  

a. Population growth would not be restricted by a lack of water supply (page 3-5);  

	  



b. That lawn watering on hot, dry summer days would not be restricted by a lack of water supply 
(page 3-6), and that imported water projects are more cost effective when they are designed for 
larger volumes of water (page 3-9).  

c. The unit cost estimates per gallon in Table 5.4-1 (page 5-7) should include an estimate of the unit 
cost for each project under a low water demand scenario. 

24)  The Plan should provide an estimate of the water supply to be met by each proposed source. 

25) Provide a basis to justify assumed 1% per year reduction for water conservation (page 3-21). What are 
the actual reduction rates for communities implementing conservation measures? The report fails to 
account for significant differences among per capita water use among different entities. Provide 
additional analysis of what demand could reasonably be met with conservation measures. 

26) Reuse costs do not consider the prohibition on direct wastewater effluent discharge. 

27)  The facility plan does not address the cost impacts to all water and wastewater utility users of extending 
imported wastewater service to low-density rural development. How will costs to meet new demand 
influence the utility rate structure for all users, including existing water users? 

28) The recommendation for well-managed, small, centralized wastewater systems in lieu of septic tanks 
fails to recognize the failure of existing regulation and enforcement of the TCEQ Texas Land Application 
Permits. 

29) p. 3-25 “The water quality impact of reuse is often a concern for the communities when attempting to 
implement these types of projects. Much of the study area is within the contributing and recharge zone 
of the Edwards Aquifer, the drinking water source for numerous communities.” This statement ignores 
the more significant environmental problems associated with direct wastewater effluent discharge. 

30) ·p. 3-25. “There is significant public resistance to treated wastewater being disposed into surface water 
within western portions of the County.’ This statement discounts significant scientific foundation for 
opposition to surface water discharges. 

31) The report provides no reference to the problems of wastewater lift station failure, the single largest 
source of pollution spills in urban areas; nor sanitary sewer line leakage. 

32)  The Plan fails to offer a comprehensive policy approach to conjunctive use of  Groundwater and Surface 
Water. 

	  


