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CRP Meeting 
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The Upper San Marcos Watershed 



The Upper San Marcos River 

• Impaired for elevated Total Dissolved Solids 

• Other pollution concerns include: 
– Total Suspended Solids 

– E. coli 

– Nutrients 

• One of the fastest growing regions in the 
nation 

• A unique ecosystem with constant spring flow 
and eight endangered and threatened species 
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Partners 
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Project 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Notes 

San Marcos 

Observing System 

Meadows Center for Water and the Environment 

comprehensive study 

Spring Lake 

Underwater 

Archaeology 

Meadows Center for Water and the Environment 

Underwater Archaeology in Spring Lake 

Spring Lake 

Watershed 

Characterization 

Meadows Center for Water and the Environment 

analysis of sediment inputs and stakeholder 

process 

San Marcos 

Watershed Initiative 

        Meadows Center for Water and the Environment 

managed Watershed Protection Plan 

Water Quality 

Protection Plan 

        EAHCP: Protect surface water and groundwater, 

for habitat for endangered species 

Comprehensive Plan         Revised San Marcos comprehensive master plan. 

Stormwater Master 

Plan 

        Texas state University. 

Drainage Master 

Plan 

         City plan to address flooding and erosion. 

Sessom Creek Study         Sediment removal options to determine the best 

procedure to remove sand and gravel bar  

Texas Pollution 

Elimination 

Discharge System 

        MS4 Regulatory program to control discharges of 

pollutants into surface waters 

Revisions to 

Construction 

Standards 

        Texas State University 

Revision to Land 

Development Code 

City of San Marcos 

Habitat 

Conservation Plan 

        Plan to protect threatened and endangered 

species associated with the Edwards Aquifer  

Texas State Master 

Plan 

Texas State University-San Marcos to review and 

update of the 2006-2015 Campus Master Plan 



SMWI Vision Statement: 

“The vision of the San Marcos Watershed 
Initiative is a healthy watershed that supports a 
clean, clear, and flowing San Marcos River for 
the future as it was in the past.” 
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SMWI Stakeholder Committee 
Structure 
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Core Committee 
Agriculture, Business, City, 

County, Development, 
University, NGO, 

Environmental Nonprofit, 
Cultural Diversity,  

Riparian Landowner, 
Community Member,  

River Authority 

Culture 

• Chair 

Parks & Land 
Conservation 

• Chair 

Water Quality 
& Quantity 

• Chair 

Economic 
Development 

• Chair Agriculture 

• Chair 

Data & 
Information 

• Chair 

Education & 
Outreach 

• Chair 
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Task Timeframe 
Year1 Year 2 Year 3 

Education & Outreach       

Stakeholder Process       

Data Collection       

Watershed 
Characterization       

Modeling       

BMP Identification       

Watershed Protection 
Plan Finalization       

Engaging Stakeholders to 
Ensure Implementation       



9 Elements of a WPP 

Element 

A. Identification of causes & pollution sources  

B. Estimated load reductions needed  

C. BMPs to achieve load reductions  

D. Technical and financial assistance, costs and 
partners 

E. Education and outreach activities  

F. Schedule 

G. Measureable milestones  

H. Criteria for water quality benchmarks  

I. Monitoring component to evaluate 
effectiveness  



What it means to implement a WPP 

Once WPP is completed, we will submit a proposal 
for funds to implement highest priority WPP 
activities.  
• Acceptance of WPP from EPA, TCEQ and 

Community 
• Partnership between MCWE, TCEQ and 

Communities to execute tasks 
• 60% funding & 40% financial/in-kind match for all 

activities 
• One year lag time in funding (not before Sept, 

2016) 
 



Modeling – BASINS & HSPF 
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HSPF Existing Scenario #33 
Flow from Subbasin: 726.1 acft 
EMC Subbasin Load (mg/L): 0.33 
 
Avg WWTP Effluent (provided): 
WWTP Effluent: 6256 acft 
WWTP Phos Load: 0.84 mg/L 
 
Total Instream Concentration: 
Existing: 0.79 mg/L 



HSPF FULL Scenario #33 
Flow from Subbasin: 768.7 acft 
EMC Subbasin Load (mg/L): 0.323 
 
Avg WWTP Effluent Max Phos: 
WWTP Effluent: 6256 acft 
WWTP Phos Load: 1 mg/L 
 
Total Instream Concentration: 
Full (Avg, Max): 0.925 mg/L 



HSPF FULL Scenario #33 
Flow from Subbasin: 768.7 acft 
EMC Subbasin Load (mg/L): 0.323 
 
MAX WWTP Effluent MAX Phos: 
WWTP Effluent: 12,107 acft 
WWTP Phos Load: 1 mg/L 
 
Total Instream Concentration: 
Full (Max, Max): 0.96 mg/L 



Standards, Screening Levels and 
Stakeholder Targets 

Mg/L #/100ml 

Parameter Cl -1  SO4 
-2 

  

TDS 

  

DO 

  

TSS   
(for base flow and 

average storm 

events) 

Nitrogen 

nitrate  

Phosphorus  Oil and 

Grease 

E. coli 

(Geomean) 

State Standard/ 

Screening level 

50 50 400 6.0 5.0 1.95 .69 N/A 126 

Target A (% change 

Improvement from State 

Standard/Screening Level) 

45 

(10%) 

45 

(10%) 

380 

(5%) 

6.6 

(10%) 

4.5 

(10%) 

1.775 (9%) .621 

(10%) 

5.0* 113.4 (10%) 

Target B (% change 

Improvement from State 

Standard/Screening Level) 

40 

(20%) 

40 

(20%) 

360 

(10%) 

7.2 

(20%) 

4.0 

(20%) 

1.60 (18%) .55 

(20%) 

5.0* 101 (20%) 
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Load Reductions Needed 
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Thank you! 
 

Mary Van Zant 
Watershed Services Associate 

waters@txstate.edu 
smwatershedinitiative.org 

512-245-7551 


