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WPP Comments

AWPP submltted to TCEQ/ TSSWCB in August 2017 for revie

A City received comments back from TCEQ/ TSSWCB on Oci
18"

A Approx. 60 comments received

A City and consultant have prepared draft responses to
comments for SH review and submittal to TCEQ

A Plan to submit final comment responses to TCEQ by Dec 2(
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City of

TCEQ/ TSSWCB Comments on WPRREES R

New Braunfels

Comment #21.:

Were the flows in this tabl
taken at the same time as
the BST samples were
collected?

How did stakeholders

determine the % sources |

CFA0 87 S7 M N 25782
90% human contribution
from OSSF is a very high
number and would
indicate that the county
was not doing its job.
Wastewater overflows an(
sewer line breaks, etc.
seem very under
represented.

e

Response:

USGS gage stream flow data for periods of up to 20 years (period of data
depends on the site and how long USGS gage at that location has been
installed) were used to determine the medium flow rates. Flow rates were
measured at the time BST samples were collected and are included in the f
n data set.

2uy2uS ameé K et . :

GCKS LE2NOA2Y 2F o0F OQGSNALF O2y i NAO dz
wastewater, and other sources (e.g., dumping, transient populations, etc.).
Because there is not an active County OSSF inspection program, there are
YVdzYSNRdza 2t RSN h{{Ca Ay GKS &I (SN
and NBU has a proactive wastewater inspection program, it was assumed t
human contribution of bacteria is 90% from OSSFs, 5% from wastewater, at
5% from other sources. Neavian wildlife was assumed to be 70 percent dee
YR on LISNOSYyid FTSNI¥t K23aX o6F &aSR ¢
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TCEQ/ TSSWCB Comments on WP € IRl praes

Comment #23;

The livestock source
category in Table 11
includes cattle, goats &
sheep, hogs, horses, and
chickens. But only cattle
(Figure 40) and goats anc

sheep (Figure 41) are listed

or referenced after Table
11. Are values for horses,
chickens, and hogs
considered negligible?

Suggest adding language| to

the text for clarity.

Response:
Horses, hogs and chickens were removed from Table 11.

Added language in the text above Figure 40 to clarify:
G¢KSAS OFfOdzE FGA2ya NBadz G§SR A
goats and sheep, in the Watershed. Although NASS data shows
chickens, horses and swine also in the Watershed, the population ¢
and/or relative bacteria contributions per animal are small compare
to the contributions from cattle, goats and sheep. Thus, for the
purposes of estimating loading and performing SELECT analysis,
calculations focused on cattle, goats and sheep. BMPs selected
targeting cattle, goats and sheep will also include chickens, horses
A6AYS DE



TCEQ/ TSSWCB Comments on WPREEE i

Comment #28;:

319(h) cannot be used as
funding source to reduce
deer/hog populations by
relocating or euthanasia.
Please remove from table
or specify restriction in
table.

Response.

2 A footnote will be added to Table 13:
GoMPOKUO FdzyRAY3I gAft V;
At REATS YIyYylFI3ISYSyid . afl

The Watershed Partnership will assess alternative
funding sources for active wildlife management
BMPs.



CEU] TSSWCB Comments on WP = € R e

Comment #29:

Each of the BMP tables onhcludes 319¢) as a funding source. A
potential sources of funding that are appropriate for each BMP
should be included in these tables. 319(h) is considered seed mon
and should not be looked at as a sustaining funding source.




Comment #29: ‘ = . : : | E tBé:c\)/varaunfels

Overabundant Urban Deer

Non-Native Avian Wildlife

Feral Hogs

Livestock

OSSFs

Urban Runoff and Stormwater

Pet Waste

Wastewater

To T To To DoTo oI

To o To I

T

High: Section 319(h) Federal Clean Water ATCEQ, City of New Braunfelslimd Contributions
Moderate: Section 104(b) Programs

High: Section 319(h) Federal Clean Water ATCEQ, City of New Braunfelslimd Contributions
Moderate: Section 104(b) Programs

High: Section 319(h) Federal Clean Water AGiISSWCB, Feral Hog Abatement Grant Program

High: 319(h) Federal Clean Water ACTSSWCB, Water Quality Management Plan Program (503
Program), NRGSEnvironmental Quality Incentives Programs, NRG&zing Lands Conservation
Initiative

High: Section 319(h) Federal Clean Water ATCEQ
Moderate: USDARural Development Program, Clean Water Act State Revolving Fund, Suppleme
Environmental Project Program

High:Section 319(h) Federal Clean Water ATCEQ
Moderate: Supplemental Environmental Project Program, Texas Capital Fund

High:Section 319(h) Federal Clean Water ATCEQ
Moderate: Section 106 State Water Pollution Control Grants, Environmental Education Grants (bc
outreach & education)

High: Section 319(h) Federal Clean Water ATICEQ, City of New Braunfelslimd Contributions



TCEQ/ TSSWCB Comments on WP 255

Comment #30: BMP Type SELECT Red and Orange Priority Subwatershed Nos.

Priority subwatershedsvere Overabundant Urban 1,2, 3, 4,5, 6, 9, 16, 20, 21, 22, 26, 40, 43, 48, 49, 55, 56, 57, 5
added for each BMP. Text was Deer 64, 65, 66, 69, 70, 71, 74, 76, 77
added to Table 12 to define (to capture Landa Park area) 28, 29, 32
adt NAubetéréehed | 38 NonNative Avian 6, 28, 29, 32
oSubwatershedNumbers (see| Widlfe
Flgure 39) Correspondlng Wlth Feral HOgS 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 34, 46, 48, 50, 5

. \ : 63, 66, 68, 73, 74, 76, 77
the h|gheSt potentlal Ioadlng _ (to capture area on 46 with professional trappers) 60

(o
(basgd upon SELECT analysj Livestock 4,18, 20, 21, 23, 40, 41, 43, 44, 47, 49, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56, 59, 6
Section 4.5) and/or the areas 68, 69, 70, 72, 73. 74. 75, 77, 78
prioritized by the Stqkeholder OSSFs 26. 46, 52, 60, 61, 62, 66
Group based on their Utban Runoff and A
: rnoan RUNotr an

knowledge and experiences |  siormuater
(see Appendix C for summary Pet Waste 6,7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 24, 28, 29, 32, 33, 34

YI LJa v ®d¢

Wastewater (Based on identified permits) 51, 60, 15, 24




Sub Watersheds

Dry Comal Creek E New Braunfels

e

Sub Watersheds

Headwaters West Fork
; ;Egﬁ:fgﬁfimm A Will add a note
W o comai River that most BMPs
:l County Boundaries target a wider
Comal Rver area (e.g.,
outreach and
education
generally targets
the entire

Watershed)

Miles

0051 2

A ARCADIS 9




TCEQ/ TSSWCB Comments on WPRREES R

Comment #35: Response:
Why limit the identification A footnote was added to the following bullet:

and implementation of | e ntification and implementation of approximately $500,000 in
structuralstormwater o : : :
BMPs to $500,0007 additional low impact development (LID) and reduced impervious

cover infrastructure.

1 ¢ A small budget is included for LID and impervious cover project:
planned for implementation years 6 through 10. However, the budc
was limited as the Stakeholder Group requested focusing resource:
reduction of animal populations and related outreach efforts, which
contribute the largest percentage to tHe coliconcentrations in the
Watershed based upon BST results.
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TCEC TSSWCB Comments on WPESES

Comment #39:

For consistency with the BMP tables, can potential sources of
funding and prioritysubwatershedsif applicable) be added to the
education and outreach sidebars?
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Comment #39:

Outreach &
Education
Activity

Social Media
Campaign

News Campaign

Youth Activities

Local Community
Events

Physical Location

N/A (Online)

Subwatershed\o.

All subwatersheds

Cables, newspaper, movie 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14,

theatre ads, newsletters,
radio

17, 18, 29, 31, 32, 33

Schools, City parks, NBU 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14,

Headwaters Facility

Events within the City
Limits

17, 18, 29, 31, 32, 33

5,6,7,8, 10, 11, 13, 14,
17, 18, 29, 31, 32, 33

i City of
Ei‘ New Braunfels
———

Funding Source

City of New Braunfels idind Contributions, Stakeholder
In-Kind Contributions

City of New Braunfels iIdind Contributions, Section
319(h) Federal Clean Water ACTCEQ, Texas Clean Rivers
Program, Section 106 State Water Pollution Control Grant

City of New Braunfels idind Contributions, Stakeholder
In-Kind Contributions, Section 319(h) Federal Clean Watel
Act¢ TCEQ, Texas Clean Rivers Program, Section 106 St
Water Pollution Control Grants, Environmental Education
Grants

City of New Braunfels idind Contributions, Stakeholder
In-Kind Contributions, Section 319(h) Federal Clean Watel
Act¢ TCEQ, Section 319(h) Federal Clean Water Act
TSSWCB, Texas Clean Rivers Program, Section 106 Statt
Water Pollution Control Grants
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Comment #382 = = E s

Outreach & Physical Location Subwatershed\o. Funding Source

Education

Activity

Wildlife Feeding City parks, signs and 5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 13, 14 City of New Braunfels 1dind ContributionsStakeholder

Campaign neighborhoods within the 17, 18, 26, 27, 28, 29, 31, In-Kind ContributionsSection 319(h) Federal Clean Water
Watershed 32, 33,41, 42, 45, 46, 47, Act¢ TCEQ

48, 50, 51, 58, 59, 60, 61,
62, 65, 66, 67, 68, 70, 71,

72,73, 75
Wildlife Natural Bridge Wildlife 5,6,7,8, 10, 11, 13, 14, City of New Braunfels idind Contributions,
Workshops Ranch, NBU Headwaters 17, 18, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33 Stakeholder I¥Kind ContributionsSection 319(h) Federal
Facility Clean Water Aat TCEQ
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TCEQ/ TSSWCB Comments on WPRREES R

Comment #43: Response:
Are there any specific XaK2dA R yé 2F GKS FT2tf2gAy 3 GNR3I:

criteria that will trigger the  \WPP will be redirected, as needed:
need for revisions to the

implementation plan or A A& o : =
et Al et fresen ) C K57 AN S5 RAF 2 NIFESRR AR 2 s c o azy R A=y oA

BMPs,

w {ATYAFAOLIYl 6SIFEGKSNI OKIFIy3aSa 06Sod:
Ww 'YIFEYOIGAOALI GSR OKFy3aSa G2 6 GSNI |
w { OKSRdzZ& S RSftlé&a 2N AYylFoAfAGE G2
w {GNRPYy3 O2YYdzyAleé 2NJ/ A0e& [/ 2dzy OAf
continuance of BMPs,

w [/ KFy3aSa (2 LRLMzZIIadA2y Reéeyl YAO& ¢
w !'ye 20KSNJ FIF OG2NE RSIUSNNYAYSR (2




TCEQ/ TSSWCB Comments on WPRREES R

Comment #44:

Since there is a delay
normally observed
between Nonpoint Source
BMPs and instream watel
guality do you believe 10
years to be a practical
timeline to meet the targe
goal of 113CFU/100mL?

Response:

G! f GK2dzZ3K GKSNB NBE Ylyeé @I NRI
t F NOYSNBKALIQa O2y aNRf GKIG AYL
targets (e.g., land use changes, effectiveness of BMPs, source
population changes, weather, etc.), the Watershed Partnership
identified a critical target of no more than 10 years for achieving
improvement in the water quality in the Comal River and Dry Coma
Creek. Thus, critical BMPs anticipated to have the greatest impact
water quality are planned for implementation as soon as funding is
available. If the identified E. coli targets are not met by the propose
schedule, the Watershed Partnership will adapt the WPP to either
implement BMPs more aggressively, implement new BMPs, or, in tl
case that unforeseen circumstances arise, extend the proposed

5 OKSRdz S D¢ :



TCEQ/ TSSWCB Comments on WPRREES R

Comment #53: Response:

There is a reference to smallei,  Text focusing on smaller operations removed per provided
operations being more likely markups

to be overstocked, and thus _ ; :
should be prioritized. On pageA The wording for Section 5.5 was updated to clarify that

84 in 5.5 it references smaller ~ overstocking and overgrazing are not the same thing.
operations as being

overgrazed, and a more likely
source because of lack of
grass cover. These are similar
but not the same thing. Are
smaller operations
overstocked or overgrazed? |f
smaller operations are
overstocked, was this taken
Into consideration when
establishing estimates for
livestock? 16




Bacteria Monitoring Locations e

A SixE.colibacteria monltorlng sites on the Comal Rlver
(includes two Clean Rivers Program sites)

A SixE.colibacteria monitoring sites on the Dry Comal Creek
(includes one CRP site)

A GBRA performs monthly sampling at these sites (3 sites as par
the CRP, 9 on behalf of City New Braunfels).

A Monitoring stations were added upstream of CRP stations in
2011 to help determine bacteria loading hotspots.
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