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Summary — Attainment of G2 Summer Criteria (oysters)

with the Guadalupe River Project

Counts Criteria G2
Scenario >A-pr A-pr A B C CcC D DD sum
Historical 8 11 11 8 5 1 1 4 49
Present ) 11 oS 10 b 1 1 ) 49
Region L Baseline; BBASC 4 8 8 8 7 3 3 8 49
w. Guadalupe Project 4 8 8 8 7 3 3 8 49
TCEQ Baseline; (Run 3) 4 6 9 8 6 4 3 9 49
Color coding convention

see Tables 4.5-2; 4.5-4 >12%  >17% <=6% “OK, met criteria_

-Near miss. (rounding; p-o-record)
Attain. - Singles Single G2 criteria attainment (% of yrs.) -Not met, but departure not great
Scenario >A-pr  A-pr A B C CcC D DD -Very bad
Historical 22.4%| 22.4%| 16.3% 10.2% 2.0%| 2.0%| 8.2%
Present 22.4%| 16.3%| 20.4% 16.3% 2.0%| 2.0%| 10.2%
Region L Baseline; BBASC 16.3%| 16.3%| 16.3% 143% 6.1%| 6.1%| 16.3%
w. Guadalupe Project 16.3%| 16.3%| 16.3% 14.3% 6.1%| 6.1%| 16.3%
TCEQ Baseline; (Run 3) 12.2%| 18.4%| 16.3% 12.2% 8.2%| 6.1%| 18.4%
see Table 4.5-2 >=30% >10% <=1/6 <=9%

Attain. - Joints

Joint G2 criteria attainment (% of yrs. and fractions)

Scenario >A-pr A&B C& CC frac.CC D& DD
Historical 38.8% 12.2%| 16.7%| 10.2%
Present 36.7% 18.4%| 11.1%
Region L Baseline; BBASC 32.7% pIR:Y7 30.0%
w. Guadalupe Project 32.7% 20.4% [E10R0LZS
TCEQ Baseline; (Run 3) 34.7% 20.4% S0 E0LZS




Texas Water Availability Models
(WAMs) to predict inflow to
estuaries.
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Strategies Evaluated

#1 Wastewater Dedication [up to 10]
1a — 60,000 ac-ft/yr

1b — 120,000 ac-ft/yr

#2 Dry Year Option [up to 5]
2a — 16,000 ac-ft/yr
2b — 32,000 ac-ft/yr

#3 Conversion of Under-utilized Water Rights [up to 5]
3a — 48,000 ac-ft/yr
3b — 96,000 ac-ft/yr

#4 Combination Strategy
la & 2a & 3a simultaneously
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Strategy #1 Wastewater Dedication — selected discharges
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Strategy #2 Dry Year Option — selected irrigation rights

#9 C1931_1 . ﬁZUqP3600_3 41203899 1 #19 P4089_1 .
1,440 acre-ftiyr 750 acre-ft 1180 aota b $30 acre-ft/yr
1731-12-31 1981-03-30 19770321 1980-11-10
s #6 (3848 _1
& ° 1,800 acre-ftiyr
1947-09-29

o

il Scenario 2b only

Scenatio 2a |_#2 C5178_3: 44950 acre-fifyr - 1952-01-07

#1(2130_4
% only [W—#3 C5177_2: 10,763 acre-fifyr - 1944-01-03

45,856 acre-ftiyr . #4 C5177_6: 4316 acre-fifyr - 1943-01-26
1910-11-16 < #5 C5176_1: 3,315 acre-fifyr - 1951-06-21
410 C5173_1: 1,250 acre-fifyr - 1941-02-03
S | #17 C5174_2: 935 acre-fifyr - 1944-06-15
#15 ('3858_1
#2 (2151 1 ; < 1,000 acre-ft'yr
1,500 acre-ft/yr #12 (1942 1 1951-06-27
1995-11-14 886 acre-ftiyr
1808-12-31 #11 (C38363_1
{ 1,237.07 acre-ftiyr
#13P3994_1 / 1951-03-01
1,056 acre-ftiyr
1979-07-23
#7 (3863 20
A 20 Miles P 1,766.55 acre-ftiyr
I 1 1951-03-01

#14 (2194_1
1,020 acre-ft/yr
@ Alternative Water Right 1947-11-14 #16 P4117_1
950 acre-ft/yr
1981-04-20

B Modified Scenario 2 Water Right



Strategy #3 Under-utilized Rights— selected water rights

2074_1 9984 acre-fiyr  98% Relishle 3865 1 3860 1
| C2074740000acrefyr  98%Relisble 64,0887 acreRAT 6733 aore-fiyr
Ve $ 90% Reliable o EIiRls
/ R Lﬁm .
o = . -
= * . W B e T T . .‘s e R, C3899_1
T - T S 1,180 acre-fiyr
. ‘ 52 L8P 929/ Reliahle
i , X o
* 2% -, &

X
2074 2 g
6,910 acre-fifyr —
9896 Reliahle

C3829_1
2326 acre-fifyr
9896 Reliable e C3859_1

103,115 acre-fi

93%b6 Reliable

J/_,v'*‘-_/"

S \
c2161 1 ~ % N/ casel_l
| 40 Miles | 8.711 acre-fifyr 3 33341 acre-fi
| | 9594 Reliable A /-, 98% Relizble
2162 3 {8 M ' pasos: |
C5173_1 1250 acre-f'yr  100% Reliable 24,596 acre-fuyr O % [/ 9676 acreft
C5173 2 1250 acre-fifyr  100% Reliahle 100% Relizhle e /| 949 Reliable
C5177_2 10,763 acre-ftfsr  100% Reliahle = ‘ e
C5177_3 11089 acre-fiyr  100% Reliahle N s v i
I C5177_4 10000 acre-fi'sr  100% Reliable €2194_1 “agity s Reliahle”
C5177_5 4316 acre-fi'yr  100% Reliable 1,020 acre-fi/yr 05486 2 o
C5177_6 4316 acre-fi'yr  100% Reliable 1009 Reliahle 7019 sore-ft A0
C5176_1 3315 acre-ffyr  100% Reliahle fiosina
C5176_2 3314 acreftfsr  100% Reliable
C5176_3 3315 acreftfyr  100% Reliahle
W 51782 Oacrefiyr  999% Reliahle




Inflow (1000 ac-ft/mon.)
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Guadalupe Estuary, Effects of Wastewater Dedication Strategy

1955-56
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Inflow (1000 ac-ft/mon.)
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Guadalupe Estuary, Effects of Dry Year Option Strategy

1955-56
A ——Historical
/ ——Region L Baseline; BBASC
Strat2a: 16k dry yr. option
f\ /\ ——Strat2b: 32k dry yr. option
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Inflow (1000 ac-ft/mon.)

Guadalupe Estuary, Effects of Under-Utilized Rights Conversion Strategy

100 T 1955-56
90
i A —+—Historical
80 / ——Region L Baseline; BBASC
70 Strat3a: 49k conversion
60 I f\ /\ —=—Strat3b: 98k conversion
bl ‘\\\ /]
40 a A
30 I A \\ /\ / \ /[
4
20
10
Ok.x - / xva—»‘v-‘—v—o—v‘(/xAx-x-ﬁ.«*.

G W AL AN X 3 O 0 0 LA L& N 0O X QO
FELFRPF VIR IS FFEE PP VL IS

% S ® S



100
90
80

S 70
£
& 60
3
o 50
o
o
= 40
3
= 30
£
20
10
0

Guadalupe Estuary, Effects of Combination Strategy
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Counts

Scenario

Historical
Region L Baseline; BBASC
Stratla - Ww Ded. 60k/yr

Strat1lb - Ww Ded. 120k/yr

sum

49
49
49

49



Strategy Effects: #1 Wastewater Dedication
Attainment of G2 Summer Criteria (oysters)

Counts Criteria G2 Attainment (no. years)

Scenario >A-pr Apr A B C CC D DD sum
Historical 8 11 11 8 5 1 1 4 49
Region L Baseline; BBASC 4 8 8 8 7| 3| 3| 8| 49
Stratla - Ww Ded. 60k/yr 4 8 8 8 7 3 4 7 49
Stratlb - Ww Ded. 120k/yr 4 8 8 8 8’.\ 3’\ 3’\ 7 49
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Guadalupe Estuary, Effects of Wastewater Dedication Strategy
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Guadalupe Estuary, Effects of Wastewater Dedication Strategy
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Scenario

Historical

Region L Baseline; BBASC
Strat2a: 16k dry yr. option
Strat2b: 32k dry yr. option
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Strategy Effects: #2 Dry Year Option

Attainment of G2 Summer Criteria (oysters)

Counts Criteria G2 Attainment (no. years)

Scenario >A-pr Apr A B C CC DD sum
Historical 8 11 11 8 5 1 1 4 49
Region L Baseline; BBASC 4 8 8 8 7| 3| 3| 8| 49
Strat2a: 16k dry yr. option 4 8 8 8 7 3 4 7 49
Strat2b: 32k dry yr. option 4 8 8 8 7 3 4 7 49
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Scenario

Historical

Region L Baseline; BBASC
Strat3a: 49k conversion
Strat3b: 98k conversion
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Strategy Effects: #3 Convert Under-utilized
#4 Combination (1a, 2a, 3a)
Attainment of G2 Summer Criteria (oysters)

Counts Criteria G2 Attainment (no. years)

Scenario >A-pr Apr A B C CC D DD sum
Historical 8 11 11 8 5 1 1 4 49
Region L Baseline; BBASC 4 8 8 8 7| 3| 3| 8| 49
Strat3a: 49k conversion 4 8 8 9 6 3 4 7 49
Strat3b: 98k conversion 4 8 8 10 7 2 4 6 49
Strat4: combination 4 8 8 9 7 3 3 7 49







Guadalupe Estuary, Effects of Dry Year Option Strategy
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Guadalupe Estuary, Ertects of Wastewater Dedication Strategy
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CONCLUSIONS

- a) Strategies with most effect of those examined,
were wastewater dedication and conversion of under-
utilized rights [and combination];

-b) Strategies, if implemented as modeled here, would
lead to modest changes in categorical attainment in
both the G1 and G2 criteria suites;

- ¢) For many years without categorical improvement,
especially the driest, many positive changes in inflow
would still benefit the estuary;

- d) Potential for synergistic effects if Strategy(ies)
could be coupled with storage.




