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Topics

• Review of bounding simulations presented on February 13, 2026
• Scenario 26.7 (GCD Input Pumping)

• Revised version of Scenario 26.1 
• Scenarios 26.2 to 26.6 (Pumping Reduction Sensitivity 

Simulations)
• Reductions based on Scenario 26.1

• Scenarios 26.8 to 26.12
• Webb County

• Next Steps
• Budget and Invoice Update



Bounding Simulations

• Presented at GMA 13 meeting of February 13, 2026
• Baseline

• 100% recharge
• 95% recharge
• 88% recharge

• “MAG Simulation”
• 100% recharge
• 95% recharge
• 88% recharge

• MAG Simulation with Webb pumping = 20,000 AF/yr
• MAG Simulation with outcrop pumping reduced 50%
• MAG Simulation with downdip pumping reduced 50%



Discussion at GMA 13 Meeting

• Focused on developing input from GCDs for next simulation
• Appendix A of 2022 MAG report included model layer-county-GCD 

splits that were not used in results of bounding simulations
• Updated simulations use Appendix A type splits

• GCDs provided updates to pumping amounts for simulations



Overview of Simulations
• All files can be downloaded at:

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/10i6AFVt9HzTdAC8yFTI2dN2xb0CFr6JA?usp=sharing
• Does not include Scenarios 26.8 to 26.12 yet 

• All simulations assumed 95% of long-term recharge 
• Discussed at GMA 13 meeting of February 13, 2026

• Tech Memo 26-04 (Scenarios 26.1 to 26.6)
• Tech Memo 26-05 (Scenario 26.7)
• Scenario 26.7 implements the GCD input pumping values

• Revised from Scenario 26.1
• Scenarios 26.2 to 26.6 were designed to better understand the relative 

impact of pumping increases on the ability of Guadalupe County to maintain 
pumping rates in the Carrizo-Upper Wilcox

• Scenario 26.8 to 26.12 – In response to Webb County input yesterday

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/10i6AFVt9HzTdAC8yFTI2dN2xb0CFr6JA?usp=sharing


Scenario 26.7

• Included GCD input
• Added new well locations as appropriate

• EUWCD (5 splits)
• Old GAM predictive simulation (4 splits)
• Freese and Nichols locations (Caldwell Brackish)

• Includes Wintergarden GCD modification (email of March 11)







Pumping Summary (Rounded)

• Baseline Scenario (2017 pumping) = 404,000 AF/yr
• 2022 MAGs (maximum values)         = 682,000 AF/yr
• Bounding Simulation (MAG)                = 718,000 AF/yr

• Higher than 2022 MAGs (WGCD and Webb County)

• Scenario 26.7 (2080 values)                = 742,000 AF/yr
• Input pumping = 832,000 AF/yr
• Yellow cells in Tables 3 and 4 represent < 90% of input pumping

• Scenarios 26.8 to 26.12 (2080 values)  = 738,000 to 775,000 AF/yr



Scenario 26.7 Results
• Processed results by 2022 

MAG Report Appendix A 
splits (2017 baseline)

• Pumping
• Average drawdown (outcrop)
• Average drawdown (full area of 

split)
• Percent saturated thickness 

remaining (outcrop)
• Percent artesian head 

remaining (downdip)







Split 21 Pumping

• Scenario 26.7 
• Input = 14,800 AF/yr
• 2080 Output = 5,400 AF/yr 

• 36% of input

• Bounding Simulation (2080)
• 6,100 AF/yr

• Baseline Scenario
• 3,700 AF/yr (sustainable) 



GMA 13 Saturated Thickness

• In 2080 (% of 2017)
• Baseline                 = 88%
• MAG Simulation = 70%
• Scenario 26.7      = 69%
• Scenario 26.1      = 68%



Interpretation of Saturated Thickness

• Overall average = 68%
• Split 20 (Gonzales 

County-Carrizo/Upper 
Wilcox)

• Scenario 26.7    =  63%
• Scenario 26.1    =  56%



Are GMA 13 Model Results Reliable?



Scenarios 26.2 to 26.6

• Assess impacts of neighboring county pumping on Guadalupe 
County (Split 21)

• Based on Scenario 26.1

• GMA 13 Model is an analytical tool
• Objective: provide information to GCD managers to develop a 

pumping scenario that represents a compromise solution to Split 
21



Scenario 26.2 (Guadalupe County GCD)

• Pumping reductions:
• Carrizo-Upper Wilcox reduced 10 

percent
• Assess effect of initial pumping input

• Middle and Lower Wilcox reduced 
50 percent

• Results:
• 2080 pumping is about 4,900 AF/yr
• Compare to Scen 26.1 (4,200 AF/yr)



Scenario 26.3 (Gonzales County UWCD)

• Pumping reductions:
• All Carrizo-Wilcox pumping reduced 

50 percent (Caldwell and Gonzales 
counties)

• Results:
• 2080 pumping is about 6,800 AF/yr
• Compare to Scen 26.1 (4,200 AF/yr)



Scenario 26.4 (Plum Creek CD)

• Pumping reductions:
• All Carrizo-Wilcox pumping reduced 50 percent (parts of Caldwell 

County)

• Results:
• 2080 pumping is about 4,200 AF/yr
• No change from Scen 26.1 (4,200 AF/yr)



Scenario 26.5 (Wilson County)

• Pumping reductions:
• All Carrizo-Wilcox pumping 

reduced 50 percent

• Results:
• 2080 pumping is about 5,100 

AF/yr
• No change from Scen 26.1 

(4,200 AF/yr)



Scenario 26.6 (Bexar County)

• Pumping reductions:
• All Carrizo-Wilcox pumping reduced 50 percent 

• Results:
• 2080 pumping is about 4,200 AF/yr
• No change from Scen 26.1 (4,200 AF/yr)



Discussion of Pumping Reductions

• Increasing simulated Guadalupe County pumping in Carrizo-
Upper Wilcox will occur with:

• Decreased simulated pumping in Guadalupe County Middle and Lower 
Wilcox

• Decreased simulated pumping in Gonzales County UWCD
• Wilson County

• Decreasing simulated pumping in Bexar County or Plum Creek CD 
would have no significant effect



Webb County (Tech Memo 26-02 Simulations 
and Scenarios 26.8 to 26.12)
• February 26, 2026

• Received request from Jordan Furnans
• Well locations and pumping amounts in Webb County (50,000 AF/yr)

• March 2, 2026
• Sent Tech Memo 26-02 (Webb Request) to Kelley Cochran (GMA 13 Coordinator)

• Kelley sent it to Jordan Furnans (responded within 5 minutes: “I’ll go through this asap”)
• March 19, 2026

• Jordan sent me an email
• Phone discussion
• Jordan followed up with an email to Kelley Cochran and me

• I developed Scenarios 26.8 to 26.12 to provide GMA 13 a range of 
scenarios for discussion

• Partial results today for discussion



Tech Memo 26-02

• Baseline simulation plus Legacy WSC request
• Larger than requested in 2024 and previously simulated

• Objective: identify and characterize potential impacts of Webb 
County pumping increase

• Requested pumping was added to historic pumping
• Key findings:

• Pumping in Dimmitt County would be reduced
• 15% of pumping increase would come from Webb County storage
• 17% of pumping increase would be sourced from Dimmitt County
• 35% of pumping increase would be sourced from LaSalle County



Summary of New Webb Simulations

• Started with Scenario 26.7
• Corrected Webb County well locations that I had neglected to 

include in Scenario 26.7
• Locations had been included in simulation that simulated Webb County 

request in isolation (Tech Memo 26-02, March 2, 2026)
• Scenario 26.8 (Webb = 50K)
• Scenario 26.9 (Webb = 40K)
• Scenario 26.10 (Webb = 30K)
• Scenario 26.11 (Webb = 20K)
• Scenario 26.12 (Webb = 10K)



Impact of Well Locations

• Scen 26.7 (Webb Pumping = 20K and “incorrect” locations)
• Drawdown in Split 27 (2018 to 2080) = 341 ft

• Scen 26.11 (Webb Pumping = 26K and “correct” locations)
• Drawdown in Split 27 (2018 to 2080) = 392 ft

• Scen 26.12 (Webb Pumping = 16K and “correct” locations)
• Drawdown in Split 27 (2018 to 2080) = 293 ft

• Location correction did not make significant difference given 
model uncertainty with this large a pumping increase



Pumping

• As Webb County 
pumping 
decreases, Dimmit 
County pumping 
increases

• Increase (50K to 
10K) = 2,800 AF/yr

• No other county
had significant 
pumping increases
(> 200 AF/yr)



Drawdown

• As Webb County 
pumping decreases, 
drawdown decreases in 
Webb and three other 
counties (Dimmitt, 
LaSalle, McMullen)

• Decrease (50K to 10K):
• Dimmitt = 81 ft
• LaSalle = 148 ft
• McMullen = 84 ft
• Webb = 401 ft

• No other county had 
significant drawdown 
decrease (> 40 ft)



Next Steps
• Prepare a new Tech Memo on Scenarios 26.8 to 26.12

• More complete results
• Capture analysis and source of pumping will not significantly change sources of 

pumping from those described in Tech Memo 26-02
• GMA 13 needs to make two major decisions (assumption based on recent 

phone conversations):
• Decide on Webb County (26.8 to 26.12)
• Pumping in Split 21 (Guadalupe County – Layer 7)

• GCDs could develop compromise pumping and new Scenario

• Meet in April to approve and vote on proposed DFC
• Draft Explanatory Report will be ready ahead of the meeting scheduled for April 22
• Need some direction related to how DFCs are expressed (Tables 3 and 4 have four 

options)
• Documentation will include all four approaches, but need to decide on official DFC statement



Budget and Invoice Update

• Invoice for this meeting:
• Task 1.1 (meeting):         $1,250
• Task 3.4 (simulations):  $2,500
• Total:                                     $3,750

• Pending:
• Task 2 (Factor Documentation):                                   $6,500
• Task 3.3 (Bounding Simulation Documentation):  $7,500

• Next Meeting:
• Additional simulation(?): need budget increase if completed
• Task 4.1 (Initial Draft of Explanatory Report): $7,500





Questions and Discussion

Bill Hutchison
billhutch@texasgw.com

mailto:billhutch@texasgw.com
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