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Chapter 6. [bookmark: _Toc108105644][bookmark: _Toc109226738][bookmark: _Toc109235675][bookmark: _Toc109240045]Impact and Contribution of the Regional Flood Plan
The Regional Flood Planning Group (RFPG) was tasked with summarizing the impacts and contributions the Regional Flood Plan(RFP) is expected to have if the plan is implemented as recommended. The following sections describe the impacts and contributions of this plan to both flood risk and water supply. Implementation of the plan as recommended assumes that all flood mitigation projects (FMPs), flood management strategies (FMSs), and flood management evaluations (FMEs) are fully funded and completed.
Chapter 6.A. [bookmark: _Toc108105645][bookmark: _Toc109226739][bookmark: _Toc109235676][bookmark: _Toc109240046]Summary of Flood Risk Reduction
The goal of Task 6A is to summarize the relative reduction in flood risk that implementation of the RFP would achieve within the region including with regard to life, injuries, and property. This includes documentiong of the overall impacts of the RFP on flood risk related to structures and populations in the floodplain, critical facilities in the floodplain, and number of low water crossings. In addition to flood risk, impacts to the environment, agriculture, recreational resources, water quality, erosion, sedimentation, and navigation were also considered. Task 6A documents the findings of the RFPG from the assessment of RFP impacts. Impacts to water supply are discussed in Task 6B.
Completion of Task 6A includes the following specific items:
A region-wide summary of the relative reduction in flood risk that implementation of the RFP would achieve within the region including with regard to life, injuries, and property. 
A statement that the FMPs in the plan, when implemented, will not negatively affect neighboring areas located within or outside of the FPR. 
A general description of the types of potential positive and negative socioeconomic or recreational impacts of the recommended FMSs and FMPs within the flood planning region.  
A general description of the overall impacts of the recommended FMPs and FMSs in the RFP on the environment, agriculture, recreational resources, water quality, erosion, sedimentation, and navigation.
As discussed in Chapters 2 and 4A, the San Jacinto region is subject to extensive flooding and high flood risk due to a high degree of urbanization, generally flat and low-lying landscape, prone to extreme rainfall events, and the effect of coastal flooding on a significant portion of the region. Approximately 37% of the region was classified as having a high data knowledge gap while approximately 18% of the region was classified as having high known flood risk. The recommended FMPs, FMSs, and FMEs will address portions of the region that have outdated flood mapping, inadequate identification of high flood risk areas, and limited development of specific flood mitigation solutions to be funded and constructed. While FMPs, FMSs, and FMEs mitigate flood risk in different ways, the combined effect of all these recommended actions will reduce flood risk, encourage more sustainable development, and protect life and property throughout the region. 
Quantitative flood risk reduction data is available to assess impact through several metrics for FMPs, while an assessment of FMS and FME impact depends more on a qualitative consideration of multiple factors. The impacts will generally be determined based on before-and-after RFP implementation comparisons of the same types of information provided under the Task 2 (Existing Flood Risk and Future Flood Risk Analyses). These two comparisons may, for example, also indicate a percent change in flood risk faced by various elements, including critical infrastructure. These comparisons (one comparison each for a 1.0% ACE and another for a 0.2% ACE) should illustrate both how much the region’s existing flood risk will be reduced through implementation of the plan as well as how much future flood risk (that might otherwise arise if no changes were made to floodplain policies etc.) will be avoided through implementation of the RFP, including recommended changes/improvements to the region’s floodplain management policies. 
6.A.1. [bookmark: _Toc109235677]FMPs
A total of 354 FMPs have been recommended by the RFPG, grouped into the following general categories: 
Flood Preparedness
Regional Channel Improvements
Regional Detention
Comprehensive Regional Improvements
Coastal Protection
Other 
The majority of FMPs involve flood preparedness, which include improvements to stormwater regulations, permit requirements and land use ordinances to address hazard prone areas. The majority of these preparedness FMPs are located in the southern half of the San Jacinto region. Channel improvements and regional detention, along with comprehensive regional projects that combine individual mitigation measures, are also recommended. Channel improvements lower peak water surface elevations, reducing the magnitude, duration, and frequency of flooding. Regional detention basins mitigate increased peak flow rates to ensure that flood risk reduction is achieved in a manner that does not transfer risk to surrounding people or properties. Table 6‑1 and Table 6‑2 summarize the benefit to people and property expected if the recommended FMPs are implemented.
[bookmark: _Ref105588920][bookmark: _Toc107517624][bookmark: _Toc108106390][bookmark: _Toc108119154][bookmark: _Toc109235687][bookmark: _Toc109280704]Table 6‑1: Summary of Impact on People and Property After Implementation of Regional Flood Plan FMPs
	Flood Exposure Region-wide
	Existing Conditions
	After Implementation
	Reduction in Exposure

	
	1.0% ACE
	1.0% ACE
	1.0% ACE

	Total Structures
	384,884396,908
	296,899273,183
	111,701100,009

	Residential Structures
	319,489330,596
	248,009240,261
	79,22882,587

	Critical Facilities
	7,291432
	5,110151
	2,181281

	Population
	1,736,30381,873
	1,305,267
	431,036443,327

	Low Water Crossings (LWCs)
	195
	172175
	2020


[bookmark: _Ref106894967][bookmark: _Toc107517625][bookmark: _Toc108106391][bookmark: _Toc108119155][bookmark: _Toc109235688][bookmark: _Toc109280705]Table 6‑2: Summary of Impact on People and Property After Implementation of Regional Flood Plan FMPs[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Note that not all of the calculated values for the 1.0% ACE floodplain were required for the 0.2% ACE floodplain. Therefore, only the impact on the total number of structures in the 0.2% ACE floodplain is shown in Table 6-2. ] 

	Flood Exposure Region-wide
	Existing Conditions
	After Implementation
	Reduction in Exposure

	
	0.2% ACE
	0.2% ACE
	0.2% ACE

	Total Structures
	731,868654,449
	603,306224,398
	206,860110,562


FMPs would reduce the number of structures in the 1.0% ACE floodplain by over 111100,000, including 7983,000 residential structures. This would reduce flood risk for approximately 431443,000 people from living within the 1.0% ACE floodplain. An estimated 20 low water crossings would be removed from the 1.0% ACE floodplain, reducing the possibility of road closure occurrences, as well as injuries and fatalities associated with use of the crossings during flood events. It is important to note that specific project modeling used to determine flood risk reduction metrics and the final calculated impacts is different than the existing and future flood risk analyses presented in Chapter 2.
6.A.2. [bookmark: _Toc109235678]FMSs
A total of 64 FMSs have been recommended by the RFPG, grouped into the following general categories: 
Education and Outreach
Property Acquisition and Structural Elevation
Infrastructure Projects
Regulatory and Guidance
Flood Measurement and Warning
Flood Preparedness
Other 
Approximately half of the FMSs involve public education and outreach efforts or relate to property acquisition and structural elevation. Property acquisition and structural elevation FMSs remove structures from future flooding or reduce the exposure of structures to flood risk. Public outreach campaigns provide valuable information on observed flooding, known high risk flooding areas, and feedback on the development of specific, local flood mitigation measures. Public outreach facilitates community engagement to collectively address flooding and builds support for the implementation of individual flood mitigation projects. 
Traditional infrastructure projects reduce peak flow rates and lower water surface elevations and require ongoing maintenance to support effectiveness and functionality of drainage systems. Nature-based projects provide natural flood mitigation by conserving floodplain land for agricultural use and native landscapes such as grasslands and wetlands. Regulatory and guidance FMSs play an important role in long-term risk reduction by improving stormwater regulations and floodplain management practices. Flood warning systems alert the public about impending dangerous conditions that can minimize injury and protect life by encouraging people to not drive on flooded roads, seek appropriate shelter, and receive status updates on current weather and flooding conditions. 
6.A.3. [bookmark: _Toc109235679]FMEs
A total of 35374 FMEs have been recommended by the RFPG, grouped into the following general categories: 
Engineering Project Planning
Watershed Planning
Flood Preparedness Studies 
Other
The FMEs consist primarily of project planning with the goal of further refining and evaluating flood risk reduction solutions to finalize individual project recommendations and provide the necessary supporting cost and benefit information. Additional analysis and evaluation of structural and non-structural flood risk reduction solutions are recommended in areas determined to have higher flood risk need (evaluated during Task 4A) to facilitate the development of specific FMPs. The completion of watershed studies and Flood Insurance Study (FIS) updates provide more accurate floodplain modeling and mapping that facilitates the identification of high flood risk areas and the evaluation of flood mitigation measures from a holistic and conceptual perspective. 
Updated floodplain modeling and mapping represents the critically important first step in reducing flood risk. While Harris County is in the process of developing updated flood mapping through the Modeling, Assessment, and Awareness (MAAPnext) project, other counties in the region will benefit from mapping updates. More accurate flood maps allow for risk avoidance, more effective floodplain management regulations, and more strategic planning for stormwater management and flood risk reduction that accounts for long-term development. Watershed planning also supports the prioritization of need areas based on a combination of factors (such as historical flood impacts, predicted flooding, and other socioeconomic factors) to highlight areas where FMPs should be focused to maximize the benefits of projects. Planning at the watershed level encourages complementary projects that reduce risk while avoiding adverse impacts. These FMEs help deliver cost-effective project recommendations that allow for a more equitable and beneficial allocation of limited resources. 
Project planning FMEs result in the identification of future FMPs that directly contribute to reduced structural flooding, increased resilience of critical facilities, and increased mobility throughout the entire region. These types of projects affect both regional and local drainage systems, highlighting the two-pronged approach many entities within the region have taken towards flood risk reduction. Many of the FMEs involve drainage improvements aimed at addressing flooding within urbanized areas by improving an entire drainage system’s functionality and effectiveness. This involves local drainage improvements at the neighborhood level to reduce street ponding as well as major storm sewer or channel improvements to enhance drainage into receiving waterways. Removing hydraulic restrictions, increasing conveyance capacity, reducing head loss, and addressing long-term maintenance issues all contribute to more effective drainage systems and runoff being conveyed safely away from homes and businesses. 
The large number of FMEs highlights the extensive work previously done throughout the region to assess flood risk and identify effective and practical solutions. Additional work is needed to transform flood mitigation measures into constructed solutions that will have a direct impact on the safety and protection of lives and property. Recommended FMEs include 81 Master Drainage Plans and 8 new County FIS updates that upon completion will contribute significantly to more accurate flood risk information and empower communities to better regulate floodplain development and identify effective and practical solutions to mitigation flood risk.
Until the FMEs are completed, their specific benefits cannot be quantified; however, within the region, approximately 653,872 structures are currently in the 1.0% ACE floodplain and 895,112 are in the 0.2% ACE floodplain. These structures house approximately 2.23 million and 2.96 million people, respectively. Additionally, many more people are exposed to risk as they travel across flooded roadways. These FMEs will help reduce the risks to these people and help prevent people from becoming exposed to the 1.0% and 0.2% ACE floodplain due to expansion of the floodplain and uncontrolled development. 
Completion of the recommended FMEs represents significant progress in addressing flood data knowledge gaps and high flood risk areas. Updated flood mapping is proposed for all counties within the San Jacinto region except for Harris County (where flood mapping is currently being updated) and Fort Bend County (whose area consists of just 2% of the region). Flood mapping update FMEs will provide more accurate flood risk information for approximately 63% of the region and directly address the 37% of the region classified as having a high data knowledge gap.  The study area of Master Drainage Plan FMEs encompass roughly 31% of the region and directly address the 18% of the region classified as having high known flood risk. While any mitigation measure will not fully resolve flood exposure, these numbers reflect the potential positive impact in terms of flood risk reduction benefit of FMEs in the San Jacinto region.
6.A.4. [bookmark: _Toc109235680]FMP No Adverse Impact
FMPs that consist of channel widening and storm sewer system improvements have the potential to increase flows downstream which could result in water surface elevation increases. To ensure that there will be no negative impacts to surrounding areas or receiving waterways, mitigation measures such as detention basins have typically been included as part of the projects. 
The assessment of no adverse impact on surrounding areas or neighboring regions was performed based on currently available regional flood planning data. Sufficient mitigation will be confirmed during the design phase once project funding is obtained. The local sponsor will be ultimately responsible for proving the final project design has no negative flood impact prior to initiating construction. The recommended FMPs as currently proposed will not negatively affect neighboring areas located within or outside of the San Jacinto region.
6.A.5. [bookmark: _Toc109235681]Socioeconomic and Recreational Benefits
6.A.5.a. Socioeconomic Impact
Socioeconomic status plays a major role in the response to and the recovery from flood events. Flooding not only results in damaged property and infrastructure, but also has an adverse effect on the livelihoods and well-being of impacted citizens. Socioeconomically disadvantaged areas often have limited resources, making recovery from flooding events challenging with a disproportionate impact on populations of these areas. Implementing flood mitigation measures in disadvantaged areas can bring relief to repeatedly impacted residents and businesses, leading to a more financially stable and positive community outlook. Consideration should be given to promoting equitable flood risk reduction and ensuring that areas with different socioeconomic status have similar access to effective drainage infrastructure and benefit from ongoing efforts to reduce flood risk.
The implementation of the recommended FMPs has the potential to reduce socioeconomic disparity regarding flood risk by promoting flood mitigation measures in areas that may have lower benefit cost ratios or include more vulnerable or disadvantaged populations. The San Jacinto region is characterized by a wide range of socioeconomic status and includes areas characterized by both low and high Social Vulnerability Index (SVI) rankings. SVI rankings are developed by the Center for Disease Control (CDC) based on 15 Census tract factors organized into four general themes. SVI rankings range from 0 (lower social vulnerability) to 1 (higher social vulnerability) and are typically categorized into quartiles that represent low, low-to-moderate, moderate-to-high, and high social vulnerability. Approximately 44% (2,225 out of 5,070 square miles) of the region encompasses areas with an SVI of 0.50 or higher representing moderate-to-high and high social vulnerability. Similarly, roughly 27% (1,391 out of 5,070 square miles) of the entire region contains at least 50% of the population classified as Low-to-Moderate Income (LMI). 
FMPs
Positive and negative socioeconomic impacts of the recommended FMPs are described below:
Positive Impact
Flood risk is reduced in more vulnerable communities where recovery can be more difficult and financially challenging 
Reduced flooding improves mobility and reduces interruption of people’s lives and work routines, creating a more resilient and connected community 
Negative Impact
Implementation of projects can create community disruption
Acquiring the necessary right of way (ROW) for projects can displace people and negatively affect tax base and community well-being
FMSs
Positive and negative socioeconomic impacts of the recommended FMSs are described below:
Positive Impact
Reduces flood risk in more vulnerable communities where recovery can be more difficult and financially challenging 
Improves mobility and reduces interruption of people’s lives and work routines, creating a more resilient and connected community 
Facilitates removal of structures and people from flood risk exposure
Protects vulnerable communities through smart planning and flood awareness education
Empowers people to prepare for flooding, evacuate, and recover from damage
Provides a consistent regulatory framework across the San Jacinto region to further encourage sustainable development and growth opportunities that minimizes flood risk
Communicates a dedicated, collective effort to address flooding within impacted communities
Negative Impact
Increases regulatory burden for communities, which can increase cost and permitting effort for development that could negatively affect long-term regional growth
Increases workload for public agencies
Implementation of some FMSs can lead to blight in certain areas, if not handled appropriately
Implementation of some FMSs could disproportionally affect vulnerable communities
6.A.5.b. [bookmark: _Ref106899026]Recreational Impact
Recreational opportunities are a major contributing factor to quality of life. The San Jacinto region encompasses a wide range of natural and man-made recreational areas such as forests, lakes, streams, parks, and trail systems. Many project sponsors, such as the Harris County Flood Control District, are actively exploring ways to partner with other sponsors to combine flood mitigation projects with public amenities to deliver flood risk reduction solutions that also provide environmental and recreational benefits. The implementation of FMPs and FMSs provides the chance to simultaneously build other community amenities and preserve open space to further enhance recreation, while mitigating flood risk.
Over the past decade there has been a renewed focus on providing the public with recreational opportunities through the creation of parks, urban green spaces, and multi-use trail systems. Many local entities within the San Jacinto region, such as Harris County and the Houston Parks Board, are actively working to build these recreational facilities either through their own planned projects or partnerships with other agencies. While there is continued pressure from the public to mitigate flood risk, community groups are also advocating for the increased use of nature-based solutions and emphasizing the ability to have a single project serve a flood control purpose as well as provide supplementary benefits.
FMPs
Positive and negative recreational impacts of the recommended FMPs are described below:
Positive Impact 
Creates more opportunities to promote positive physical and mental health
Delivers enhanced project value from providing multi-use projects that support more livable and integrated communities 

Negative Impact 
Additional green space and parks require funding and staff for operation and maintenance
Recreational areas can be subject to safety issues and accumulate trash/debris
Effort is required to properly design recreational features and integrate them with flood mitigation projects
FMSs
Positive and negative recreational impacts of the recommended FMSs are described below:
Positive Impact
Creates more opportunities to promote positive physical and mental health
Addresses flood risk reduction through incorporating nature-based solutions 
Provides land for new recreational areas through floodplain preservation and buyout programs
Negative Impact
Additional green space and parks require funding and staffing for operation and maintenance
Recreational areas can be subject to safety issues and accumulate trash/debris
6.A.6. [bookmark: _Toc109235682]Other Impact Considerations
6.A.6.a. Environmental
The implementation of FMPs, such as channel widening and detention basin construction projects, has the potential to impact wetlands, threatened and endangered species, and the functionality of natural areas. The design and construction of FMPs should be performed in a manner that avoids or minimizes environmental impacts. Proper permitting is required from local, state, and federal agencies to ensure compliance with applicable regulations. Consideration should be given to avoiding environmentally sensitive areas to reduce environmental impact and maintain the undisturbed condition and existing drainage of natural areas.
Flood risk reduction that results from the implementation of FMPs would reduce the discharge of potentially hazardous materials from flooded structures. The FMPs would also reduce the generation of debris from damaged areas due to a lower magnitude and frequency of flooding. The identification and removal of repetitive loss and severe repetitive loss structures sponsored by the Cities of Galveston, Manvel, Pearland, and League City will provide a positive environmental impact through reduced structural flooding. Similar efforts are ongoing in Harris, Galveston, and Brazoria Counties. The Harris County voluntary buyout program sponsored by the Harris County Flood Control District is another FMS expected to significant benefit this heavily urbanized part of the region that is subject to frequent and widespread flooding. 
Non-structural FMSs protect riparian areas from development, which maintains the environmental and flood control value of these areas along with providing water quality, erosion, and sedimentation benefits. Floodplain preservation also has the potential to impact the natural resources of the floodplain by removing the land from potential development. Land restoration and preservation efforts by Brazoria County and the Coastal Prairie Conservancy focused on the upper Barker Reservoir and Mound Creek will provide multiple environmental benefits while also contributing to flood mitigation.
6.A.6.b. Agricultural
Land acquisition for structural FMPs and FMSs could result in a reduction of land area available for agricultural use although some FMSs, such as those related to floodplain preservation, could lead to maintaining or even increasing the amount of agricultural land within the region. Less frequent and severe flooding resulting from the implementation of FMPs and FMSs could increase the productivity of these areas and also minimizes harmful environmental impacts.
Recommended FMPs and FMSs are predominately located in more urbanized areas where agricultural land comprises generally less than 5% of the total FMP or FMS study area; therefore, no significant impact to agriculture is anticipated. The removal of 4,773 acres of agricultural land from the 1.0% ACE floodplain is expected due to the implementation of the recommended FMPs.
6.A.6.c. Water Quality
The release of contaminants, accumulation of trash, and nutrient runoff from agricultural lands are examples of actions that negatively affect water quality. Many structural FMPs are required to incorporate water quality into their design that will directly improve water quality, such as installing trash racks or prepackaged stormwater treatment devices.
Lowering water surface elevations will reduce inundation of critical utility facilities (such as water and wastewater treatment facilities) and lower the likelihood of untreated water being released into the environment. The implementation of the recommended FMPs will remove 2,181 critical facilities from the 1.0% ACE floodplain. Floodproofing/hardening buildings and public utilities further lowers the risk of structural flooding and the release of contaminants. Extended residence time within detention basins also contribute to water quality benefits by trapping bacteria and pollutant carrying sediments in the basin rather than releasing them downstream. Reduction of flooded agricultural land mitigates high nutrient runoff, introduction of bacteria/contaminants, and presence of low dissolved oxygen (anoxic) conditions that are detrimental to aquatic life and harmful to human health.
Some FMSs involve maintenance of drainage systems that consist of clearing debris, sediment, and excess vegetation which improve water quality by minimizing stagnant water and reducing trapped trash/debris. Floodplain preservation creates natural habitat with native vegetation that promotes the natural circulation and treatment of water. Regulations and ordinances also play an important role in the improvement of water quality by emphasizing the proactive prevention of pollution at the source.
6.A.6.d. Erosion and Sedimentation
As part of the design and construction of FMPs, erosion and sediment control measures that limit high velocities and protect the functional of drainage infrastructure should be incorporated. Ongoing maintenance of constructed projects will be required to address long-term sedimentation which reduces the conveyance capacity of storm sewers and channels.
The approaches included in the recommended FMSs have the potential to reduce erosion by enhancing the regulation of development in flood prone areas.  In addition, certain FMSs are focused on the maintenance of existing drainage systems that involve removing sediment and repairing areas where erosion is observed. Protection of undisturbed areas (floodplain preservation) or returning flood impacted properties to a natural state also reduces erosion and sedimentation by reintroducing natural drainage and ecological processes. Public awareness campaigns can also be beneficial to alert businesses and residents of the causes and consequences of erosion and sedimentation.
6.A.6.e. Navigation
The primary navigable channel within the San Jacinto region is the Houston Ship Channel, which serves a critical transportation route for numerous industrial and petrochemical facilities located adjacent to the channel. The Houston Ship Channel drains into Galveston Bay and provides a direct connection to the Gulf of Mexico. Maintenance is regularly performed for the Houston Ship Channel to maintain navigation in support of the Houston maritime shipping industry.  
The Coastal Texas Study FMP includes several significant structural improvements within Galveston Bay, Clear Creek, and Dickinson Bayou aimed at increasing coastal protection and reducing flood risk throughout the region. It is assumed that the design and construction of the associated improvements will be done in a manner that accounts for navigation considerations and strives for the preservation of the to the greatest extent possible while trying to accomplish the project goals. While this FMP will affect navigation, it is not anticipated that any adverse impact will occur. 
The majority of the FMSs are related to floodplain management guidelines and public flood awareness and education.  No FMSs are associated with major structural mitigation measures that would impede or improve navigation within the region; therefore, no impact from FMSs on navigable waters is anticipated.
6.A.7. [bookmark: _Toc109235683]Impact of Regional Flood Planning Goals
Regional flood planning goals were established by the San RFPG as a part of Task 3. While the goals include short-term and long-term objectives, Task 3 establishes a long-term vision for target metrics that subsequent planning cycles should achieve. 
Some of the RFPG goals (for example, increasing stormwater infrastructure investment or increasing use of nature-based solutions) are not easily represented by specific FMPs or FMSs but rather provide a general framework for how to develop, recommend, and implement future flood mitigation and management measures. While FMPs primarily address goals related to reduction in flooded infrastructure, FMSs incorporate many non-structural approaches to reducing long-term flood risk in a sustainable and comprehensive way through partnerships, effective planning, and collaboration between stakeholders and the public.
Regulation of development, implementation of higher standards, and use of best available data are all interdependent strategies for avoiding potential increases in flood exposure over time. Higher standard, as discussed in the Technical Guidelines for Regional Flood Planning, can include freeboard requirements, detention requirements, or fill restrictions. Higher standards provide a factor of safety to account for future uncertainty in identified flood risk. Baseline minimum standards should be set through NFIP participation, from which higher standards can be built upon. 
Chapter 6.B. [bookmark: _Toc108105646][bookmark: _Toc109226740][bookmark: _Toc109235684][bookmark: _Toc109240047]Contributions to and Impacts on Water Supply Development and the State Water Plan
In response to the 1950’s drought, the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) was established in 1957 to prepare a comprehensive long-term plan for the development, conservation, and management of the state’s water resources. The current state water plan (SWP), 2022 State Water Plan – Water for Texas, was produced by the TWDB and based on approved regional water plans (RWPs) in accordance with Senate Bill (SB) 1, enacted in 1997 by the 75th Texas Legislature. As stated in SB1 Section 16.053.a, the purpose of the regional water planning effort is to:
“…provide for the orderly development, management, and conservation of water resources and preparation for and response to drought conditions in order that sufficient water will be available at a reasonable cost to ensure public health, safety, and welfare; further economic development; and protect the agricultural and natural resources of that particular region.” 
The TWDB established 16 regional water planning areas (RWPA) and appointed members who represent key public interests to the regional water planning groups (RWPG). This grassroots approach allows planning groups to evaluate region-specific risks, uncertainties, and potential water management strategies. Region 6 primarily covers Region H and minimally covers some of Region G (Brazos), as shown in Figure 6‑1. 
[image: Figure 6-1: Region 6 with associated water planning areas

This map shows how the regional planning groups included in the region 6 boundary]
[bookmark: _Ref107518322][bookmark: _Toc108095928][bookmark: _Toc108105761][bookmark: _Toc108119213][bookmark: _Toc109235689][bookmark: _Toc109280646]Figure 6‑1: Region 6 with Associated Water Planning Areas
The goal of Task 6B is to evaluate potential impacts of the RFP on water supply development and the State Water Plan. This chapter describes the processes undertaken by the RFPG to achieve these tasks and summarizes the outcomes of this effort. 
This effort included:
A region-wide summary and description of the contribution that the RFP would have on water supply development including a list of specific FMSs and FMPs that would measurably impact water supply.
A description of any anticipated impacts that the RFP FMSs and FMPs may have on water supply, water availability, or projects in the State Water Plan.



6.B.1. [bookmark: _Toc109235685]Contribution of the Regional Flood Plan on Water Supply Development
RFPGs must list recommended FMSs or FMPs that if implemented would measurably contribute to water supply such as:
1. Involves directly increasing water supply volume available during drought of record which requires both availability increase and directly connecting supply to specific water user group(s) 
Directly benefits water availability
Indirectly benefits water availability
Has no anticipated impact on water supply 
Examples of FMSs and FMPs that could measurably contribute to water supply include directly or indirectly recharging aquifers. Additionally, large detention structures could potentially be modified to include a water supply component for irrigation or other needs. Another example could be the implementation of stormwater management ordinances that manage flooding but could also include a water supply aspect of beneficial reuse for irrigation purposes. Finally, while not generating a measurable water supply, green infrastructure, natural channel design, stormwater detention, low impact development, and other measures can help mitigate flood flows and at the same time protect water quality. This can help manage downstream water treatment costs and benefit rate payers. 
Many FMSs and FMPs could potentially be applicable to water supply through the implementation of various environmental enhancements inherent within their design. The most common example of this feature is construction of wet bottom detention and natural channel design both of which can serve to improve water quality and therefore potentially reduce downstream treatment costs. However, it was determined that this strategy would not have any direct or measurable impact on water supply. As noted in Table 16 and Table 17 (Appendix 5-7 and 5-8), it was determined that there were no recommended FMSs or FMPs that would measurably contribute to water supply.
6.B.2. [bookmark: _Toc109235686]Anticipated Impacts to the State Water Plan
Additionally, RFPGs must also list recommended FMSs or FMPs that if implemented would negatively impact and/or measurably reduce:
1. Water availability volumes that are the basis for the most recently adopted State Water Plan 
Water supply volumes if implemented 
An example of an FMS or FMP that could measurably reduce water availability involves reallocating a portion of reservoir storage that is currently designated for water supply purposes to be used for flood storage instead. There are no such recommended actions related to reservoirs for Region 6. Additionally, land use changes over time could potentially reduce groundwater availability due to less naturally occurring aquifer recharge and an FMS that preserves open space or limits additional impervious cover could help maintain aquifer recharge.
As noted in Table 13 and Table 14 (Appendix 5-7 and 5-8), it was determined that there were no recommended FMSs or FMPs in the San Jacinto RFP that would measurably contribute or have a negative impact and/or measurably reduce water supply in any of the RWPAs. 
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