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* Desired Future Condition (DFCs)
* Sparta Discussion
* Protective Drawdown Limits (PDLs)
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DFC Compliance
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erage Aquirer Drawdo s ed 1ro
D or Co 5 000 ough December 2009
Sparta [Queen City| Carrizo |Calvert Bluff| Simsboro | Hooper
Brazos Valley GCD 12 12 61 125 295 207
Fayette County GCD A7 64 110 Declared as non-relevant
Lost Pines GCD 5 15 62 100 240 165
Mid-East Texas GCD 5 2 80 90 138 125
Post Oak Savannah GCD 28 30 67 149 318 205
Falls County - -2 27
Limestone County 11 50 50
Navarro County - -1 3 3
Williamson County - -- -- -11 47 69
GMA-12 16 16 75 114 228 168
Average Aquiter Drawdao ea ed 1ro
- anuary 0.0 t0Ugn e ey Official DFCs adopted by
Yegua Jackson Yegua-Jackson
Brazos Valley GCD 70 114 - Groundwater Management
Fayette County GCD - - 77 Area 12
Lost Pines GCD -
Mid-East Texas GCD 7
Post Oak Savannah GCD - - 100
GMA-12 65




DFC Compliance
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DFC Compliance

Yegua-Jackson Sparta
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DFC Compliance
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Sparta Discussion

Sparta - 2019
# of POSGCD wells: 3

# of outside wells: 4
Avg DD at POSGCD wells : 20

Avg POSGCD DD Surface : 16

P

3 wells with 2000 WLs
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Depth below Land Surface (ft)

100

200

300 -

400 A

Sparta Discussion

PO-000791 - Juanita Amidon

(Sparta)

Land Surface : 379 ft amsl
Total well depth : 364.0 ft
Depth top screen: 321 ft
Depth bottom screen: 363 ft

mmm Cook Mountain Sparta

100

200

300

500 A

600 -

700 -

PO-000895 - Sarah Engleman

(Sparta)

Land Surface : 346 ft amsl
Total well depth : 498.0 ft
Depth top screen: 456 ft
Depth bottom screen: 498 ft

mmm Cook Mountain Sparta

PO-001023 - Texas A & M University

(Sparta)

200 -

400 A

600

800

1,000 A

1,200 -

Land Surface : 224 ft amsl
Total well depth : 1090.0 ft
Depth top screen: 1048 ft
Depth bottom screen: 1090 ft

BRAA Bl Cook Mountain
Yegua-Jackson Sparta
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Drawdown from 2000 (feet)

Sparta Discussion
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Sparta Discussion

Sparta - 2019
# of POSGCD wells: 16
# of outside wells: 33

ENE G e Wi e Spal’ta dl'GWdOW” driven Sparta Water Level Elevation From 2000 to 2019
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Water Level in the Sparta : 2019
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Water Level in the Sparta : 2019 0o 5 10 20
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DFC Discussion — Simsboro

Simsboro - 2015

# of POSGCD wells: 25

# of outside wells: 58
Avg WL at POSGCD wells : 322

Avg POSGCD WL Surface : 211 ©

- Aquifers don’t end at the
county line

- Pumping in neighboring GCDs
can affect drawdown

o)
©  Control Points [_]rosaco Water Level in the Simsboro : 2015
© “_- Water Level Contour \:’ County Line B 25-150 []226-250 [N 326-350 [ 426 - 450
Management Zone B i51-175 [ ]251-275 [ 351-375 [ 451 - 1,000
Water Level in the Simsboro : 2015 0 5 10 20 I 176-200 [7] 276 -300 [ 376 - 400
e []201-225 [ 301-325 [ 401-425
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* Check how well model represents behavior in Sparta

* Determine amounts & locations of POSGCD Sparta
puMpIng (Royalty Pecan, Somerville, Snook, Tunis, Lyons)

* Test sensitivity of model to Sparta pumping changes inside
& outside POSGCD

* Report findings
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PDL Compliance

Average Aquifer Drawdado L3 ed Tro

D or Co anua 000 ough December 2009
Sparta [Queen City| Carrizo |Calvert Bluff| Simsboro | Hooper
Post Oak Savannah GCD 20 20 20 20 20 20
Average Aquiter Drawado ea ed 1ro
D anua 010 through December 2069
Yegua-Jackson
Post Oak Savannah GCD 20

- Protective Drawdown Limits (PDL) for internal POSGCD management

- NOT officially adopted by Groundwater Management Area 12 (yet)
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PDL Compliance
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PDL Compliance

Shallow Calvert Bluff Shallow Simsboro
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Annual Water Levels

— 7

Yegua-Jackson - 2019 Simsboro - 2019 \ - /Oé b
P A A i

# of POSGCD wells: 10 # of POSGCD wells: 32
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.
\\\\ \\\\
©
©  Control Points [ rosceo ©  Control Points [ rosceo
7 Water Level Contour |:| County Line 7 Water Level Contour |:| County Line
Management Zone Management Zone
Water Level in the Yegua-Jackson : 2019 o 5 10 20 Water Level in the Simsboro : 2019 o 5 10 20

B 125-150 [ | 226-250 [ 326-350 [ 426 - 450
B i51-175 [ ]251-275 [ 351-375 | 451 - 1,000
[ 176-200 [ |276-300 [ 376 -400

B 201 - 225 301-325 [ 401-425

=—INITERA

GEOSCIENCE & ENGINEERING SOLUTIONS

17




«
£
(U]
4
(V]
[
=
c
S
]
@©
>
Q2
w
o
>
(]
-
—
]
]
g

18

(feet amsl)

Water Level Elevation

Annual Water Levels

Yegua-Jackson Water Level Elevation From 2000 to 2019
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Water Level Elevation (feet amsl)

Annual Water Levels

Calvert Bluff Water Level Elevation From 2000 to 2019
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Water Level Elevation

Shallow Water Levels

Yegua-Jackson Water Level Elevation From 2000 to 2019
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Shallow Water Levels

Calvert Bluff Water Level Elevation From 2000 to 2019 Simsboro Water Level Elevation From 2000 to 2019
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Rules: Threshold 1

1. Threshold Level 1. Threshold Level 1 will be reached, and additional studies will be undertaken
to evaluate the nature and extent of curtailment in groundwater production that may be
required to achieve the District’s management objectives inclusive of achieving DFCs and
PDLs. The studies will, at a minimum, suggest possible schedules for reducing groundwater
production in the affected management zone(s). The Threshold Level 1 actions will be
conducted at such time as: [Amended June 12, 2012] [Amended May 3, 2017] [Amended
July 2, 2019]

a. Total estimated annual production i1s greater than 60% of the Modeled Available
Groundwater (MAG) value listed in Section 8 of the Management Plan;

b. Anaverage groundwater drawdown, calculated from monitored water levels for an aquifer,
is greater than 50% of the average groundwater drawdown provided in Section 7 of the
Management Plan as a DFC for that;

c. The average groundwater drawdown, calculated from monitored water levels, for a
Shallow Management Zone is greater than 50% of the threshold value, for average
drawdown in that Shallow Management Zone, listed in Section 7 of the Management
Plan; or

d. Projected average water level drawdowns, calculated with a District approved
methodology, indicate that a DFC listed in Section 7 of the Management Plan will be
exceeded within 15 years.




Rules: Threshold 2

Threshold Level 2. Threshold Level 2 will be reached, and a review of the Management Plan,
rules and regulations will be initiated, and pending the results of Threshold Level 1 studies,
the District will notify well owners of possible plans for curtailing groundwater production.
The Threshold Level 2 actions will be conducted at such time as: [Amended June 12, 2012]
[Amended May 3, 2017] [Amended July 2, 2019]

a. Total estimated annual production is greater than 70% of the Modeled Available

Groundwater (MAGQG) value listed in Section 8 of the Management Plan; [Amended
July 2, 2019]

b. Average groundwater drawdown, calculated from monitored water levels, for an
aquifer 1s greater than 60% of the average groundwater drawdown listed in Section 7
of the Management Plan as the DFC for that aquifer; or

¢. The average groundwater drawdown, calculated from monitored water levels, for a
Shallow Management Zone, is greater than 60% of the threshold value for average
drawdown listed in Section 7 of the Management Plan for that Shallow Management
Zone;




Rules: Threshold 3

Threshold Level 3. Threshold Level 3 will be reached, and the Board will consider and adopt
amendments to the Management Plan, rules and regulations at such time as the average
groundwater drawdown, calculated from monitored water levels, for an aquifer is greater
than 75% of an average groundwater drawdown listed in Section 7 of the Management Plan
as a DFC for that aquifer or PDL for the shallow portion of that aquifer. The District
anticipates that one of the adopted amendments will include one or more strategies for the
District’s curtailment of groundwater production in the affected management zone(s).
[Amended June 12, 2012] [Amended May 3, 2017] [Amended July 2, 2019]




