














































 

 

June 27, 2024 

 

Via email to:  generalmanager@gcuwcd.org  

Ms. Laura Martin‐Preston 

General Manager 

Gonzales County Underground Water Authority 

522 Saint Matthew Street 

Gonzales, TX 78629 

 

Re:  Comments on Proposed Revisions to the Gonzales County Underground Water 

Conservation District Rules 

 

Dear Ms. Martin‐Preston: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Gonzales County Underground 

Water District’s (“GCUWCD’s”) proposed rule revisions as posted on the GCUWCD’s 

website in April 2024 and as further modified and discussed at the GCUWCD’s Board 

Workshop  on  May  18,  2024  (the  “Rules  Workshop”).    The  Rules  Workshop  was 

particularly helpful as it allowed us to better understand GCUWCD’s intent with many 

of the proposed rule changes. This letter follows up on the oral comments made during 

the Rules Workshop regarding: (1) new Rule 10.H, relating to permit denials as an aquifer 

management tool, (2) amended Rule 15.F.3 and new Appendix D, relating to Export Fees, 

(3) amended Rule 18.B.6.b, relating to peaking, and (4) new Rule 21, relating to payment 

for plugging and capping of old wells.   

 

 

PROPOSED RULE 10.H – MAG AS PERMITTING CAP 

 

Background 

  GCUWCD proposes to amend Rule 10, relating to “Application for Drilling and 

Operating Permits,” by adding a new subsection (H), as follows: 

 
10. H. No new permits, and or an increase amendments [sic] will be issued when the district 

has  reached  100%  of  production  under  the  current Modeled  Available  Groundwater 

(MAG) of measured actual production for the previous calendar year.  
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According to information provided at the Rules Workshop, the purpose of this new rule 

is to manage aquifer declines by denying applications for new permits and for permit 

amendment  applications  requesting  an  increase  in  production  when  the  full MAG 

amount is being produced.  

Comments 

1. As discussed at length during the Rules Workshop, groundwater districts are charged 

by the Legislature to manage groundwater to achieve the Desired Future Conditions 

(“DFCs”),  not  the MAG.  The  Texas Water Code  provides  that  each  groundwater 

district in a groundwater management area “shall ensure that its management plan 

contains  goals  and  objectives  consistent with  achieving  the DFCs  of  the  relevant 

aquifers during the joint planning process.” The Texas Water Code further provides 

that a district’s rulemaking shall consider the goals in the water management plan.  

This means that the rules must address the goal of achieving the DFC.   

 

2. In 2011 Senate Bill 737 was passed by the Legislature and signed by the Governor; the 

intent of this legislation was to clarify that the MAG was not to be utilized as a cap in 

permitting  and  is  instead  only  one  of  five  factors  to  be  considered  in  making 

permitting decisions.  That same legislation (SB 737) also states that districts “shall” 

issue permits up to the DFC. The currently proposed Rule 10.H would be adverse to 

the direction provided in SB 737.   
 

3. Furthermore, GCUWCD already has a rule (Rule 19) to monitor DFC compliance and 

take both proactive and reactive actions to manage aquifer declines.  Rule 19.B.1 states 

that GCUWCD will commence a study of aquifer conditions when the water levels in 

a DFC observation well reach 60% of the DFC.  The purposes of the study are to: 
 Assess extent of drawdown around the observation well 

 Designate specific Depletion Zone(s) 

 Identify affected wells, total depths and screened zones, and water levels 

Rule 19 further states that if the water level in a DFC observation well is at the DFC, 

the Board will take the following actions: 
 Hold a public hearing concerning intent of Board to designate specific Depletion Zone(s) 

and limit production in Depletion Zone(s) 

 20 days published notice and written notice to all permit holders 

 Notice to include description of proposed Depletion Zone and proposed production limit 

reductions for non‐exempt wells 
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 Within 30 days after  the public hearing, Board may designate Depletion Zone(s) and set 

production limit reductions for non‐exempt wells.  Any production limit reductions are to 

be based on: 

 Current water usage, as evidenced by the prior 12 months of actual withdrawals  

 Availability of other existing water sources  

 Special or unusual needs of permittee 

 Board may also require meters on all wells capable of producing more than 25,000 gpd 

 

4. In short, ARWA believes that the GCWUCD already has the framework in place to 

properly regulate groundwater and therefore the proposed Rule 10.H is unnecessary 

and likely contrary to legislative intent. 

 

AMENDED RULE 15.F.3 AND APPENDIX D – EXPORT FEES 

 
Background 

The  GCUWCD’s  current  regulatory  export  fee  is  $0.25/1,000  gallons 

exported/month.  The GCUWCD has proposed the following new export fee schedule:   
 

 

Monthly Transportation Export Fee 

Present – September 30, 2024 (FY 23/24)  $0.025/1,000 gallons exported/month  

October 1, 2024 – September 30, 2025 (FY 24/25)  $0.10/1,000 gallons exported/month 

October 1, 2025 – September 30, 2026 (FY 25/26)  $0.20/1,000 gallons exported/month 

On and after October 1, 2026   Automatic 3% increase in fee each GCUWD fiscal 

year 

 

GCUWCD  has  issued  export  permits  to  six  permittees.    Three  of  those  permittees  – 

SSLGC, SAWS, and Aqua WSC – each pay monthly export fees calculated at $0.025 per 

thousand gallons exported during  the prior month.   The other  three permittees pay a 

“negotiated” export fee pursuant to that certain “2019 Amended and Restated Negotiated 

Export Fee Agreement” by and among GCUWCD, CRWA, ARWA, and GBRA (the “A&R 

Negotiated Export Fee Agreement”). Under the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement, 

CRWA, ARWA,  and  GBRA  each  pay  their  Proportionate  Share1  of  the  GCUWCD’s 

Adjusted Budget.2  The A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement is based on the amount 

of water permitted to be exported, rather than the amount of acre‐feet actually exported.  

 
1 Under the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement, a permit holder’s “Proportionate Share” is calculated 

by dividing the total number of acre feet the permit holder is permitted to export on an annual basis (not the 

amount actually exported) by the total amount all three permit holders are collectively permitted to export 

on an annual basis. 
2 Under  the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement,  the “Adjusted Budget”  is amount calculated each 

fiscal year and is the amount of GCUWCD’s total budget, less the amount of export fees expected to be 

contributed by SAWS, SSLCG, and Aqua, less the amount expected to be collected in taxes.   
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Two of  the  three permit holder‐parties  to  the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement 

have  not  exported  any water  from  the GCUWCD  to date  but  have  been paying  the 

negotiated export fee since 2013. 

 

Comment A2  in  the margins  of Appendix D  to  the Proposed Rules notes  that  “This 

schedule negates any and all Negotiated Export Fee Contracts”.  

   

Comments: 
 

1. Section 10 of  the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement states  that  it can only be 

amended by mutual agreement of all parties.3  It cannot be amended by GCUWCD 

unilaterally  through  rulemaking.    Section  4  of  the  A&R  Negotiated  Export  Fee 

Agreement  states  that  it  terminates  only when  that party’s  export  fee  terminates.  

Legally, the amendment to Rule 15.F and the adoption of new Appendix D have no 

effect on the parties to the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement.  The GCUWCD’s 

assumption that it can negate a contract via rulemaking is not correct.  All parties to 

the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement must terminate it on mutually acceptable 

terms in order for the permittee parties to become subject to the regulatory export fee 

schedule. 

2. ARWA understands the reality that costs to manage the GCUWCD continue to rise, 

which is why the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement provided a mechanism by 

which the fees paid by the parties to the agreement can increase every year based on 

the GCUWCD adopted budget. 

3. In summary, ARWA would  like  to understand how  the GCUWCD  intends  to deal 

with the permittees that are parties to the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement and 

we would like the GCUWCD to continue to set export fees based on funding needs 

identified during the annual budget process, not based on some preset schedule that 

is not tied to anticipated expenditures. 

 

 

 

 

 
3 Sections 10 and 4 of the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement do allow for amendment of the A&R 

Export Fee Agreement by fewer than all permit holders and the GCUWCD under a particular circumstance:  

if a permit holder’s export permit is terminated for reasons other than for non‐payment of the negotiated 

export fee, the remining permit holders and the GCUWCD can amend the A&R Negotiated Export Fee 

Agreement without the consent of the former permit holder..  
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AMENDED RULE 18.B.6.b ‐ PEAKING 

 

Background 

  GCUWCD proposes  to  amend Rule  18.B.6.b  to  add  the underscored  language 

shown below: 

18.B.6.b.    Individual well  production  rates  are  allowed  to  increase  up  to  150%  of  the 

permitted production rate during peak demand periods for a period of not to exceed 90 

days. 

During  the  Rules Workshop  on May  18,  2024,  there  was  uncertainty  expressed  by 

GCUWCD  Board members  as  to  the  purpose  of  this  proposed  amendment.    It was 

mentioned that the intent might be to address conditions experienced during the summer 

of 2022.  Those conditions were not explained. 

Comments 

1. ARWA  strongly  agrees  with  the  currently  in  place  Rule  18.B.6.b.  concept  of 

allowing temporary escalations in individual well production; however, the need 

for adjustments in well pumpage rates are not limited to specific intervals.  While 

increased “peaking” capacity is commonly associated with the need to provide for 

surges  in  daily  and/or  seasonal  demands,  there  are  other  circumstances  that 

require  the ability  to adjust  instantaneous well production  rates.   For example, 

when a well in a well field is taken off‐line for maintenance the pumpage rates of 

other wells must be temporarily increased to maintain overall system production 

amounts.  ARWA relies on the ability to use existing Rule 18.B.6.b for operational 

flexibility  in  the  face of changing circumstances but  those circumstances do not 

restrict themselves to within one 90‐day period in a year.  Operationally, the Rule 

is a  limit on ARWA’s ability  to produce  the amount of water  it  is permitted  to 

produce on an annual basis.  It is important to note that, while Rule 18.B.6.b. allows 

for  temporary  increases  in  individual well  rates,  it does not negate  or modify 

limitations on a permittee’s  total annual production.   Consequently, short‐term 

fluctuations in aquifer water levels occur when individual well rates change but 

there  is  no  significant  difference  in  longer‐term  (annual)  aquifer  impacts 

regardless of when well rates are altered within a given year.    

 

2. ARWA  agrees  with  SAWS  and  SSLGC  that  this  change  to  Rule  18.B.6.b.  is 

unnecessary,  arbitrary,  vague  as  to when  the  90‐day  period  begins  and  ends, 

removes operational flexibility and thus may limit the ability to produce the full 

amount of water permitted.  
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PROPOSED RULE 21 – PAYMENT FOR PLUGGING AND CAPPING OF WELLS 

 

Background 

GCUWCD proposes to add new Rule 21.D as follows: 

B. The Gonzales  County Underground Water  Conservation District  (GCUWCD)  has 

budgeted money for assisting landowners located within the district in plugging and 

abandoning deteriorated wells. The GCUWCD desires  to  assist  the  landowners  in 

paying for a portion of the costs to complete the plugging and abandonment of the 

well in accordance with the Water Well Plugging Fund and Policy Manual adopted 

May 10, 2016. 

 

a. The GCUWCD will provide a landowner who wishes to participate in the water well 

plugging fund a 90/10 percent cost share allowance. The GCUWCD will pay 90 percent 

of the costs to plug and abandon the water well with the remaining 10 percent of the 

costs paid by the landowner. 

 

b. The  landowner must  agree  to  pay  the  estimated  10  percent  of  the  plugging  and 

abandonment costs prior  to  the  start of  the plugging operations.  If  the Landowner 

chooses to make payments over time, then Landowner must consent in writing to the 

District placing a lien on the property equal to the amount of reimbursement due to 

the District in accordance with a written payment schedule. The District will file a lien 

in the Gonzales County Deed Records and will subsequently file a Release of Lien in 

accordance with payment agreement. 

Comment: 

ARWA agrees that it is a legitimate use of public funds to plug abandoned and 

deteriorating  wells  to  protect  water  quality  and  prevent  unauthorized  use  of 

groundwater.  Based on the GCUWCD’s FY 23/24 budget, it appears that this program is 

budgeted at $75,000 from the general fund.  However, ARWA does not believe that export 

fees adopted under Texas Water Code § 36.122(e)(2) can be used to fund this program per 

the limits placed by the Legislature on use of those funds in Texas Water Code § 36.207(b).  

Because the program is subject to available funding, which will probably change on an 

annual basis, the rule should include a statement that monies available for the program 

are subject  to availability and will be set by  the Board during  the budget process.    In 

addition, the details of the program remain obscure.   The “Water Well Plugging Fund 

and Policy Manual”  referenced  in  the draft  rule  is not published on  the GCUWCD’s 

website.   Without more detail about  the program,  it  is difficult  to provide additional 

comments on  this proposed  rule at  this  time, but  in general,  if  the  finances are made 

transparent and the program is implemented properly and fairly, ARWA does not object 

to the general intent of this new rule. 
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Again, thank you for the opportunity to present these suggested clarifications to 

the GCWUCD’s Rules.   Should you have any questions or need  clarifications on our 

comments,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  at  512‐294‐3214  or  at 

gmoore@alliancewater.org.   

 

 

Sincerely, 

ALLIANCE REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY 

 

 

 

By:               

Graham M. Moore, P.E. 

Executive Director 

Alliance Regional Water Authority 

630 E. Hopkins 

San Marcos, TX 78666 

(512) 294‐3214 

gmoore@alliancewater.org  

www.alliancewater.org 

 

Attachment 

 

 

cc:  Trish Erlinger Carls, Special Counsel, via email to tcarls@tcarlslaw.com 

James  Bené,  P.G.,  R.W.  Harden  &  Associates,  Inc.,  via  email  to 

james.bene@rwharden.com  















MEMORANDUM 

TO:   Gonzales County Underground Water Conservation District 

FROM: Canyon Regional Water Authority 

RE:  Proposed Rule Amendments 

DATE:  June 28, 2024 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This Memorandum supplements and supports Canyon Regional Water 

Authority’s (“CRWA’s”) comments on the Gonzales County Underground Water 

District’s (the “GCUWCD’s”) proposed rule amendments as presented at the District’s 

Workshop on May 18, 2024.  

 

A. RULE 15.F.3 AND APPENDIX D – EXPORT FEES 

Proposed Rule: 

The GCUWCD has proposed to add a new Appendix D with the following new 

export fee schedule:   

 
 

 

Monthly Transportation Export Fee 

Present – September 30, 2024 (FY 23/24) $0.025/1,000 gallons exported/month  

October 1, 2024 – September 30, 2025 (FY 

24/25) 

$0.10/1,000 gallons exported/month 

October 1, 2025 – September 30, 2026 (FY 

25/26) 

$0.20/1,000 gallons exported/month 

On and after October 1, 2026  Automatic 3% increase in fee each 

GCUWCD fiscal year 

 

Appendix D includes this comment, “This schedule negates any and all 

Negotiated Export Fee Contracts.”   
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Background: 

 

GCUWCD has issued export permits to six permittees.  Three of those permittees 

– SSLGC, SAWS, and Aqua – each pay monthly export fees calculated at  $0.025 per 

thousand gallons exported during the prior month.  The other three permittees initially 

paid a “negotiated” export fee pursuant to that certain 2012 “Negotiated Export Fee 

Agreement” (the “Original Export Fee Agreement”), and continue to pay pursuant to the 

2019 “Amended and Restated Negotiated Export Fee Agreement” (the “A&R Negotiated 

Export Fee Agreement”).1  Under the Negotiated Export Fee Agreement, as amended, 

CRWA, ARWA, and GBRA each pay their Proportionate Share2 of the GCUWCD’s 

Adjusted Budget.3  The Negotiated Export Fee Agreement is based on the amount of 

water permitted to be exported, rather than the amount of actually exported.  Two of the 

three permit holder-parties to the Negotiated Export Fee Agreement have not exported 

any water from the District to date; yet, have paid the negotiated export fee since their 

permits were issued.   

The methodology for calculating export fees was designed to reallocate the cost of 

managing groundwater from the GCUWCD’s taxpayers to exporters.4  Based on the 

GCUWCD’s FY 23/24 budget, taxpayers fund less than 25% of the GCUWCD’s 

operations, while export fee revenues provide over 75% of the District’s revenue and 

allow it to achieve a balanced budget.5  However, the Legislature limits groundwater 

districts’ ability to shift costs to exporters.  In 2023, the Legislature amended Texas Water 

Code § 36.122(e), (e-1), and (e-3) to provide: 

 
1 The original Negotiated Export Fee Agreement was entered into by CRWA, ARWA (formerly 

Hays-Caldwell Public Utility Agency) and GBRA (formerly Texas Water Alliance) in 2012 and had the same 

fee calculation formula as the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement.   
2 Under the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement, a permit holder’s “Proportionate Share” is 

calculated by dividing the total number of acre feet the permit holder is permitted to export on an annual 

basis (not the amount actually exported) by the total amount all three permit holders are collectively 

permitted to export on an annual basis. 
3 Under the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement, the “Adjusted Budget” is amount calculated 

each fiscal year and is the amount of GCUWCD’s total budget, less the amount of export fees expected to 

be contributed by SAWS, SSLGC, and Aqua, less the amount expected to be collected in taxes.   
4 According to the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission’s order creating the 

GCUWCD, GCUWCD entered into a settlement agreement with the City of Gonzales whereby the City of 

Gonzales agreed not to oppose the GCUWCD’s seeking a tax cap of $0.05 per $100 in assessed value and 

prohibiting the GCUWCD’s ability to use tax revenue for certain purposes.  See “Creation Order,” at  

https://gcuwcd.org/creation.   The GCUWCD’s current tax rate is 0.003174 per $100 in assessed value. 
5 Taxpayers fund 0% of the GCUWCD’s two mitigation fund budgets. 

https://gcuwcd.org/creation
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(e)  Except as provided by Subsection (e-1), the district may impose an export fee 

or surcharge using one of the following methods: 

(1)  a fee negotiated between the district and the exporter; 

(2)  for a tax-based district, a rate not to exceed 20 cents for each thousand 

gallons of water exported from the district; or 

(3)  for a fee-based district, a rate not to exceed the greater of 20 cents for 

each thousand gallons or a 50 percent surcharge, in addition to the district's 

production fee, for water exported from the district. 

(e-1)  Effective January 1, 2024, the maximum allowable rate a district may impose 

for an export fee or surcharge under Subsection (e)(2) or (e)(3) increases by three percent 

each calendar year. 

. . . 

(e-3) An export fee or surcharge imposed under Subsection (e) or an increase in an 

imposed export fee or surcharge is not valid unless it is approved by the board after a 

public hearing.6 

 

The GCUWCD is a tax-based district.  Accordingly, the 2023 statutory amendment 

authorizes GCUWCD to, after notice and public hearing, impose an export fee up to 

$0.20/1,000 gal. exported (not merely permitted) that increases by 3% each calendar year.   

 

Supplemental Comments: 

 

1. The plain language of Section 10 of the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement 

expressly states that the Agreement may be amended only by mutual agreement of 

all parties.7  Section 4 provides that the Agreement terminates as to a permittee-party 

only when that party’s export permit terminates.  CRWA’s export permit is valid 

through November 9, 2051. There exists no legal authority for GCUWCD to 

unilaterally amend or terminate a valid contract via rulemaking.8  Therefore, all 

parties to the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement must terminate on mutually 

 
6 See HB 3059 (88th Tex. Leg. 2023).  Subsection (e-2) of Section 36.122 provides that districts created 

by the Legislature under special legislation must continue to abide by the export fee provisions contained 

in that special legislation.  GCUWCD was not created by special legislation. It was created in 1993 by order 

of the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission, after a contested case hearing. See Creation 

Order, at  https://gcuwcd.org/creation. 
7 Sections 10 and 4 of the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement do allow for amendment of the 

A&R Export Fee Agreement by fewer than all permit holders and the GCUWCD under a particular 

circumstance:  if a permit holder’s export permit is terminated for reasons other than for non-payment of 

the negotiated export fee, the remining permit holders and the GCUWCD can amend the A&R Negotiated 

Export Fee Agreement without the consent of the former permit holder..  
8 The Texas Supreme Court has held that by executing a contract, a governmental entity 

"voluntarily bind[s] itself like any other party to the terms of agreement."  Tooke v. City of Mexia, 197 S.W.3d 

325, 332 (Tex. 2006). 

https://gcuwcd.org/creation
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=8419e8d1-08c1-4ba5-9294-1c2d3e42e9bd&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fcases%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A62FX-4NF1-F22N-X0J5-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=10618&pdshepid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A62G6-MWX3-CGX8-6378-00000-00&pdteaserkey=sr1&pditab=allpods&ecomp=hcgmk&earg=sr1&prid=0231ac51-db08-43b0-b20a-4514ce4defd3
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=8419e8d1-08c1-4ba5-9294-1c2d3e42e9bd&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fcases%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A62FX-4NF1-F22N-X0J5-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=10618&pdshepid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A62G6-MWX3-CGX8-6378-00000-00&pdteaserkey=sr1&pditab=allpods&ecomp=hcgmk&earg=sr1&prid=0231ac51-db08-43b0-b20a-4514ce4defd3
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acceptable terms before the permittee parties may be subjected to the regulatory 

export fee schedule  As proposed, Rule 15.D.3, would excuse the two export permit 

holders that are not yet exporting water out of the GCUWCD’s boundaries from 

paying export fees until they actually begin to export water.  

2. The fee schedule proposed by the GCUWCD in Appendix D increases the export fee 

by more than 3% annually in its initial years. This is a violation of Texas Water Code 

§ 36.122(e-1).  GCUWCD is proposing a fee increase of 300% from FY 23/24 to FY 24/25, 

and of 100% from FY 24/25 to FY 25/26.  By the plain language of the statute, the 3% 

per year limit in Subsection (e-1) applies after January 1, 2024.9   

3. The fee schedule is arbitrary and capricious because it bears no rational relationship 

to the GCUWCD’s budget.  Statutory authority to charge a fee does not authorize 

imposition of excessive fees or fees in amounts with no correlation to the program 

costs they are designated to cover.  All user fees, including export fees, must be based 

on the cost of the service or program funded and the payors’ ability to pay.  The U.S. 

Government Accountability Office advises agencies that set fees to report their 

methods clearly, including by providing an accounting of program costs and the 

assumptions used to project future costs and fee collections.  During the GCUWCD’s 

September 12, 2023, budget hearing for FY 23/24, Board members asked District Staff 

whether the proposed budget included increases in mitigation or export fees.  District 

Staff replied that the budget did not include any fee increases, and that any such fee 

increases would be processed as a budget amendment. To date, no budget 

amendment has been proposed.10  From the current draft of the rules, it appears that 

the GCUWCD intends to increase the export fee by 3% each year in perpetuity after 

October 1, 2026.  This makes plain that there exists no budgetary basis or cost rationale 

supporting the proposed export fee increases.   

 
9 HB 3059 (2023) amending Texas Water Code § 36.122 became effective on September 1, 2023. The 

GCUWCD began discussing raising export fees in April 2024.  It is not clear from the language in the statute 

whether the annual 3% limit on fee increases in Subsection (e-1) operates to automatically increase the 20 

cent limit in Subsection (e)(2) on an annual basis beginning after January 1, 2024, or whether it operates to 

automatically the increase a district’s regulatory export fee in effect as of January 1, 2024 by 3% annually 

thereafter.   
10 GCUWCD receives revenue from two sources:  taxes and fees.  GCUWCD’s current tax rate is 

$0.00317400.  Per GCUWCD’s budget notices, this is an 8.14% increase over the previous tax rate, but it is 

still the lowest rate of all the taxing authorities in Gonzales County.  See 

https://www.texastaxtransparency.com/Gonzales/Search/TaxRates?page=1&rows=100.  Fee income is from 

export fees (reported with the general fund budget), and mitigation fees (reported for each of the 

GCUWCD’s two mitigation funds).   

https://www.texastaxtransparency.com/Gonzales/Search/TaxRates?page=1&rows=100
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4. Related to the budgeting issue, note that Texas Water Code § 36.207(b) limits the 

purposes for which a district can use the additional revenue received from increasing 

export fees as allowed under Texas Water Code § 36.122(e-1).  Texas Water Code § 

36.207(b) states:   

(b) A district may use funds obtained from the amount that an export fee is 

increased under Section 36.122(e-1) on or after January 1, 2024, only for costs related to 

assessing and addressing impacts associated with groundwater development, including: 

(1)  maintaining operability of wells significantly affected by 

groundwater development; 

(2)  developing or distributing alternative water supplies; and 

(3)  conducting aquifer monitoring, data collection, and aquifer 

science.11   

 

The GCUWCD is not currently engaged in the activity described in subsection 

(b)(2).  Therefore, Section 36.207(b) requires that the GCUWCD uses the additional 

amount of fees collected over and above the amount that would have been collected 

had the fee remained at $0.0250 exclusively for two of the enumerated purposes:  (1) 

for maintaining operability of wells ”significantly affected by groundwater 

development,” or (2) conducting aquifer monitoring, data collection, and aquifer 

science.  As discussed further below, the revenue from the increased fees cannot be 

used by the GCUWCD to fund the dilapidated well-plugging activities described in 

Proposed Rule 21.D. 

5. The statutory restrictions on use of revenue from export fees received from a fee 

increase under Section 36.122(e-1) highlights the already-existing overlap between 

what exporters pay to the GCUWCD as export fees (whether set pursuant to rule or 

by the A&R Negotiated Export Fee Agreement), and what exporters pay as export fees 

under the guise of “mitigation fees” under the Mitigation Agreement.12  Although 

 
11 Tex. Water Code § 36.207(b). 
12 District Rule 10.E.3 requires producers connected to a common gathering/piping system capable 

of producing over 3,000 acre-feet/year of water to enter into a mitigation agreement with the District.  

Pursuant to that rule, the six export permit holders referenced in these comments have each entered into a 

Mitigation Agreement with the GCUWCD.  Pursuant to the Migration Agreements, the exporters pay an 

additional “negotiated export fee surcharge.”  The Mitigation Agreements are attached as appendices to 

the “GCUWCD Mitigation Fund Annual Report (2023),” available at this link:  
https://gcuwcd.org/annual-reports.  The exporters also funded the drilling of new observation wells 

which the GCUWCD uses to monitor compliance with the DFCs. See “Monitoring Well System 

Construction, Operation and Maintenance Agreement” dated effective December 30, 2016, by and among 

GCUWCD, SAWS, ARWA, GBRA, CRWA, and SSLGC, as amended by the “First Amendment to the 

https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/GetStatute.aspx?Code=WA&Value=36.122
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/GetStatute.aspx?Code=WA&Value=36.122
https://gcuwcd.org/annual-reports
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GCUWCD receives annual revenue from exporters under two different agreements, 

the revenues generated under both documents are properly statutorily categorized as 

“export fees.”  If the fees paid under the Mitigation Fee Agreement are classified 

consistently with the statute as “export fees,” CRWA has made significant export fee 

payments to the GCUWCD.  Any increases in export fees are duplicative of the fees 

already paid by CRWA under the Mitigation Agreement.  If export fees are increased, 

the continued necessity for the Mitigation Agreement is questionable.  

6. The proposed fee increases do not account for an exporter’s ability to pay, or ability 

to plan to pay.  CRWA is a governmental entity but has no taxing authority.  Therefore, 

fees imposed by the GCUWCD are passed through to CRWA’s wholesale customers, 

and thence to end users who will see the fees reflected as rate increases.  The legislative 

history of H.B. 3059 amending Texas Water Code § 36.122 indicates that the Bill’s 

supporters believed that 3% increases would not cause rate shock.  However, as 

discussed above, the GCUWCD is proposing a 300% rate increase effective in three 

months’ time, followed by a 100% rate increase one year later.  Immediate steep 

increases from the previous cap of 2.5 cents/1,000 gallons to 20 cents/1,000 gallons 

were not intended by the Legislature.   

B. RULE 10.H – PERMITTING MORATORIUM BASED ON MAG AS CAP 

Proposed Rule: 

GCUWCD proposes to amend Rule 10, relating to “Application for Drilling and 

Operating Permits,” by adding a new subsection (H), as follows: 

10. H. No new permits, and or an increase amendments [sic] will be issued when 

the district has reached 100% of production under the current Modeled Available 

Groundwater (MAG) of measured actual production for the previous calendar year.  

Background: 

According to information provided at the Board Workshop, the purpose of this 

proposed new rule is to allow the GCUWCD to manage aquifer declines by denying new 

permit applications and permit amendment applications that seek additional production 

when the full MAG amount is being produced.  

Supplemental Comments: 

 
Monitoring Well System Construction, Operation and Maintenance Agreement” dated effective October 3, 

2018. 
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1. Groundwater conservation districts are charged by the Legislature to manage 

groundwater to achieve the Desired Future Conditions (“DFCs”), not the MAG. 13  The 

Texas Water Code provides that each groundwater district in a groundwater 

management area “shall ensure that its management plan contains goals and 

objectives consistent with achieving the DFCs of the relevant aquifers during the joint 

planning process.”14  The Texas Water Code further provides that a district’s 

rulemaking shall consider the goals in the water management plan.15  This means that 

the rules must address the goal of achieving the DFC.   

2. During the May 18, 2024, Rules Workshop and in past Board meetings, some 

commentators have expressed concern that the MAG increases over time.  This 

concern reflects a misunderstanding of how MAGs are generated by GMA-13 and the 

TWDB.  When creating the Groundwater Availability Model (“GAM”), the computer 

model simulation used by the TWDB to calculate aquifer MAGs, professionals 

working on behalf of GMA-13 input groundwater usage data included in the Region 

L Water Plan into the GAM’s model files.  Consequently, any increases (or decreases) 

in planned groundwater use contained in the Regional L Water Plan are reflected in 

the MAG.  The water level changes predicted by the GAM computer model 

simulations are adopted by GMA-13 and all groundwater conservation districts in 

GMA-13 as DFCs but, because groundwater models are imperfect, the computer 

model predictions will be inaccurate to some degree.  In other words, pumpage 

information at the locations, rates, and schedules inputted into and generated by a 

MAG computer simulation may not produce the DFC results.  Instituting a 

moratorium on permitting once pumpage reaches the MAG incorrectly assumes that 

it is inevitable that DFCs will be reached when the MAG pumpage is realized.   

3. Focus on the MAG, rather than the DFC, to determine the effectiveness of a district’s 

aquifer management strategy appears to be based the erroneous assumption that a 

computer-generated MAG is a more reliable indicator of DFC compliance than actual 

groundwater level measurements.  The assumption has been expressly repudiated by 

the Legislature, rejected by the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB), and 

dismissed by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ).  It was 

 
13 DFCs are quantitative descriptions of the desired condition of the groundwater resources in a 

groundwater management area at one or more specified times. See Tex. Water Code § 36.001(30).  A MAG 

is the amount of water that the Texas Water Development Board calculates, using an approved groundwater 

availability model, may be produced on an average annual basis to achieve the DFC.  See Tex. Water Code 

§ 36.001(25).   
14 Tex. Water Code § 36.1085 
15 Tex. Water Code § 36.101(5) 
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repudiated by the Legislature through the passage of SB 737 in 2011 (clarifying that 

the MAG is not a permitting cap).  It is rejected by the TWDB in every MAG report 

the agency authors.  Every MAG report includes a detailed description of the specific 

data assumptions and modeling limitations used to generate the MAG, and every 

MAG report contains these cautionary words: 

LIMITATIONS:  

The groundwater model used in completing this analysis is the best available 

scientific tool that can be used to meet the stated objectives. To the extent that this analysis 

will be used for planning purposes and/or regulatory purposes related to pumping in 

the past and into the future, it is important to recognize the assumptions and limitations 

associated with the use of the results. In reviewing the use of models in environmental 

regulatory decision making, the National Research Council (2007) noted:  

 

“Models will always be constrained by computational limitations, 

assumptions, and knowledge gaps. They can best be viewed as tools to 

help inform decisions rather than as machines to generate truth or make 

decisions. Scientific advances will never make it possible to build a perfect 

model that accounts for every aspect of reality or to prove that a given 

model is correct in all respects for a particular regulatory application. 

These characteristics make evaluation of a regulatory model more 

complex than solely a comparison of measurement data with model 

results.” 

. . .  

Because the application of the groundwater model was designed to address 

regional scale questions, the results are most effective on a regional scale. The TWDB 

makes no warranties or representations relating to the actual conditions of any aquifer at 

a particular location or at a particular time. 

It is important for groundwater conservation districts to monitor groundwater 

pumping and groundwater levels in the aquifer.  . . . 16 

These limitations caused the Legislature in 2011 to clarify that the MAG is not 

a permitting cap, but rather, merely one of five factors to be considered in making 

permitting decisions.17  Senate Bill 737 introduced during the same 2011 Legislative 

 
16 See, e.g., “GAM Run 21-018 MAG:  Modeled Available Groundwater for the Carrizo-Wilcox, 

Queen City, Sparta, and Yegua-Jackson aquifers in Groundwater Management Area 13” (TWDB, July 25, 

2022), at 24.  Emphasis added. 
17 Tex. Water Code § 36.1132.  PERMITS BASED ON MODELED AVAILABLE GROUNDWATER.   

(a)  A district, to the extent possible, shall issue permits up to the point that the total volume of 

exempt and permitted groundwater production will achieve an applicable desired future condition under 

Section 36.108. 
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Session uses the mandatory term “shall” when directing districts to issue permits up 

to the DFC.18  SB 737 was specifically crafted to debunk employment of the “MAG as 

permitting cap.”  It is contrary to unambiguous Legislative intent and TWDB’s 

methodology to place undue emphasis on the MAG when making site-specific 

permitting decisions.   

4. During the May 18, 2024, Rules Workshop, the District’s attorney (Mr. Ellis) stated 

that the Post Oak Savannah Groundwater Conservation District’s (POSGCD) rules 

were challenged via two Petitions for Inquiry filed with the TCEQ on the basis that 

regulating the production of groundwater to achieve the DFCs rather than regulating 

the issuance of permits via permit denials to achieve the DFCs was not protective of 

the aquifers.  In both cases, the petitioners alleged that issuance of a permit to Blue 

Water Systems for 71,000 ac-ft/yr. from the Simsboro and Carrizo aquifers for the Vista 

Ridge project would result in the MAG being exceeded every year after permit 

issuance, and that the POSGCD rules allowing issuance of permits in excess of the 

MAG violated the Texas Water Code.  The TCEQ disagreed and dismissed both 

petitions.19  As stated by the TCEQ’s Office of Public Interest Counsel: 

 “regardless of the accuracy of Petitioner’s contention regarding the 

MAG, its exceedance is not dispositive of this issue.  Districts are 

required to establish desired future conditions (“DFCs”) that 

provide for protection of the aquifers 50 years in the future, and the 

MAG is one, but, importantly, not the sole factor considered, in 

proposing and achieving the DFC.”20  And as stated by the TCEQ’s 

Executive Director, “Post Oak’s rules protect the groundwater by 

establishing enough flexibility for the district to adapt to the 

 
(b)  In issuing permits, the district shall manage total groundwater production on a long-term basis 

to achieve an applicable desired future condition and consider: 

(1)  the modeled available groundwater determined by the executive administrator; 

(2)  the executive administrator's estimate of the current and projected amount of groundwater 

produced under exemptions granted by district rules and Section 36.117; 

(3)  the amount of groundwater authorized under permits previously issued by the district; 

(4)  a reasonable estimate of the amount of groundwater that is actually produced under permits 

issued by the district; and 

(5)  yearly precipitation and production patterns. 
18 Tex. Water Code § 36.1132 (a) and (b). 
19 See TCEQ Docket No. 2018-0194-MIS (May 9, 2018) and Docket No. 2015-0844-MIS (August 19, 

2015 
20 Office of Public Interest Council Response to Petition for Inquiry, at 8-9 (TCEQ Docket No. 2018-

0194-MIS). 
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changing circumstances of the actual aquifer levels and to reduce 

production as necessary to achieve the DFCs.  Accordingly, the 

Executive Director respectfully recommends that the petition be 

dismissed.”21   

Like POSGCD, GCUWCD has an extensive well monitoring network through which 

it has amassed nearly 10 years of actual water level data. This data is  analyzed three 

times a year for DFC compliance and undeniably indicates that the adopted DFCs 

have never been reached or exceeded.   

5. GCUWCD Rule 19.B addresses how the GCUWCD plans to monitor for DFC 

compliance and describes the response action plan to be implemented when the DFC 

is exceeded or expected to be exceeded.  Rule 19.B states, for example, that the 

GCUWCD will commence studies when the water level in an observation well reaches 

60% of the DFC and outlines some specific actions the district may take to respond to 

DFC exceedances based on the studies and after notice and hearing.  Several districts 

have similar rules, with varying degrees of detail.22  Any actions the GCUWCD takes 

to respond to expected or actual DFC exceedances should be reflected in Rule 19, not 

Rule 10.  If the GCUWCD desires to amend its DFC response action plan, it can 

commence a rulemaking process for Rule 19. 
 

6. CRWA is unsure why the GCUWCD believes it needs to manage its aquifers to meet 

the MAGs rather than the DFCs, but offers these two additional comments for 

consideration: 

• If the focus on the MAG is based the assumption that a groundwater district 

must ensure that each landowner can produce a proportionate share of 

groundwater from an aquifer, this assumption has been expressly repudiated 

by the Legislature.  Texas Water Code § 36.002 recognizes the rights of 

landowners to drill for and produce the groundwater below their surface  but 

does not entitle a landowner the right to capture a specific amount of 

groundwater.  Texas Water Code §36.002(d)(3) expressly states: 

§ 36.002 

(d) This section [36.002 Ownership of Groundwater] does not:  

. . .  

 
21 TCEQ Executive Director Response to Petition for Inquiry, at 12-13 (TCEQ Docket No. 2018-0194-

MIS). 
22 See, e.g., Post Oak Savanah Groundwater Conservation District Rule 16; Brazos Valley 

Groundwater Conservation District Rule 7.2, and Groundwater Conservation District Rule 16. 
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(3) require that a rule adopted by a district allocate to each 

landowner a proportionate share of available groundwater for production 

from the aquifer based on the number of acres owned by the landowner.”23   

 

• If the focus on the MAG is based on a belief that if the MAG is exceeded, 

the Carrizo Wilcox aquifer will “run out of water,” that belief is not 

supported by data.  The TWDB has calculated that the Carrizo Wilcox 

aquifer in GMA-13 contains 1,942,020,000 acre-feet of estimated recoverable 

storage, of which 18,000,000 acre-feet are in the GCUWCD.24    

 

C. AMENDED RULE 18.B.6.b – PEAKING 

 

Proposed Rule: 

 

GCUWCD proposes to amend Rule 18.B.6.b to add the underscored language 

shown below: 

 

18.B.6.b.  Individual well production rates are allowed to increase up 

to 150% of the permitted production rate during peak demand periods for 

a period of not to exceed 90 days. 

 

 

Background: 

During the Board Workshop on May 18, 2024, there was uncertainty expressed by 

GCUWCD Board members as to the purpose of this proposed amendment. It was 

mentioned that the intent might be to address conditions experienced during the summer 

of 2022.  Those conditions were not described or explained. 

 

 

Supplemental Comments: 

 

1. Existing Rule 18.B.6.b is an important rule because it allows temporary escalations 

in individual well production while remaining in compliance with annual 

production limits, but the need for such adjustments is not confined the need to 

respond to increased daily or seasonal demands.  For example, when one of 

 
23 Tex. Water Code § 36.002(d)(3) 
24 See “GAM Task 13-036 (revised):  Total Estimated Recoverable Storage for Aquifers in 

Groundwater Management Area 13” by Shirley Wade, Ph.D., P.G. and Robert Bradley, P.G., TWDB 

Groundwater Resources Division (July 15, 2013), at 16. 
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CRWA’s wells in its wellfield is taken off-line for maintenance, the pumpage rates 

in the other wells must be temporarily increased to maintain overall system 

production amounts.  CRWA relies on the ability to use existing Rule 18.B.6.b for 

operational flexibility in the face of changing circumstances.  Those circumstances 

do not limit themselves to one 90-day period in a year.  Operationally, the 

proposed rule would be a restriction on CRWA’s ability to produce the amount of 

water it is permitted to produce on an annual basis. 

 

2. Although existing Rule 18.B.6.b allows for temporary increases in individual well 

pumping rates, it does not change a permittee’s annual production limit.  This 

means that short term fluctuations in aquifer levels may occur during peaking, but 

the long term (annual) impact of pumping is unaffected.   

3. This change to Rule 18.B.6.b is unnecessary, arbitrary, and vague.  It also removes 

current operational flexibility and may limit CRWA’s ability to produce the full 

amount of water permitted.  

 

D. NEW RULE 21- PAYMENT FOR PLUGGING AND CAPPING OF WELLS. 

 

Background: 

 

GCUWCD proposes to add new Rule 21.D as follows: 

 
D. The Gonzales County Underground Water Conservation District (GCUWCD) has 

budgeted money for assisting landowners located within the district in plugging and 

abandoning deteriorated wells. The GCUWCD desires to assist the landowners in paying 

for a portion of the costs to complete the plugging and abandonment of the well in 

accordance with the Water Well Plugging Fund and Policy Manual adopted May 10, 2016. 

 

a. The GCUWCD will provide a landowner who wishes to participate in the water well 

plugging fund a 90/10 percent cost share allowance. The GCUWCD will pay 90 percent 

of the costs to plug and abandon the water well with the remaining 10 percent of the 

costs paid by the landowner. 

 

b. The landowner must agree to pay the estimated 10 percent of the plugging and 

abandonment costs prior to the start of the plugging operations. If the Landowner 

chooses to make payments over time, then Landowner must consent in writing to the 

District placing a lien on the property equal to the amount of reimbursement due to 

the District in accordance with a written payment schedule. The District will file a lien 

in the Gonzales County Deed Records and will subsequently file a Release of Lien in 

accordance with payment agreement. 
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Background: 

 

Based on the GCUWCD’s FY 23/24 budget, it appears that this program has been 

budgeted at $75,000 from the general fund.  In the prior fiscal year, it was budgeted at 

$100,000.  The “Water Well Plugging Fund and Policy Manual” referenced in the draft 

rule is not published on the GCUWCD’s website.   

 

Supplemental Comment: 

 

1. As discussed above, CRWA does not believe that export fees adopted under Texas 

Water Code § 36.122(e)(2) can be used to fund this program by Texas Water Code 

§ 36.207(b).  Because the program is subject to available funding, which will change 

on an annual basis, the rule should include a statement that monies available for 

the program are subject to availability. 

 

2. Although this appears to be an existing program, CRWA could find no information 

about its scope or implementation.  Without specific information about this 

program, it is difficult to provide additional comments on this proposed rule at 

this time, but in general, if the finances are made transparent and the program is 

implemented properly and fairly, CRWA does not object to the general intent of 

this new rule.   

 





Ms. Laura Ma1tin-Preston 

General Manager 

Gonzales County UWCD 

522 Saint Matthew Street 

Gonzales, Texas 78629 

August 13, 2024 

RECEIVED AUG 1 3 2024 

Via Email 

Re: Proposed Revisions to the Gonzales County Underground Water Conservation District 

Rules 

Dear Ms. Preston: 

San Antonio Water System (SAWS) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the District's 

proposed amendments to the District's Rules. SAWS would also appreciate a workshop to 

discuss the proposed rules and provide for a question and answer opportunity between permit 

holders and the District. 

Following a workshop on informally proposed rules of the District on June 10th SAWS provided 

written comments at the request of the District. However, there are significant differences 

between the initially proposed rules and the proposed rules posted on July 24, 2024. This letter 

is the first written response from SAWS regarding the rules as proposed, and, while SAWS has 

made every effort to thoroughly analyze the proposed rules, the comments below may not 

encompass the complete analysis by SAWS, and SAWS appreciates any opportunity to 

supplement these comments as the District proceeds through its rulemaking process. 

SAWS respectfully asks the Gonzales County Underground Water Conservation District 

(GCUWCD) to consider the following: 

Proposed Rule 1.9 Monitoring and Regulation Under Desired Future Conditions 

Regarding proposed Rule 19.C establishing production limits of five percent, 10 percent and 20 
percent based upon aquifer levels for all wells required to be metered, SAWS request the 

District provide the modeling and studies used to determine the proposed reduction values. Is 

this proposed rule based upon the primary DFC established by GMA 13 for the Carrizo-Wilcox, 

Queen City and Sparta aquifers that 75 percent of the saturated thickness in the outcrop at the 

end of 2012 remains at  the end of 2080, or the secondary DFC of an average drawdown of 48 

21.300 U.S. Hvvy_ 281 l\)orth O P.O. Box 24t�9 ° San A11tonio, TX o 78298-2t+49 <> www.sziws.org 
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feet (+/-5 feet) for all of GMA 13 calculated from the end of 2012 conditions through the year 

2080? This District should consider expressly stating this within Rule 19.B. 

SAWS request the District facilitate a workshop with permit holders to review and discuss this 

proposed rule prior to adoption. 

Proposed Rule 10 by amending subsection E.3 and adding a new subsection H 

The proposed rule suggests the elimination of mitigation agreements. Does the District seek to 
terminate existing mitigation agreements? SAWS has significant investment based on its 
current mitigation agreement with the District and requests clarification regarding the impact 
of this rule change on current mitigation agreements. 

Please provide additional information as to how the District will account for mitigation in the 
annual budget. Will the District continue to develop a separate Western and Eastern mitigation 

budget? 

Proposed Rule 18 (Bl(G)(b) 

SAWS appreciates the District's revision to this proposed rule from the initial drafting and 
suggests additional clarification. 

SAWS recommends revising Rule 18 (B) (6) (b) to read: 

Permitted monthly production moy apply a peaking factor of 1.5 or 150% of the annual 

production rate in a single month from a weJI or aggregate well field. Permitted annual 
production may not exceed the permitted annual production volume. 

This change maintains operational flexibility and is aligned with the aggregated well field rule. 

SAWS request the District facilitate a workshop with permit holders to review and discuss these 

proposed rules prior to adoption. 
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feet, 4-feet and greater than 4-feet). Were models developed to set these levels? If so, 

please share this information publicly. 

3. What type of public process will be utilized to notify the public of the anticipated DFC

exceedance and next steps by the GCUWCD? How much notice does the GCUWCD

anticipate providing to permittees before enacting cutbacks?

DELETED RULE 28 - GRANDFATHERED OPERA TING PERMITS 

Comment: 

1. Why is the GCUWCD proposing deletion of Rule 28?

Again, thank you for the opportunity to present these suggested clarifications to 

the GCWUCD's Rules. As noted in the letter Alliance Water requests that the GCUWCD 

Board of Directors not take action on the proposed rule amendments at the August 13, 

2024 Regular Board Meeting and instead hold another Rule Workshop to discuss the 

proposed amendments in more detail. Should you have any questions or need 

clarifications on our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at 512-294-3214 or at 

gmoore@alliancewater.org. 

Sincerely, 

ALLIANCE REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY 

Graham M. Moore, P.E. 

Executive Director 

Alliance Regional Water Authority 

630 E. Hopkins 

San Marcos, TX 78666 

(512) 294-3214

gmoore@alliancewater.org

www.alliancewater.org

cc: Trish Edinger Carls, Special Counsel, via email to tcarls@tcarlslaw.com 

James Bene, P.G., R.W. Harden & Associates, Inc., via email to 

iames.bene@rwharden.com 

Alliance Regional Water Authority • 630 E. Hopkins Street, San Marcos, TX 78666 • (512) 294-3214 
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L O C AL G O VE R N M ENT C ORPO R ATION 

August 13, 2024 

Mr. Bruce Tieken 

President, Board of Directors 

Gonzales County Underground Water Conservation District 

522 Saint Matthew Street 

P.O. Box 1919 

Gonzales, TX 78629 

RE: Comments to Proposed Rule Revisions. 

Dear Mr. Tieken and Directors: 

Schertz Seguin Local Government Corporation, as an owner of land within the District's 

boundaries, in addition to the previously submitted written comments, submits the 

following: 

While our initial comments are still considered valid and relevant to this rulemaking 

process, SSLGC wishes to support, in general, the comments provided by the other 

regional exporters. 

Conclusion. 

SSLGC continues to request that the District not adopt the previously described 

revisions to the District rules. 

SSLGC reserves the right to submit additional comments during the public hearing, or 

after the public hearing if allowed, pursuant to District Rule 1 (A) (4). 

Sincerely, 

U-£LZ'd/ 

Andrew McBride 

General Manager 

Cc (via email) 

Laura Martin - Preston, General Manager 

Directors and City Managers and Assistant Managers 

Schertz/Seguin Local Government Corporation • P.O. Box 833 • Seguin, Texas 78156-0833 830-401-2409
















































