To:  Honorable Chairman and Members
From: Kyle G. Ingham, Local Government Services Director
Date: May 13, 2009

Re: Agenda Item #3

Approval of the Minutes:
Please find the following minutes attached for your review:

Attachment: March 13, 2009 — Meeting Minutes



Groundwater Management Area #1 Meeting
Minutes

March 13, 2009

The Groundwater Management Area Number 1 (GMA #1) Joint Planning Committee met
on Friday, March 13, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. in the Ed Davis Conference Room — 9™ Floor of
the Chase Tower, 600 S. Tyler, Amarillo, Texas with the following members in
attendance: '

Voting Members Present:

John R. Spearman, Panhandle Groundwater Conservation District; Bob Zimmer sitting in
for Daniel Krienke, North Plains Groundwater Conservation D1str1ct Jim Conkwright,
High Plains Underground Water Conservation Dlstnct J1rn Haley, Hemphill County
Underground Water Conservation District. i

Other Groundwater Management Area 1 Renresentatwes Present:

C.E. Williams, Panhandle Groundwater Conservatlon District; Steve Walthour North
Plains Groundwater Conservation District; Janet Guthne, Hemph111 County Underground
Water Conservation District; Robert Meyer, High Plains Water District

Others present: 3w Cofete «df | IJ .
/i A s [ 5e ~ B‘[ M ”""
Wilbur Killebrew K.xllebrew Ranch
Don McReynolds ‘HPUWCD #1
Ray Brady "HPR Partners,
Bruce Rigler HPUWCD #1
Judith Jones TMN - LWV
Steve Stevens: i “MRSA
John Duke Duke Ranch
Bob Harden R. W. Harden & Associates
Jenny S. Clark JSW Consulting LLC.
Steve Stevens: Mesa Water
Dale Hallmark:"~ NPGCD
Steven Miller City of Amarillo
Kyle Black Village of Timbercreek Canyon
Marty Jones Sprouse Law Firm
Beth Sturgeon HCUWCD
Alan Abraham League of Women Voters
Kevin Welch Globe-News
Pauline D. Robertson LWV
Emmett Autrey City of Amarillo
Charles Bowers PGWD
Cindy Cockerham Senator Seliger’s Office
Gene Born NPGWCD
Joyce Hensley LWV




Judith Periman Amarillo, TX

Ben Weinheimer Amarillo, TX TCFA
Mina F. Johnson Amarillo, TX

Billy Crawford PGWD

Robert Bradley TWDB

Kyle Ingham LGS Director, PRPC
Scott Caldwell LGS Coordinator, PRPC
Jonathan Ellis LGS Intern, PRPC

| other indeterminable attendant

L.

The meeting was called to order at 1:37 p.m. with Vice Chairman Conkwright
presiding.

Roll Call and Introductions were made. Vice Chairman Conkwright for the benefit of
the public asked the members to identify themselves. All members were present
except Daniel Krienke, whose district was being represented by Bob Zimmer who
had been given voting power. Mr. Conkwright made note that a quorum was present

Discuss and consider the minutes from Febf'uary 20, 2009 GMA #1 Meeting,

Mr. Conkwright asked for a motion of approval. Mi. Haley made a motion to approve
the minutes as presented. Mr. Spearman seconded the motion; the motion carried by
unanimous vote.

Public Comment — Any citiezens may address the GMA #1.
Public Comment Cards were passed out, and filled as needed.

1) The first comment was 4 question from Judith Jones, a private citizen of Randall
County. Ms. Jones asked how the GMA #1 receives input from people not in a water
district?

Mr. Conkwright answered that they would received such input by a person being
at the GMA meetings, or writing to GMA #1 via Kyle Ingham at PRPC,

2) Alan Abraham, an Amarillo. citizen and stakeholder in the Ogallala, was
representing the League. of Women Voters. Mr. Abraham commented on the 50/50
portions of the proposed DFC saying such a condition could hardly be claimed as
“management” of a finite resource. Mr. Abraham said such a stance might be barely
be considered “damage control,” when speaking of a resource so vital to life. Mr.
Abraham commented that the Panhandle portion of the Ogallala is a bathtub which
slopes to the east, indicating that the western portions would run out first and he
indicated this is what happened to New Mexico. Mr. Abraham said that the Ogallala
is a mined resource, Mr. Abraham expressed concern that this situation represented
cconomic competition between user which can be described as a “race to the bottom
of the barrel.” He emphasized again his disagreement that a 50/50 condition in the
DFC represented “management.” Mr, Abraham offered several suggestions for a
more comprehensive management plan: 1) No exempted land areas on top of
panhandle aquifers. 2) Meters at every well. 3) Collect real-time statistics on all water
users. 4) Adopt conservation protocols for city users. 5) Adopt conservation protocols
for agribusinesses. 5) Educate city and municipal leaders to stop deification of growth
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and impress concerns of living in an arid land. 6) Turn the spigot down to real-life
sustainability.

3) Mina Johnson, another representative of the League of Women Voters. spoke on
behalf of another LWV member who could not be there: Tanya Kleuskens. Ms.
Johnson spoke to Ms, Kleuskens’s experience and research in the field and presented
several of Ms. Kleusken’s points: Current water policy was developed due to
perception as “water as a commodity” mentality i.e. subject to the laws of property
rights as is the case with minerals, Ms. Johnson disagrees with this outlook. Ms.
Tohnson said we must consider the broader view. Ms. Johnson indicated that many
people have lived and prospered without oil, gas, and/or gold. But no one has found a
way to live without water. L

4) Joyce Hinsley, another representative of the League: of Women Voters. Ms.
Hinsley said that LWV is currently in the midst of’a th?r'-}gpar water study. Ms.
Hinsley made comment that for their study they needed new sources of information
and so she asked each committee member to subinit, written ansié(fcrs to each of the
LWV written questions so as to aid theirs study. Ms. Hinsley did not.go over each
written question but sought to highlight several: 1) What are the water conservation
districts doing to educate the general public about issues? 2) Sharing the concern of
Mr. Abraham, Ms. Hinsley expressed concern aboi it the trend of cities to push for
more growth in the midst of a shrinking water supply;. and asked what will you do
when the Ogallala is no longer viable?.3) When you use the term “sustainability,”
what exactly do you mean by it? 4) Is it morally and:“ethically justifiable for
individuals and companies to enrich’themselves; by exploiting a resource without
which no type of life can exist? e

5) Jenny S. Clark,g;riéde cominent that shé:did not represent anyone, she was speaking
as a citizen of Amarillo but that she had been asked to be on a city board regarding
“greening.” Ms. Clark, had: } Texas water conservation program
funding is.soon to be 2 When funding is‘used up what’s next? 2) What is the board
doing as far as ground d surface water management coordination?

6) Wilbur Killebrew, of the Killgbrew Ranch in Pampa. Mr. Killebrew commented
that the.current focus inwater planning tends to be on consumption i.e. how much is
left, not how much we are cutting down, Mr. Killebrew expressed concern about
emphasis ot drainage at a district basis. Mr. Killebrew believes that views should
shift to areas within districts. He believes the overall view should be to examine
drainage at a more: specific level. Mr. Killebrew believes the focus should shift to
conservation. Mr. Killebrew said he understands that the second largest consumer of
water in the Panhandle is golf courses, and if true this is a concern. He asks what we
will do when the water is gone.

There were no more comments. Mr. Conkwright asked the members how they
thought it best to answer those who had questions. Mr. Walthour suggested since the
majority of questions were written down, to have copies sent out to each district and
each district develop answers to each to be presented at the next meeting. Mr. Ingham
spoke to the concern of groundwater and surface water coordination; he spoke about
the cooperation between the Panhandle Water Planning Group and the Groundwater
Management Area #1 group. Mr. Ingham directed audience members to the PWPG



website for additional information www.panhandlegroundwater.com . Mr. Ingham
spoke to their responsibilities being discussion of surface water, municipal usage, etc.
Additionally he said that their website has the regional water plan which is developed
every five years. Mr. Conkwright spoke about other members of the PWPG and
directed audience members to www.hpwd.com for additionally information on the
High Plains Water District. Mr. Williams agreed with Mr, Walthour and said he
believed that each district should answer questions individually. Mr. Williams also
spoke to the fact that the proposed DFC is “not the whole story,” and directed
audience members to www.pged.us for additional information. M. Guthrie added
that her board would be happy to speak to each concern. Ms. Guthrie said that their
district website was currently down but invited audience members to call for any
information.

Discuss and consider action as may be necessary in regard to technical
information provided by TWDB Staff including additional Groundwater
Availability Model Runs.

Mr. Conkwright asked Robert Bradley from the Texas Water Development Board if
he had any additional information or issues from TWDB. Mr. Bradley referred to the
supplemental included in the member packets on how Richard Smith came up with
80% remaining in 50 years for Hemphill rather than 90%. Mr. Ingham said he would
make available to anyone the GAM 09-00] or the supplemental should anyone need
it. Mr. Conkwright asked for comments on GAM' run 09-001 and 09-001
supplemental. Mr. Conkwright clarified the purpose of the; supplement as to change
the 90% in division 2 to 80%. Mr. Bradley- directed audience members to
www.twdb.state.tx.us/groundwater for access to GAMs:”

. Discuss and consider'actidi: as may be necessary in regard to a Desired Future
Condition of the Ogallala Aquifer in GMA #1.

Mr. Ingham explained the various resolutions before the committee; he identified the
Panhandle, Highplains, and Hemphill versions of wording of the DFC. Mr. Ingham
and Mr. Conkwright both addressed an issue which was the source for some
differences between versions;” both expected it to come up in discussion. Mr.
Conkwright made the comment that each individual board had considered resolutions
accepting whichever DFC the GMA decided to adopt. Mr. Conkwright said that the
resolutions before them were the result of months of discussion between the districts.
Mr. Conkwright also explained that in the last week before this meeting the
committee had been made aware there is a half-section of land in the Hemphill
County that is in two districts which has just recently become a point of conflict. Mr.
Spearman explained that there had been consensus on the resolution until the
discovery of 390 acres of his district, the owner of which in 1994 petitioned to join
his district (PGWD). It was accepted into PGWD in 1994, Mr. Spearman stated that
this was an oversight which was not caught when Hemphill County Underground
Water Conservation District was being set up. Mr. Spearman said that since this
discovery impacts the DFC he sought to clarify the wording in the adopted DFC so
that it provided for this exception, something to the affect of “50% volume in storage
remaining in 50 years in Hansford, Ochiltree, Lipscomb, Hutchinson, Roberts,
Oldham, Potter, Carson, Gray, Wheeler, Randall, Armstrong, and Donley Countijes;
and the portions of PGWD in Hemphill County” and then for the portion of




Hemphill’s condition have a caveat, something to the affect of “80% volume in
storage remaining in 50 years in Hemphill County, not covered by PGWD.” Mr.
Spearman made comment that the PGWD wording could provide for whichever
outcome the Attorney General’s Office’s actions result in i.e. the 390 acres being
included in either Hemphill or PGWD. Mr. Spearman made comment that it would be
unfair for the landowner to be under two districts. Mr. Williams pointed out that the
taxes had been paid to PGWD since 1994 and that Hemphill wasn’t certified before
1997. Mr. Williams said that the land owner considered himself3park.of PGWD, and
that they had the same view. Mr. Williams said that there was atetter from T.
which said that the land goes to Hemphill, Mr. Williams asked what backup
documentation they had to say why this track of land had to be in Hemphill, from his
research he came to conclude that there was none, he called the TCEQ letter to be a
bureaucrats opinion and nothing more. Mr. Williams brought up the idea of an inter-
local agreement to resolve the issue at some point after the DFC had been passed. Mr.
Haley believes that this dispute should not matter. here since it'does not impact the
other districts. Mr. Haley pointed out that this: wordmg should not: be included and
that his board members have adamantly opposed the PGWD wordmg Mr. Haley
commented that the DFC as they had agreed ‘upon last meeting to take to their
districts would be acceptable even with this dlspute and: that the dispute could be
resolved outside of the DFC. Mr. Haley made the cc ent that his board is adamant
about not accepting PGWD DFC language and they ‘are,not ceding one more acre to
“the bottom of the barrel.” Ms. Gutﬁ“n made comm that this issue had been
addressed in 2001 where the TNRCC had sent a letter to the land owner and the
owner had come to the Hemphill board. Ms. Guthrie said'at one point the land owner
sought to leave Hemphill but that he had then changed his mind one month after he
sought action in 20071, an was agreeing to remalf the Hemphill district. Ms.
Guthrie said that' the de-annexation then: -as a result died for lack of action. Ms.
Guthrie cited the enablmg legislation for thelr district that the borders of the district
should be along the cdunty urthermorc she cited their enabling legislation
i0 ‘hi r any provisions of general law which is in
confli¢t or mconsts"'nt with'this act.” Ms. Guthrie says that if there is a conflict their
enabhng legislation® should take’precedence. Mr. Haley further pointed out that the
390 actes could meet PGWD DFC conditions by meeting Hemphill DFC conditions.
Mr. Wllhams and Ms. Guthr;e spoke about the conditions or lack there of governing
the action of de-annexing a track of land from Hemphill to PGWD or vice versa and
coordinating such an action between boards. Mr. Williams and Ms. Guthrie then
spoke about the p0351b1hty of letting the matter be decided by the AG and resultant
AG agreement. Mr. Williams pointed out that his proposed wording would be
consistent with whatever outcome an AG path would result in. Ms. Guthrie said that
this is premature action, saying that until the AG action this wording was conceding
land to 50/50 rule which would be inconsistent with the goals of desires of the
Hemphill board. Mr. Ingham asked Mr. Bradley if this had happened elsewhere. Mr.
Bradley said that there were plenty of overlapping districts, he offered the example of
Plumb creek/Market springs. Mr. Bradley said that the two districts had agreed to the
conditions of the overlap. Mr. Williams brought up and spoke about two other
examples: Rayburn and Glasscock counties and Jeff Davis and Brewster Presidio
counties. Mr. Zimmer commented that all came here today expecting to pass a DFC.
Mr. Zimmer said would it be possible to change wording so that “Hemphill county as




%

defined by district lines,” to make palpable the DFC. Mr. Zimmer pointed out that
both parties seemed willing to allow for AG action to setile the matter, and asked for
the focus of the group to then be on establishing wording which was acceptable by
both parties and would account for whatever AG outcome happened. Mr. Conkwright
asked what would make the wording in paragraph two agreeable to both parties. Ms.
Guthrie said that the language which was sent to the districts in last meeting would be
agreeable. She did conceddg that if the PGWD proposed wording for the third bullet
were taken out that might be acceptable because that would make the land subject to
both DFCs pending an AG agreement as opposed to now it as a ceding of land by
Hemphill. Marty Jones of the Sprouse Law Firm and a member of the audience asked
to be recognized. Mr. Jones said that Doyle Smith the owner of the land in question
sold a portion to his client. Mr. Jones said that as such they have a stake in this
process and that they object to being in two water districts. He said that they want to
be in the Panhandle district and not want to be in Hemphill. Mr. Haley asked for the
record why Mr. Jones did not want to be subject to different DFC. Mr. Jones replied
that this would not be a problem if the district had agreed on a 50/50 standard as they
should since this is one subdivision of the aquifer. M. Ingham asked if there is a way
to word this to leave it up to AG opinion on those 390 acres. Mr. Spearman said he
believes that the PWGD wording does that. Mr. Haley asked what would be the
problem with moving forward with the Wording(fgr;“n“ the last meeting, which would
still be subject to the AG opinion. Mr. Spearman said that they are doing this so they
don’t have to amend the DFC in a few weeks. Mr. Williams said that if we retain
former wording then it is disregarding the wishes of the land owner, Mr. Conkwright
asked if Mr. Smith was here today. Mr. Williams said he was not, but that Mr. Smith
had made his wishes clear to his board (PWGD) the morning of this meeting, Ms.
Guthrie said she believed Mr. Smith had made his wishes clear in 1991, and she went
on to say that the two district boards should meet in an open meeting, Ms. Guthrie
expressed that the wishes of her board were that this should be settled between boards
and not be debated in the GMA JPC so as to not cloud the issue of a DFC with this
conflict. Mr. Williams pointed to agreements in 1991 that had the track of land in
PGCD and that it should stay until something said otherwise. Ms. Guthrie said that
their enabling legislation said otherwise, and since in the legislation it is directed to
overrule any conflicting law then the track should be in Hemphill. Ms. Guthrie made
comment that if Mr. Williams sees a conflict then it is clear that the issue should goto
Hemphil due to the wording in their enabling legislation. Mr. Williams said he
respectfully disagrees. Mr. Conkwright and Mr. Zimmer both asked if there was any
possibility in trying to set wording today. Mr. Conkwright made comment that if the
issue was left up to the AG it was his understanding that it might take up to six
months to resolve. Mr. Conkwright asked if the body could set this aside and set a
DFC for the rest of the GMA with wording pending an AG opinion on these 390
acres and both parties abiding by whatever that AG opinion might be, if that might be
done today. Alternatively Mr. Conkwright suggested waiting 30 days for the districts
to work this out among themselves. Mr. Ingham made comment that if the group
waits 30 days he feels strongly that the DFC will not end up in the 2011 regional
water plan. Mr. Ingham suggested the following wording as an alternative for the 2™
paragraph: “and any portions of Hemphill County deemed to be outside of district
lines.” And for the 3" “as defined by district boundaries.” Mr. Ingham said this could
provide for whatever the outcome of the AG consultation would be. Charles Bowers,
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a member of the audience asked to be recognized. Mr. Bowers believes that the group
had lost sight of what they sought to do today. Mr. Bowers made the comment that as
this is simply a five year projection; nothing would happen in the next five years that
would affect that specific 390 acres. Mr. Bowers made note that the owner of the land
who made the agreement in 1991 with PGWD was not the same as who owned it
today. Mr. Bowers, while recognizing the importance of the dispute, encouraged the
board to go forward today with the current language so that there would be an
opportunity at a later time to work on an inter-local agreement rather than waiting for
an action from the AG. Mr. Bowers made comment that the GMA has done a
wonderful job of coming together and he asked the board to settle on the DFC
language. Again he reiterated that nothing would happen in the next five years which
would impact those 390 acres. Mr. Haley made comment that at some point it comes
down to principle. Mr. Haley pointed to the fact that Hemphlll had conceded from 90
to 80. And they had come to the meetings in good faith and now, within one week this
dispute comes up. Mr. Haley reiterated that the stance of his board was against the
current wording. Mr. Williams made the comment that his" dlstrlct had made
concessions as well. After some discussion between Mr., Haley and M. Williams, Mr.
Haley suggested using the language which was, agreed .upon at the las nieetmg and
then addressing the conflict outside of the DEC’ dlS ssion: Mr. Williams said that the
ence to the conflict. Ms. Guthrie
brought up the point that if the course of action which was to be pursued was an inter-
local agreement then the DFC could g go ‘ead with the wordmg from the last meeting,

Ms. Guthrie spoke to some possible inter-local agreements that might happen which
would satlsfy both groups. Ms. Guthne and Mr. W1Il1ams discussed several aspects

should it happen. Mr. Wllhams said that the wordmg of the last meeting was not
agreeable to the: PGCD board Mr. Williams said that the resolution of the last
meeting was to send the wordlng back the: boards for review and in review PGCD
found a conflict. The’ discussion’ turned to- the laws of each side of the conflict. Ms.
:empt Yeir nablmg legislation specifically states that if
ir enablmg legislation should take precedence. Mr. Williams

: recedence over general laws but the laws giving
authonty to both districts are: pemai laws. Mr, Williams says that the difference
between the two laws results in two special laws in conflict so that one does not
automatically: trump the; ‘other. Mr. Conkwright in an effort to move this matter to the
AG recognized:the fact that this wording is not at this time acceptable. Mr.
Conkwright asked:if there is any chance of accepting the wording Mr. Ingham
suggested. Mr. Ingham typed out his suggestion for the boards benefit. Mr. Zimmer
believes that Mr. Ingham’s wording gives enough room for both parties pending the
AG decision. Mr. Conkwright called for a brief 10 minute recess for consideration.
The meeting broke at 2:52 pm.

The board reconvened at 3:08 pm.

Mr. Conkwright asked for comments from the floor. Mr. Jones made the comment he
believed Mr. Ingham’s wording “as defined by district boundaries” was muddy. Mr.
Jones made it known that he prefers Mr. Williams language pending an AG decision.
Mr. Jones also reiterated the stance that the land should go to PGCD due to the fact
that taxes have been paid to PGCD.



Mr. Conkwright asked if the two districts in questions had come to a consensus, Mr.
Spearman made the comment that Hemphill has the same problem with language as
he would as a member of PGCD if the roles were reversed. So he suggested time for
Mr. Haley to go back and meeting with his board and seek what would be acceptable.
Mr. Spearman asked for a 30 day tabling of the motion so that both districts may have
time to discuss both within boards and between boards to come to a resolution.

Mr. Conkwright called for a motion to table item 6 until a time where the two boards
may meet and come to an agreement on the matter.

Mr. Spearman made such a motion. Mr. Haley seconded.

Mr. Ingham again reiterated that with this delay this DFC will probably not be in the
2011 water plan. Mr. Conkwright clarified for the audience that meant that the oid
water plan would continue to be what was used. A member of the audience asked
what that meant. Mr, Williams said that by using the old plan it would mean that
across the Panhandle a 50/50 practice would be implemented. Mr. Walthour clarified
that it was actually just a 1.25% decline rather than 50/50. Mr. Ingham clarified on
why the time would prohibit the use of this DFC for the 2011 plan. He spoke to the
fact that the DFC would need to be decided by today to be in the 2011 plan, since the
original date of necessity was 12/30/08 and the next date of consequence in adopting
a DFC is not until September of 2010.

Mr. Conkwright restated the motion: That item 6 be tabled for at least 30 days until

these boards can meet and work on this issue. Mr. Conkwright asked for a roll call
vote. )

Mr. Spearman (Panhandle)_T aye

Mr. Haley (Hemphili) —aye

Mr. Zimmer (North Plains) — aye

Mr. Conkwright (High Plains) - aye-

The vote was unanimous in favor of tabling the item.

. Diseuss and Consider status of the Groundwater Availability Model requested
for the Dockum Aquifer in the GMA #1 planning area.

Mr. Conkwright asked Mr. Bradley if there was any new news. Mr. Bradley said he
had no news on it. Mr. Conkwright clarified for the audience that the Ogallala was the
priority as far as setting a DFC, and the Dockum was secondary.

Discuss other business and any future agenda items.
No items were explicitly stated under this itern.

Mr. Conkwright thanked everyone for being in attendance. He invited the audience to
contact any of the districts or the PRPC for any information

Mr. Conkwright made note that the next meeting would be posted in the same manner
as this one.




9.

10.

Establish the date and location for the next meeting,

Mr. Conkwright made known that the GMA date wonld be set at a later date after the
boards got together and discussed. 4~V , = (& lendly IS B, ‘6/&
Mr. Ingham made it known that the Panhandle Water Planning Group“A meeting was
set tentatively for April 30, 2009. Mr. Conkwright commented that often there is a
PWPG meeting in the morning and GMA in the afternoon but that is not set, just

something to keep in mind.

There being no further business to come before the Board, Mr. Conkwright declared
the meeting adjourned at 3:18 p.m.
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To: Honorable Chairman and Members
From: Kyle G. Ingham, Local Government Services Director
Date: May 13, 2009

Re: Agenda Item #4

Public Comment — Any citizens may address the GMA#1. Please limit the comments to
three minutes. '

Attachments: None
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To:  Honorable Chairman and Members
From: Kyle G. Ingham, Local Government Services Director
Date: May 13, 2009

Re: Agenda Item #5

Discuss and Consider ~ Groundwater Conservation District responses to Public
Comments noted at the March 13, 2009 GMA#1 Meeting

At the March 13, 2009 many public comments were recorded. Many of those commenits
were expressed as questions to the respective GMA#1 member Districts. Those
comments were transcribed and issued to each of the Districts in late March, 2009. This
agenda item provides a public forum for each respective District to address any public
comments it so chooses.

Attachments: Transcription of 3/13/09 Public Comments and submitted comment cards



GMA#1 — March 13, 2009 ~ Public Meeting
Public Comments

Public Comment #1.:

Judith Jones
Private Citizen
Randall County

How does the GMA#1 receive public input from areas in the GMA#1 planning area thatare notina
Groundwater Conservation District?

- Jim Conkwright responded, “We would receive that by you being here, we would receive that by
you writing comments to us. You can send it to Kyle’s address and he will get the question in
writing to each of the Districts. “

Public Comment #2:

Alan Abrahams

Ogallala Stakeholder
Amarilio Citizen

League of Women Voters

“May not have all of the scientific fact in place, but would like to make a statement. “A 50/50 plan can
hardly be called management of a finite resource. I'm not sure it could even qualify as “damage
Control”, not when we’re talking about one of the necessities of life and nowhere else to turn in the
Panhandle when the water runs out!”

A copy of Alan’s letter is included in the packet.

7 Recommendations:

1. “ No exempted land areas on top of the Panhandle aquifers: every landowner in a conservation
district”

2. “Meters on every well-head”

3. “Collect real time statistics on all water usage: who are the users, how much and to what
benefit, in dollar values.”

4. “Adopt conservation protocols, starting now, for city users”

5. “Adopt conservation protocols for agriculture and agri-businesses”

6. “Educate the population and their political leaders to put a stop to the “deification of growth”
and to “impress upon the mind” what it means to be living in an arid land.”

7. “An through regulation turn the spigot down to reat life sustainability.”

Kyle thanked the previous speaker for staying within 3 minutes and reiterated the agenda statement
that speakers should stay under 3 minutes.

Chairman Conkwright noted that any written comments brought by speakers should be left with
Jonathan so that they can become part of the record.



Public Comment #3:

Mina Johnson

Irrigated Farmer

President - League of Women Voters
Read Tanya Kleuskens's letter

Unfortunate that Tanya was not able to come due to weather, so | will read her letter. Her comments
should have arrived to each district.

Tanya’'s letter is included in the packet.
No one can live without water.
Public Comment #4

Joyce Hinsley

League of Women Voters

Originally planned to be here on my own behalf

Trying to get answers to questions for the League of Women Voters for 2 year study

“The LOWV President reqguested that | ask these questions of the water districts and request written
responses, written responses, and also written comments to the other comments that are made here on
behalf of the League. We would appreciate that, it would help us with our study immensely.”

A copy of Joyce’s letter is included in the packet.
5 guestions:

1. “What are YOU doing, what are YOU doing, the water districts, to inform the public about what
it means to the future of this area?”

2. "I share with Alan the concern about this area, in particularly the City of Amarillo and other
towns pushing for more growth. How can we sustain more growth without more water?”

3. “If you want the population of the Panhandle to remain the same, what will you do to replace
water in the Aquifer is no longer viable?”

4. “What does the term sustainability mean to you all? | know what the lay person means, at least
I think | do and | don’t think its what you mean. | want you to explain in detaii what you mean
by sustainability.”

5. “Is it morally and ethicaily justifiable for individuals and companies to enrich themselves by
exploiting, that's the key word, exploiting a resource without which no life is possible?”




Public Comment #5

Jenny Clark
Amarillo Citizen
Sits on City of Amarillo Greening Board

2 Questions:

1. “lunderstand that the Texas Water Conservation Program funding is going to soon be
legislatively up, this may not be correct, and when that Water Conservation Program is up, what
will happen and do we have any of our state senators that are interested in it. | think thisis a
federally funded program.”

2. “Whatis this Board doing to as far as groundwater and surface water management as far as
coordinating efforts.” '

Public Comment #6:

Wilbur Kiliebrew
Killebrew Ranch
Lives in Roberts County

“My concern is that there has been almost no concern or emphasis on conservation. It has all been on
consumption, how much we will have left in 50 years. 50%, 40% ,80%. | am aliso concerned about the
emphasis on drainage on strictly a district basis. | think there should be closer look at the areas within
the Districts. The Canadian River where our place is, is different than the Plains up around Pampa.
Hemphill County, the drainage in that direction, the bathtub is not level, that water is draining East. if
they drain 50%, there is not going to be any left on the West end. If they do 20%, | don’t know what the
real numbers ought to be, but | think it needs to be a smaller drainages all over.

[ think there needs to be some emphasis on conservation. | understand the second largest use of water
in the Panhandle is for golf courses. That is a lot of use of a precious resource to benefit a precious few
people for precious small benefits. Maybe | am wrong, maybe we need to look at different types of
lawns, we need to look at different lawns. The needs to be some development, some emphasis on
conservation. What are we going to do when the water is gone?

Jim Conkwright: “How would the deligates want to handle the responses to the people who have spoken
here today and indicated need a for responses to some of their comments. Any suggestions from the

group?”

Steve Walthour — “If we have those commaents written, | believe most of them were, we as districts can
coordinate with Kyle to bring those comments back to the board for ya'll to review at the next meeting.”

Jim Conkwright: “we will take your comments that you have given us, get them out to each district for
our response back, coordinate through Kyle to have them at the next meeting.”

Unidentified Audience Member: “ Can we have a separate response from each water district on the
ones | am talking about because it would be very important to our study?”

Conkwright: “at that time, yes.”



GMA Public Comment
March 13, 2009

My name is Alan Abraham. Iam an Ogallala stakeholder, Amarillo resident,
and member of the Amarillo League of Women Voters.

I may not have all my scientific facts in place, but T know enough to say thata
50/50 plan can hardly be called “management” of a finite resource. ’m not
sure it could even qualify as “damage control,” not when we’re talking about
one of the necessities of life and no where else to turn in the Panhandle when
the water runs out!

Here’s what I understand to be our situzation:

1. The panhandle portion of the Ogallala is a BATHTUB, sloping to the
east with an inexorable flow of water from west to east. So the
western portion will run out first, as it virtually has already in New
Mexico;

2. The Ogallala is a mined resource — its “veins” are what add value to
the land sitting on top, and there is a great deal of economic activity as
a result, such as agriculture, industry, cities and recreational pursuits.
This economic competition among users can best be described as “a
race to the bottom of the barrel.”

It’s that “bottom of the barrel” that bothers me! Calling 50/50 a management
plan instead of a disaster plan is misleading to the citizens who live here.

The following brief excerpt from Reisner’s book, Cadillac Desert. deseribing
the pre-conditions for the thirties dust bowl, tells us something about how
self-deceiving economic enterprise can be:

“Everything in the country was going full blast. It was the most natural thing
in the world for the plains farmers...to attempt the growing of wheat on a
huge scale... Everyone knew the wet years wouldn’t last, and everyone knew
that the loose soil, with the wheat stubble disked under, had nothing to hold it
if drought and wind should coincide. But everyone was making money.”

Given the fact that there will be no money left without water, here are a few
tentative suggestions for a more comprehensive water plan:
1. No exempted land areas on top of the Panhandle aquifers; every

.
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landowner in a conservation district
Meters on every well-head

. Collect real time statistics on all water usage: who are the users, how

much and to what benefit, in dollar values
Adopt conservation protocols, starting now, for city users

. Adopt conservation protocols for agriculture and agri-businesses

Educate the population and their political leaders to put a stop to the
“deification of growth™ and to “impress upon the mind™ what it means
to be living in an arid land.

And through regulation turn the spigot down to real life sustainability.

Thank you!



A Concerned Citizen’s Questions regarding Water Management
and Conservation Practices In GMA1

[ am a member of the Amarillo League of Women Voters. As a participant in the ongoing
League water study, | have many questions, but few answers, The Amarillo League has.
asked that | submit my questions fo you, and we respectfully request that you provide us with
your written respanses to these questions. Your replies will further clarify for us the issues
involved and will assist us with our research in the remaining year of our two-year study.

1

2)

3)

What are the four water conservation districts in this GMA doing to educate the
general public about the issues involved? Most of my non-League acquaintances
with whom I've spoken have little knowledge or understanding of what is being
discussed at meetings such as this, nor do they understand what is at stake. Before |
became involved in the League’s water study, | knew very litile about any of this. In
spite of several months of efforts to understand the issues and ramifications, | believe
there are many points that | still do not adequately understand. | have not found the

media to be particularly helpful in enabling the average person to become familiar with,

let alone understand, what is being discussed here and what it means for the future of
our area. | repeat my question: What are the water districts themselves doing to
inform the public?

When we are dealing with a finite water source such as the Ogallala, why is there no
concerted push to ansure that there will be sufficient water for subsequent
generations? Why is the one district that is really trying to do so apparently regarded
as unreasonable and uncaoperative by the other districts? Isn’t conservation a good
thing?

Why are agricuiturai practices not changing more rapidly toward better water
conservation?

How can we get possibly get good data on agriculturaf usage without requiring
flow meters on all wells?

Why are municipal and town governments not being required to adopt strict
ordinances that will discourage wasteful practices by citizens and businesses?

How much water per head do Amarillo residents use as compared with residents
of even larger cities like San Antonio?

Why are Amarillo and other Panhandie towns still trying to attract and give
financial incentives to high-water-use industries and businesses? Why is
Amarillo trying to become the megalopolis of the Panhandle, considering that we are

P}
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4)

5)

)

7)

8)

9)

situated in one of the driest regions of the United States and are currently in the midst
of a drought?

if you envision that the population of the Panhandle will continue for the foreseeable
future to be more or less what it is now, what will replace the Ogallala when itis no
longer viable?

Why are all areas of the Panhandle not required to be in a water district? How
can we possibly manage and conserve water in the Ogallala if there are areas that
apparently are allowed to do as they please, regardless of the effect it has on adjacent
areas?

in GMA1 is there any water conservation district besides Hemphill County that is
concerned about the negative consequences that the drawdown of the Ogallala
has for wildlife and for environmental flow of surface water?

What measures are being taken to ensure that industrial and agricultural practices,
as well as oil drilling procedures, are not negatively affecting the quality of the water in
the Ogallala and other aquifers?

Why does the term “sustainability” as used by the water districts and GMA1 seem to
mean something completely different from what the average layperson understands it
o mean? When you use the term “sustainable,” exactly what do you mean by it?

Is it morally and ethically justifiable for individuals and companies to enrich '
themselves by exploiting a resource without which no type of life can exist?

Submitted to GMA1 on March 13, 2009 for your consideration and written responses.

Joyce Hinsley

5001 SW 57" Ave.
Amarillo, TX 79109
(806) 463-5183
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March 13, 2009
Amarillo League of Women, Voters i
Statermnent submitted o the Groundwater Management Area %)

end

implementation com pete with water delivery needs, but could You be missing valuable
opportunities to communicate directly with the public through mainstream media and timely
updates 10 your web bages? We encourage you to take advantage of the direct public access that
your web pages offer and ask that you pest your monthly calendars in a more timely way. We
also offer our commitment and help in developing public educational programs. [fthere i
interest in this offer we will be available to talic in more detail,

helpful to all entities Planning for Panhandle water supply, to be able to see and understand the :
quantities of water saved through reduced demand by specific canservation and reuse
applications, One look at how loudly the numbers speak is in the Pavhand]e Groundwater

Conservation Districts Plan, where descriptions of the recharge amounts Jook mminiscule until the

]
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As stated by the Texas Water Development Board, Senate Bill 1designates the task to the PWPG
of developing the engineering, socioeconomic, hydrologieal, enviranmental, lepal and
institutional components of the regional water plans. The hydrologisal aspects appear to be well
understoed and the rates of depletion are explained very well. We see that the cument
socioeconomic conditions are well stated. However, the details of the socioeconomic change at
10 year intervals are left for the economic development groups and chambers of commerce to
find and assimilate. Explaining the available water in economic terms for our area, through
modeling, would aid the region in economic planning should we choose to incorporate the
models into our future plans.  is quite possible that modeling of this type could be one of the
most usefit] conservation measures developed.

We are beginning to understand that there is a percentage of groundwater that cannot be
recovered through current pumping ethods, in the saturated thickness of 15 to 20%. This could
possibly change the projection and intent of the 50 percent in 50 years plans. Flow are
Groundwater Districts accounting for this margin? State mandates require that we look out 50
years for our water needs assessments, but are 50 years long enough? When we pick up the
newspaper and read that our walter marnagers are planning for water needs over 2 50 year period,
we think 50 years is a really long time. However, when we stop to remember that we are 35 and
our father is 85, and Aunt Sally lived to be 94, we realize that what we are actually talking about
is one lifetime, one lifetime of available groundwater. During that lifetimme our available
groundwater is projected to become substantially strained and the economy of our region
challenged to remain viable. Should the PWPG lead the way through groundwater avai lability

models that include conservation numbers and economic cutlook projections?

If we were to establish a base line grouncwater availability understanding for maintaining
springs and siream flow stability, for example, how much needs to remain in the saturated
thickness of the Ogallala aquifer to maintain environmental health, we would be closer to
assuring that water for all life wanld be available for an undefined number beyond 50 years. We
believe that it is through the understanding of our regiconal natural flow that we can begin to
design consumer practices and economic structures that are iy sustainable,

The Amarillo League of Wormen Voters is approaching the issue of establishing an Ogallala
Aguifer Authorily with reservation. As the specific details and Jepislation are revealed, we can
assure you thay the Amarillo League will support the best system for protection, conservation,
and quality of vital groundwater Tesources, assuring long-term productivity, recharge and spring
flow. We understand that current water policy developed because of the perception of warer as a
commgdity subject to the laws goveming propexty rights, as is the case with minerals associated
with the earth. ‘With all respect for the property owner, however, we believe it is necessary to
consider this issue with a broader vision. Many people have lived, loved, and prospered without
oil, gas, or gold, but nota single being has ever found a way to live without water.

Respectfully Submitted,
Tonya Klenskens, Amarilio League of Women Voters
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Construction, mainicnance and/cr cxpansion projccts shonld be fundcd through:
= Tolls an new highways a
» rogional rail authorities with taxing abilit:
» Jederal funding
= usape taxes for commnercial vehicles
= locol user taxes
* slate gas and uscr taxes
=  bonds
+  privalc sourees (developers. ole.)

To alleviate congestion on Texas highways. existing rouics should be expanded (o include added possenger
vai] serviee and expanded freight rail lines. New routes should conneet major Texas ecnlers of population.
preierably by rail,

Explanation and History: Transportaiion 1
This study was adopled at Convention 2003 asa three-vear studhy, allor boing recanimended v scven

Leagues, several of which had foeal transportation positions. The locus way on cireal pubbe trausportalion
systems. fulure necds and funding availability. Additionathy incmbers focused on the impact of public
trensporiation on air quality and fand use. and the need Tor regional public transportation peiworks.
Cansensus was comypleled and adopted b the Board in Janary. 20006,

2006: The League opposcd the proposced ronte For the Trans-Toxas Corridor beeouse tocal angd regional
planning groups had concerns about cconomic and environmicntal clTects which were nol addressed, Wheir
recommendations were not included in the routs selection, and major populati

o0 centers were ot connecied in
a seamless manner.

Publication Available: (Facts and Issues) Trunsportaiton. 20060

D. WATER - 1971, 1974, 1978

iod

Vhe League of Women Vatery of Texas yapports long-range stals swarer fHlamsinnge thar:

« takes into consideraticn its social. economic, envirormental. and Jaod use inplications

+ provides for development of adequnte waler supplies by ecnlogically and linancially sound
means

« cmphasizes couservation and reusc of water

» is based on incrensed research concerning wise znd eliicicnt use of the stide’s tand and
waler resources

»  allards protection lor the land and lor lrapile CLOSVSICING

The League of Women Votars of Tevas SUPPOVIS meastires fur the proteciion, conservalion, and
develupment of the grourdwater rosonrees f'the st ny wir intzgral pours of the comprelensive stete
warer plan, aid grousdwater management that woald aeirieve the Jotlowing abjectives:

»  mainkain groundwaler qualily by preventing hammitul contamination of aquilers

1
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= assurc the long-term produclivity of the statc’s groundwater resources and availabilily of
groundwaler supplies

»  minimize adverse offects of groundwater withdiawals, inciuding land sobsidence and
reduction of spring flows

Water resources plamming should also inciude:
= dotailed informalion concoming:
° tho hydravlic characteristics asd recharge of the state’s aquilers
2 quantilies, locauans, and trends of yroundwater withdrawals
® measwyres that could conserve and extend existing supplics
® current and projected costs of ground waler and alternative surface water supplics
® polential conjunctive nse of ground water apd surlnee water
+ mamagoment options developed specifically Tor each area ol the state where ground watcr
is a significan: rcsource
»  Tufl public constderalion of groundwater mnmmagenient options
« recommendations of mcasures Lo be (aken by the state, by pelitical subdivisions of the
state, and by Lhe private seclor 1o assure wise managemans of the slate’s grounds ater
resgurces
= coordination of state plans lor groundwater management with relevant policics and
programs ol the [ederal government and of other states.

Adegquate funds should be apprapeiated for planning and for management of the state’s groundwater
rOS0UFCES,

Esplanation: Water
In the 1930s and 19G0s, LWVUS positions were reached on waler conservation and develapment and on

abatement el water pellution. These positions. as welk as nalionai and slatle posilions in othor natural resouree
areas — cspecially fand use — arc relovant to action on Texos waler issucs.

A sidy of state waler planning was adopled by the 1970 Convention, lnpetus for (e study was the 1963
Texas Water Plan. and Lhe 1969 clection in which a $3.3 billion bond program o begin implomentation of te
plan was narrowly delealed. The plan proposcd importation ol oul-of -stale waler 10 Wesl ong South Texas
via two large canal systems. The League consensus disagreed with that aspect ol the plan, stating fat

additional waler supplies should be developed in an ecalogicaliy sound mannzr Mg within te stawe. nad that
more efficient use should be made of existing waler supplics.

The Leaguc took anotber laok at the Texas Water Plan in 1974, following publication o' s Corps of
5 S [

Engincers analysis of o proposal for importation of water lrom the Mississippi River, This conscnsus
seallinmed our 1971 positions.

The 1977 Convention deleted the position statemment that additional waler supplics should come fvom within
the state. Delegales continued (o opposc massive waicr transfer projoets but felt that opposition should be
based on other League positions,

The 1977 Convention alse adopted a study of groundwater mimagement and protection. aud COnyCnsus wis
rcached in November 1978,

History: Water
[976-1980: When Proposition | asuthorizing $400 million in Texas Water Devalopnient bonds was placed on
U ballol in November 1976, the League worked 10 defeal this proposilion. League apposition was based an
e absence of financial safzguards guaranteeing timely repayment by beneficiarics of water development
projects. absenee of environmental protection provisions. and inadequate inforuation as to what projects
would be funded. The amendmnenl was defeated. Proposition 2. authorizing $101) million in water quatity
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cohancement bonds, wag supported by the League aud approved by voters.

Over the next several years, testimony based on League water positions was preseoicd on the stile | igmie
miniag program, state water qualily management plans. hazardous wasle disposal legislalion. the ifigh Plans

Ogallala Aquifer Study. the fedeeal Soil and Water Resources Conservalion Act, and a propased ERA
Groundwater Proleclion Strategy.

LWV-TX Education Fund projects on water issucs included co-spensorshin ol'a regions ) Nloadplain
conlcrence in 1973: and “Project Safewater™ in 1976, whieh sxplained through z stide progran and
inlormation kit the implications of the lederal Sale Drinking Waler Aet [or Texos comummmitics,

198Y-1984: in 1981, League action again [oeused on opposition Lo a praposed constitution
Proposition 4 would have dedicated balf of Lhe slale’s “exeess™ ravenuves in each bicrrium to a now walgr
fund. In addition 1o the coneerm that pronated our cpposition o the 1976 amendment. the League opposed
the constitutional dedication of state revenues. i cecordance with aur position on Finaneing Stale
Geveroment The League aiso poiated out (hat the rev:ision of the Toxas Water Plan ivitiaicd mi 1976 5
been completed. The anicndmcnt was defeated.

al amendmen,

ad not

Shertly after the Novembey |98} clection. the governor calied lor revision afl e Texas W
League aud local Leagues testified a( forums on waler planning issucs in 1982 and ot hear
revisian of the plan in 1983, 1n September 1984, the Water Development Baard advpted a revised pian,
“Water lor Texas. A Comprehensive Plan for the Futwe,” which emphasized water conservation and reusye.
and recognized that imporiation of water was not feasible under present conditions,

ater Plan, The state
ings on i dral?

e 1981, LWV-TX Education Fund published Menh Water for Toxar Benoy aned foeeversivy

1985-7988: The 1983 legislative session passed a major package of water legislution. Prior 10 and duriag the
session. the League lobbied to streagthen provisions for water conservation and pratection—cspecially for
groundwaler, The packaye consisicd ol water consTrvation programs, protection of Ireshwater inllqws Lo
cstuarics. creation of groundwaler conservation districts in eritical arcas. and expunded powers for -
grotndwaicr dis(ricts.

These iniliatives were funded by a bond issue authorired by vaters i the Navember 1944 election, The
L.cague also supported a retated baliot issue tat passcd, authorizing stale boneds fa

v ar Agcieulwral Warer
Conscrvation {und. il approved by a lwe-lhirds vaie of the legislature by | 9RY,

The: Leagies worked wilh the Water Development Board and she Wter Commussion few
effeetive inplementation af the pew conservation requiremcnls ang granach
FOR7 legislative session. some Leaguc-supporied proposals (Tar exaple, s
Passeck but all statewide groundwater bills failed,

ater district provisions, Ly the
ronger sepic ank reuulation)

in L987-8Y foeal Leagues and the staie League participaied in the League o Wonier Vaters Vidueation
Fund’s Conumuniny Drinking Water Survey. interviewing water oflicials on impacts of the 1986 Sale
Drinking Water Act avendments. Al Texas Water Comuuission hearings, LS

TX wsiticd lor more
stringent waler quality slandards and maore 2fltetive controls of non-

[Pt soures zollution,

1989-1993: The Leaguc reviewed the thisteen eritical grosndwaier arex e

TPOrls published by the Texas Water
Commtssion in 1089 ang L9940, and vrged the commission (o address prompuly the morz Seriowns roblems
deseribed b the repon

In 1990, we atichded numereus meetings of the legislalure's interim cammiliee on the Bow.

ards Aquiler and
icstilied in the 199 legislalive session on two bills propasing manageren of the aquifer. neithee of which
possed,
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crhancement bonds. was supported by the Lengue and approved by voters.

Over the next several years, testimony based on Leaguc walcr positions was proseated on the state Lgaile
inining program, sinte water guality management plaus. hazardous waste disposal fcpistation. the High Plans

Qgallala Aquifer Study, the federal Seil and Water Resourees Conservation Acl. and a proposed EFA
Groundwater Protection Strategy.

LWV-TX Education Fund projects on waler issucs included co-sponsorship of i regional Noodplai:

conference in 1975: and “Project Salewaler™ in 1976, which axplained through a slide pragran and
information kil Lthe wnplications of the lederal Sale Drinking Waler Act (or Texas communitics.

1981-1984: In 198 1. Leaguc action again (ocused on oppaosition to a proposed constitutional amendment,
Proposilion 4 would have dedicared hall'of the stale's “exersy™ revenuss in cach bloniium 1o a uow waler
fund. in addition to lhe concem that prompicd our opposition to the 1976 amendment, the League upposed
the conslilutiotal dedication af state revenues, in rccordance with our posilion on Fimncing State
Governiment. The Leaguc also pointed out {hat the revision ol the Texas Water Plaw instiaterl in 1976 had not
been completed. The amendment was defeated.

Shorlly after the Novemaber 1981 clection, the govemor called for revision of the Toxas Water Plan. The state
League and local Leagues testified al lorums on water planning issucs in [982 and at hearings on u drall
rovision of the plan in 1983, In September 1984, the Waler Development Board adopted a rovised pylan,
“Walcr [or Texas: A Comprehensive Plan for the Fotare,” which cwphasized water conservalion and teuse.
and recognized Lhat importation of waler was not feasible under present condisions,

In 1981, LWV-TX Educalion Fund published Fresl Water fur Texas Beyw cond fistiearios,

1385-1988: The 1985 legislative session passed n major package of water legrslation, Prior Lo and duriag the
session. the Leagie lobbied to strengthen provisions for water conservation and projcttion -~especiatly for
groundwater. Thic package consisted of water conservation programs, proleclion ol reshwater inflows to

estuaries. ereation of groundwaler conservation disiricls in critica! arcas. and expanded powers for
groundwater distriets,

Thase nitialives were funded by a bond tssue authorived by voters in \he Novembor 1983 cleetion. The
Leaguc alsa supported a related ballot issuc thal passed. authorizing state bonels for an Auricullural Waler
Conservalion fund. il approved by a two-lhirds vote of the legistalure by 1O8Y,

The League worked with the Water Developmenl Board snd the Water Commission [ar

clieetive implomentation of the new consenation reguirements and gronndwater distriet provisions. n the
1987 legislative session. some Leayue-supporied proposals (for example. stronger septic tank repcdation)
passed, but all statewlide groundwaler bills [ailed.

In 1987-8% local Leagues and L state Lengne participated in the Leagne of Women Vowers Education
Fund’s Conununity Drinking Water Survey' intorvicwing water oflicials on impacts of the F9%6 Salc
Drinking Water Act amendiments, At Texas Waler Conumission heariogs. LWWV-TN Lestilied for more
stringent water quality standards and more clfective contrals of non-paint source pothtion.

1989.1993: The League reviewed the thinteen crilical groundsaier arca reports published by the Texas Water

Comnussion in | 989 and 1990, and urged the conumission to sddress promplly: the more sericus problemy
desceibed in the report,

In 1994, we altended nunterous meetings of the legisiature s inlevim commiilee on the Edwards Aquifer and
lestified in the 1991 legislative session on two bills proposing management of the aquiler, neither of which
passed.
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Also in 1990, the state League and several focal Leagues presented siatcments al the Texas Water
Developraent Baoard®s public hearings oa drefl revisions of the srate v rater plan, Wz commended the plan’s
craphasis on water conservation and subscquently worked successlully for leaisiation idopting water-
consciving plunibing scandards, as recommmended in the plan,

(3 the fall of 1991, LWV-TX testificd for a mors clfective Inlegrated Enviconmental Plan for ihc Mexico-
LS. Border Area and supported a constitulional amcadment authorizing use of $150 willion of Waicr
Bevelopment Fund bonds for waler and waslewaler scrvices (o cofuniar.

- The League was represented on the Texas Water Commission’s Clsan Water Council, which submitied jis
report m November 1992 and on the Clean Texas 200¢ Asards Conmmittes, which recommended the Al
1993 award winners.

A Leagus priety in the 1993 legistative scssion was the creation of 2 regronal managenient entity for the
Fdwards Aquifer, The bill the League supported passed fn the Gnaf davs ol the session,

1994-1995: [n 1994, LWV-TX Education Fund sponsored i workshop in New Brauntils highlighting loeal
League work 1o protect water qualiy in south central Texas. Since carly 1994, League members have baen
parucipating in regioral advisory eommitices to the Traus-Texas Wirler Program, which is considering e
waler supply aptions to be recommended in the | 996 revision of the Texas Water Plau. The League is also
represenied on Waitcrshed Texas. a slatewide watershed management project of the Toxas Natural Resource
Conscrvation Commission’s (TNRCC 's) Olce of Waler Resource Management,

2
]
i
fi

Inthe 1993 logislative session. the League suppored the bill which was passod w0 meet LS, Justics
Department requiremients for Lhe eicetion of the Edwards Aquifer Authority Board. We opposed severa) bills

that did et pass, including those lowering water qualily staundards and limiting pallution control authar b of
the TNRCC. )

1997: Mzjor new waler icgistation. known as $B 1. was dralled by various proups during
a siatewide drought and also 1o provide a broader state Mamework Tor dealing wilh
fulore water aceds. Carlw in the scssion representatives of several public interest and environmental groups,
including the League, met 10 discuss the proposed leeislation and to identify essontial clemicnis of a state
waler bill, A resulting policy stateiment was submitied o fogistative stafl and these clements were
incorporated into the final bil. Key provisions inelude:
« oadoption of a ncw state water plan which will incorporate regionul plans far drought
planning and water couservation by Seprember |, 2001 L
« retention of the right of capture declring for state groundwaler
* inscr-basia transters approved by the TNRCC would beeome -
ilkle or no water to transler out of the basin during adrought
* siream Oow nceds for strcams and rivers and envirormental Tow lor bave and sstenries
wilt cantinue to competc with pereeived waler use noods of agncultural, muaicipal, and
industrial nccds
= [ormulation of & sinle water plan addresshag ditferent necas off
regions of the state

1296 in response o
the state's cuvrent an

“Tumiey water ri sl win

managing water 1 vanous

The 1997 appropriations bill contains lunding of $36 million for (he water legishidion during the

bicnniun, An lnterim Commitice on Water Resources and Devclopmiont and Muaragement will be created
fo study a Yroad ranpe of waler issuce, inctuding water marketing, and make recommendatians 1o Lie next
legislature. The League plans (o monitor this comumitlee during the bicnninm.

Ancther bilt reinstoles the funding meechanism for the state"s Cle
75

an Rivers Program. swhich would have
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cxpired in 1998, However, the population Whreshold for ellies reeuired Lo establish a water pollulion
abatement program was increased, weakening the program.

Two constilutional amendrnents conceming waler will be on the ballol in November 1997, One would
create Water Development Fund 11, The other would sllow Tocal povernmicnts lo give Lax breaks to
busincsses wihich install water conscrving cquipmsnl,

1999: 11 is never a surprisc when water issues cone belore the legislawre. and the 76" _
session was uo exoeption. LWV-TX warked on water quality and profection issucs and on bodaes: issucs,

LWV-TX had as 2 key priority the provision of money for water quality and quantity issues.

The Leagur suceessiih supported full funding for the ongowg regonal wazr plinning process set up hy
TSB! 1997

LWVY-TH joined eavirommental groups in asking the legislature to fund prowvams und cmployees in the
storm water permitting process, 3 water quatiy program thel cmphasizes working to maintain the
designated uses ol spesilic rivers and streams. water quality imaprovement and water modeling. and
revenue lor the Nationad Estnary implementalion program {or Corpus Christt and Calveston Bay areas.
We et with imixed suceess, bat have tnade an important stride Forward in working on the legislative
budget and appropriation procssscs.

Tl Lwo maost imporiant bills, both opposed by LWV-TX, caneorned pround water pracection and a
wastewater discharge bill that resteicted the epportunity {or publie participation,

The groendwater bill, originating in the House. was dirceicd aL e regulation of the Edwards Aquiler.
and would have put s moratorium on the pending Edwards Aquiter {protection) Rules thal the League
supported. The 5ill would have cstablished n committes 1o siudy the rules adopled by TNRCC that had
riot yol gone inte effecl. The League apposed the bill. believing thal the rules ofTersd inercased
protcetion Lo (he contributing. as wzll as the rocharge #oue, and were sdrcady the resalt of a lurge amount
ef public participation, The bill did uet pass: the rules wem into clicet Juns |,

The second bil, which did pass and was signed into faw. authorizes TNROC 16 1ifL the "eap™ on
wastewatar discharges cligible for a gencral permil, Proviously the law had a discharge timit, whack if
exeendad resulted in having 10 go through a permit hearing process. These gencral permils restrict the
opporunily for public participation by repincing the contested case hearing process with a notice and
comnent provision, The bill was sirongly opposed by LWV-TX und environmeitnl arganivations. This

bilt serves as an example of legisiation that deals with more than one issue, in this case public
participation and walcr qualiuy.

2001: The legislature continued ils examination ¢l Texas water palicy and planmng. SB 2 (Brown),
eorolled and signed by the governor. revisad the stake’s rogional waler planning procexs, vstablished Lhe
Toxas Water Policy Council. provided direstion on swaler management stralegics. and sof ap o
comprehensive study of water resource issues thal will oceur during the 2002 imecim,. The bill
strengthencd the abiiity of underground water districts to control the pumping of graacdwaler. Vhe bill
alse established the water infrastructure fund (o be funded Lhrough the Texas Waler Development Board
The League witl (ollow the spesial interim committee. LWV-TX did not support or opposc (during s
scssion or the election) & proposed conslitutional amendment (o authorize an additienal $2 hilbon
gencral obligation bonds lor waler projects.

2003: Fora scssioo that was nol sunposed 1o deal with water there were a large nmuber of siguilicant
brills introduced and poassed. These include bills that:

76
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= deal with the Texas Water Development Boarr administration and fundin
(nffastructive Fund. the Rurg? Community Watcr and W
Warter Assistance Fund

= consolidate various ngriculinral assistanee finds

= creale the Water Conservation Implementation Task Foree

* roquire all water conservation plans and drought contingency pl
righls permit or Gnancial assistance application to inel
yeur targels for waler savings

« cglablish the Study Commission on Water for Enviroamental Flows, prohibils TCEQ from
issuing a new permit for insireain flows dedicated 1o environmental needs or bay and cstuary
wfows, and clarifics that grosndwater conscervation distriets may adopt dilTercol welf spacing
or production limits Cor distinet aguifers or [or difTerent grographie arcas within their
boundariss:

*  requires the Texas Waler Development board to study. investi
development of water suppties from scanwater desalination

*  relates o nouice of groundwater contantinanon that may
water woll

*  rclates [a) to prohibiting Uie creation or enforeement of certain rostrictive
wndermine waler conscrvation: (b) 1o the authority: of certain oonpralit w
corporations to establish and cnforce SuUsiomer water consoryva
definition, usc. regulation. and permitling of greyawaier

= rclaics to requiring water rights applicants and haiders, 1

aler utilites. and conservatior: aned
reelamation districts to adopt and implenient cortain walsr eouservalion nicasures,

= relates to lawn irtigation and cairwarer cutofts, wastawater, the diselrarge of wastewuior inlo
walces of the state, storm waler. and applicalion of sludge. and watce supplics,

g ineluding the Waler
astewaler Loan Fund, and the Rewaf

ans submitied with a water
ude specilie, quantifiable S-year and [0-

2ate, and survcy the
alfect a pubiic or procats drink:ny

covenanls thay
aler supply
tan measures: {e) 1o the

Bills that wewld affect low-Tlow larfets and washing machines conservation standards did nol pass  Two
other waler biils that did nop pass addressed issues relative w small communiiz- water svstenss that faee
exeeptional physical or financial circomsitances in AMEMPUAL 10 somply with lederal Sale Drinking Waiey

Act requirements relaging Lo naturahy: aceurring wilerial. This fegislation could hme ted tg (he s o
federal finds,

2003 Evervone was waiting with anticipation for the fanes: super v
SB | and SB 2) whea it dicd in the House, a victin of lale ftfing; und bad timing. The hil] would have covered
conscrvation. gronndwater, in streany flows. prowection ol the bavs and ¢stuarics, and ather tomes. A( the {ast
momecnt representatives wors tooking for bills to atach envirommzulal flows and the protection al the bays
and estuarics amendments to, Some candidates were SB L5120 which didn't supvis o, HB 1225 and HE 2233
(Article 3 eavircnmental Nows protection) that related io the Comptrollar's oftics md rules used Lo maraye
staie inances, HB 2233 died on the last davs so that no signi licant wager logrstavion passed. Senmar
Armbrister Gled a bill in the speeial scssion dealing with Articic | of 8B 3. unvironmental Mosws anud hav and-
estuary proteetion. The bill was not added to the Govemor's hisi Jor the spectil session: The Covernoy had
said Ut sehaoal Tnance ook priority before anvihing clse would be considercd.

Menowhile whay happaned 1o SB 352 (Madia) o
all of the conservation bills Iiled by Pucnic?

aler Bill SB 3 [Armbrister) (in linc with

wing Lo the pratection of grouindhwater undur state lands wd

SB 352 (Madla) was engrossed and sent 1o House Land and Resoteoe Manageaien 14/29) where itdicd, HB
2428 (Puente). relating to water and energy saving perlormimes standards for comimereial pre-rings sprav
valves, passed Ui Scoate on o record vote. The Governor signed (e hill, effoctive [-1-06G HE 2429
(Puente), relating to waler and encrgy siving pedormanee standinds for commercial clothes-washin I
machines, died in Houge Calendars, and was strongly opposed by washing machine manufactucers, t13 1223
(Puente) . relating to performance standards for wilets sold in thiz stale and heacd an April 4. died in Fouse

4
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To:  Honorable Chairman and Members
From: Kyle G. Ingham, Local Government Services Director

Date: May 13, 2009

Re: Agenda Item #6

Discuss and Consider — action as may be necessary in regard to technical information
provided by TWDB Staff including the latest Groundwater Availability Model Runs.

The Texas Water Development Board has prepared multiple Groundwater Availability
Models for GMA#1 over the course of the last year, TWDB Staff will be present to
discuss these models and any other technical information that is available to the group.

Attachments: None — GAM Runs available upon request



To:  Honorable Chairman and Members

From: Kyle G. Ingham, Local Government Services Director

Date: May 13, 2009

Re: Agenda Item #7

Discussion and Consideration: Action as may be necessary in regard to a Desired Future
Condition of the Ogallala Aquifer in GMA#1.

The 'notic.e of this meeting has been sent to each GCD via certified mail so that the
GMAV#1 has the capacity to vote on an Ogallala DFC. At the previous GMA#1 meeting,
the membership-discussed a draft resolution, that might be used to both adopt the Ogallala

DFC and show support for the Ogallala DF C

Discussion points and data to be provided by GMA #1 members at the meeting as
appropriate. Data and discussion from all previous agenda items may be pertinent to and
utilized in discussion under this agenda item.

S Wg&%’ﬁégﬁwmmm“WW&““Wﬁwifmﬂgm

Attachments: Draft Resolution
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RESOLUTION NO. 2009-01 - p//;ib

OF THE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AREA 1 JOINT PLANNING COMMITTEE
ADOPTING DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS FOR THE OGALLALA AND RITA
BLANCA AQUIFERS

WHEREAS, Groundwater Management Area 1 (“GMA-1”) is comprised of eighteen
counties in the northern section of the Texas Panhandle and encompasses four groundwater
conservation districts — the Hemphill County Underground Water Conservation District
(“Hemphill District™), portions of the High Plains Underground Water Conservation District
(*High Plains District™), the North Plains Groundwater Conservation District (“North Plains
District™), and the Panhandle Groundwater Conservation District (“Panhandle District”);

WHEREAS, the Ogallala Aquifer and the Rita Blanca Aquifer are referenced as one layer
in the Northern Ogallala GAM, any references to the “Ogallala Aquifer” in this document shall
also include and apply to any groundwater in the Rita Blanca Aquifer in those portions of GMA
1;

WHEREAS, GMA-1 unanimously supports the following goals, ideals and standards for
GMA-1. The GMA-1 member Districts have worked to learn the rules and goals of each
individual district, along with the history of how each District has arrived at their different
management philosophies. The members of GMA-1 agree and support the Desired Future
Conditions (“DFCs™) as set out below. These conditions are viewed only as starting points for
GMA-1 to go forth for the next five years as charged. The members of GMA-1 agree that
constant monitoring from each District is necessary to measure the depths and scope of the
Ogallala Aquifer and the Rita Blanca Aquifer, where it exists, and to manage these groundwater
resources to achieve these DFCs;

WHEREAS, pursuant to TEXAS WATER CODE ANN. § 36.108, the presiding officer, or his
designee, from each of the four Districts in GMA-1 are obligated to engage in ongoing joint
planning to, among other things, establish the D¥Cs of the aquifers within GMA-1;

WHEREAS, such joint planning has been undertaken, and is ongoing, by the four
presiding officers or designees of the Districts, and this body has come to be known as the-GMA-
1 Joint Planning Committee (JPC);

WHEREAS, the JPC in GMA-1 has met as required by Section 36.108 of the Texas
Water Code for joint planning not only to set the initial DFCs, but also to move towards
improved conservation of the Ogallala Aquifer within its boundaries;

WHEREAS, the Ogallala Aquifer consists of substantially different characteristics and
conditions across its boundaries and pursuant to TEXAS WATER CODE ANN. § 36.108, when
considering the adoption of DFCs, the JPC is obligated to and has considered the “uses or
conditions of an aquifer within the GMA that differ substantially from one area to another” and
may adopt different DFCs for different areas overlying an aquifer;

WHEREAS, the JPC also believes the DFCs to be generally consistent with the 2006
Panhandie Regional Water Plan and the 2007 State Water Plan;

¢ W'//Q
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WHEREAS, the DFCs adopted by the JPC on this date are subject fo revision in the
future;

WHEREAS, the JPC desires to reeognize—private—property—rights—throughhonor the
mandates of Chapter 36 of the Texas Water Code, including private property rights,sand desires

to treat everyone in a reasonable manner given the extreme diversity through the area;

WHEREAS, the JPC desires to inform the citizens of the Texas Panhandle about the
Ogallala Aquifer, the diversity of the aquifer and its uses and conditions, and the challenges of
groundwater management with minimal impact to the local economy;

WHEREAS, the JPC has worked closely with the Texas Water Development Board, their
hydrologists and other qualified professionals to base the adopted Desired Future Conditions on
the best available science;

WHEREAS, the JPC is striving towards the intent of the joint planning process and is
fully committed to continuing this important process and achieving the ultimate goal to conserve
and preserve the aquifer;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE JOINT PLANNING COMMITTEE
OF GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AREA 1 THAT:

1. All the preceding statements formed the basis for the decision by the Groundwater
Management Area 1 Joint Planning Committee to adopt on this date, the DFCs set
forth herein:

2. The following Desired Future Conditions are hereby adopted for the Ogallala Aquifer
within Groundwater Management Area 1 as described below:

. 40% volume in storage remaining in 50 years in the following:

o North Plains GCD consisting of all or parts of the following counties Dallam,
Hartley, Moore and Sherman; and

o Parts of the following counties that are not in a Groundwater Conservation District
will also fall under the 40/50 DFCs, those counties being Dallam, Hartley and Moore

*  50% volume in storage remaining in 50 years in the following:

o High Plains Underground Water Conservation District consisting of parts of the
following counties: Armstrong, Potter and Randall;

o North Plains GCD consisting of all or parts of the following counties: Hansford,
Hutchinson, Lipscomb and Ochiltree;

o Panhandle Groundwater Conservation District consisting of all or part of the
following counties: Armstrong, Carson, Donley, Gray, Hutchinson, Potter,
Roberts and Wheeler; and
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o All or parts of the following counties that are not in a Groundwater Conservation
District will also fall under the 50/50 DFCs, those counties being Hutchinson,
Oldham and Randall

e 30% volume in storage remaining in 50 vears in Hemphill County; provided that. in the

event it is legally determined that the roughly 390-acre tract of land located in southwest
Hemphill County and described more particularly in Attachment A (the “390-acre tract”
lies within the jurisdiction of the Panhandle Groundwater Conservation District and not
within the jurisdiction of the Hemphill County Underground Water Conservation District,
then the Desired Future Condition for the 390-acre tract shall be 50% volume in storage
remaining in 50 years and the Desired Future Condition for the remainder of Hemphill
County shall be 80% volume in storage remaining in 50 vears,

The JPC recognizes that each District’s boundaries may change due to the consolidation or

annexation of land in GMA 1 that is either in or out of a district, therefore, the consolidated or

annexed land will follow the rules, regulations, and Desired Future Conditions of the receiving

District. The members of the JPC for GMA 1 unanimously agree that these are the goals for the
| DFCs in GMA -1 for the next five years.

3.

These DFCs shall become effective on the date indicated below and shall remain in
etfect for five years, unless modified or repealed sooner by the JPC in accordance
with applicable law.

The members of the Groundwater Management Area 1 Joint Planning Committee
agree to continue to work in good faith on joint planning efforts in a manner
consistent with applicable law.

5. All Districts in Groundwater Management Area | are unified in fulfilling the

charge, set forth in Section 36.0015, Texas Water Code, to “provide for the conservation,
preservation, protection, recharging, and prevention of waste of groundwater, and of
groundwater reservoirs or their subdivisions, and to control subsidence caused by withdrawal of
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water from those groundwater reservoirs or their subdivisions, consistent with the objectives of
Section 59, Article XVI, Texas Constitution, groundwater conservation districts may be created
as provided by this chapter. Groundwater conservation districts created as provided by this
chapter are the state's preferred method of groundwater management through rules developed,
adopted, and promulgated by a district in accordance with the provisions of this chapter.”

PASSED AND APPROVED BY A VOTEOF _ TO __ OF THE VOTING MEMBERS OF
THE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AREA 1 JOINT PLANNING COMMITTEE THIS
DAY OF , 2009.

Daniel Krienke, Chairman JPC
President, Board of Directors
North Plains Groundwater Conservation District

Jim Conkwright, Vice Chairman JPC
General Manager
High Plains Underground Water Conservation District

John R. Spearman, Secretary JPC
President, Board of Directors
Panhandle Groundwater Conservation District

Jim Haley, Member JPC
President, Board of Directors
Hemphill County Underground Water Conservation District



ATTACHMENT A, L{ ">
(Description of the “390-azee tract’™)

The North 300 acres of the East One-Half (E/2) of Section 13, Block A-2. H&GN RR Survey
in Hemphill County. Texas. and 90 acres of said Section 13 described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the West line of said Survey, 1247 varas South of Northwest
corner of said Survey No. 13. and Southwest corner of tract of land heretofore conveved by
N.W. McChuistion to T.D. McCuistion;

THENCE East paraliel with the North line of said Survey No. 13. a distance of 950 varas to a
stake for a corner:

THENCE West along the North line of 40 acre tract known as the W.M. Cotton tract off
same survey, and running West parallel with the North line of this survey. a distance of 950
varas to a stake in the West line of said survey:

THENCE North with the West line of said Survey No. 13, a distance of 534-3/8 varas to
PLACE OF BEGINNING.




GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AREA NO. 1

To:  Honorable Chairman and Members
From: Kyle G. Ingham, Local Government Services Director
Date: May 13, 2009

Re: Agenda Item #8

Information —Status of the Groundwater Availability Model requested for the Dockum
Aquifer in the GMA#] planning area.

At previous meetings GMA #1 members have discussed the minor aquifer in the region.
The GMA#1 has requested the TWDB to do a GAM Run of the Dockum Aquifer with a
1 foot annual rate of decline included as a starting point.

Attachments: None: Information will be provided to GMA#] membership as available



