


Region 11: Guadalupe
Regional Flood Planning Executive 
Meeting

Tuesday, May 12, 2026
9:30am



Agenda

1. Attendance
2. Welcome
3. Meeting Minute Approval
4. RFPG Chair Updates
5. TWDB Updates
6. Region 10 & 12 Updates
7. GBRA Updates
8. Discussion regarding administrative expenses to 

be submitted to the TWDB for reimbursement&  
Potential Actions

9. TC Presentation &  Potential Actions
10. Future Meeting Dates
11. Date and Agenda Items for July
12. Public Comments
13. Adjourn



Agenda Item 1

Call to Order / Roll Call

▪ Individuals attending in-person, please sign-in



Agenda Item 2

Welcome



Agenda Item 3

Approval of Meeting Minutes 

▪ Approval of minutes from the March 10, 2026 
RFPG meeting

















Agenda Item 4

Region 11 Guadalupe RFPG Chair Updates



Agenda Item 5

Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) Updates



Agenda Item 6

Inter-regional updates on Region 10 and Region 12



Agenda Item 7

Guadalupe Region 11 RFPG Sponsor Guadalupe-Blanco 
River Authority (GBRA) Updates



Agenda Item 8

Discussion and potential action regarding 
administrative expenses to be submitted to the TWDB 
for reimbursement



GBRA: Regional Sponsor
Date Range: January 1, 2026 - April 30, 2026
RFPG Meeting Dates: January 13, 2026 and March 10, 2026
Executive Committee Meeting: none

GBRA Employee Task 10 Hours

Accounting Coordinator Finalize and Submit Request 5 to Cynthia 1

Gather & Correct Request 5 for Resubmission (two revisions) 2
Build GBRA Time Table for January-April Reim Request 2

Gather invoices and put together the payment request spreadsheet, 
progress report and packet for Payment Request 6. Submit to TWDB. 2.5

Finalize the GBRA Time Table and send to Brian 0.5
8

Paralegal
Updated member list on Region 11 website. Emailed Jay, Alicia and 
Janis re: Update to notification list 0.4

Email to and from Janis Childers RE: general procedures. Email to Jay 
Scanlon and Brian Perkins RE: Meeting materials. Email to GBRA IT 
RE: update to RFPG. Review email from Janis Childers 0.7

Preparations of Meeting Materials and Technical Memorandum for 
dissemination and posting to RFPG website and voting/non-voting 
participants. Email to Brian Perkins re: review of meeting materials. 
Email to IT to post Meeting Materials and Technical Memorandum to 
RFPG website.  Preparation to distribute and email Meeting 
Materials to members. 2.60
Preparation for January 2026 meeting 5.8
Preparation of January 2026 Meeting Minutes 1.8
Update Meeting Notice on Region 11 website; continued preparation 
of January 2026 meeting minutes 0.8
Continued Preparation of January 2026 Meeting Minutes 3.1

Discuss updates to Region 11 website and email Janis 0.3
Teams Call with B. Perkins, J. Stinson, J. Scanlon, J. Johnston, K. 
Smith, C. Nolasco 0.4

Review and revise February 2026 minutes, preparation of additional 
information for TWDB for fee reim, emails with K. Smith 0.5

Email with K. Smith re: addtl fee information; finalization of February 
2026 minutes, preparation of March Meeting materials; email all 
parties with March meeting materials, contact GBRA IT dept for 
posting of March Meeting Materials 1.7

Accounting Coordinator



Preparation for and attendance at March Meeting 7:30-12:30, email 
B. Perkins re: meeting time, revise meeting time and notify all parties 5.3
Preparation of Minutes from the March 10, 2026 meeting 1

Continued preparation of minutes from the March 10, 2026 meeting 0.7

Continued preparation of minutes from the March 10, 2026 meeting 1
Continued preparation of minutes from the March 10, 2026 meeting, 
discussion with accounting dept and B. Perkins re: TWDB invoice 
revisions 2
Review and Revise March 2026 Meeting Minutes 0.4
Review and Revise March 2026 Meeting Minutes 0.4

Post May Agenda to the TxSOS website, email May Agenda to all 
parties, request Agenda to be posted to Region 11 website, email B. 
Perkins with status of postings 0.7

Paralegal 29.6
Sr. Help Desk Technician Website and email updates 1.5

AV Support for meeting January 13 4.5
Website updates 0.3
Website updates for March meeting 0.83
AV Support for meeting on March 10 1.5
Website Updates 0.25

Sr. Help Desk Technician 8.88

2,034.72$    
824.06$       
203.47$       

3,062.25$    

TOTAL WAGES
TOTAL FRINGE (40.5%)
TOTAL INDIRECT (10%)
TOTAL SALARY



Agenda Item 9

Region 11 RFPG Technical Consultants Presentation and 
Discussion



Technical 
Consultant 
Presentation
Agenda

• Status Update

• Update on FMEs to be performed by the TWDB (Task 5B)

• Update and presentation of FMEs to be performed by the 
RFPG Technical Consultant (Task 4C) 

• Presentation of 2028 FMSs and potential action on formal 
recommendations (Task 5A)

• Presentation of Flood response information and activities 
Survey (Task 7)

• Presentation of Administrative, regulatory, and legislative 
recommendations from Cycle 1 and updates (Task 8)

• Schedule overview



Status Update 
TWDB IUP

• TWDB has not set a release for the Draft Intended Use 
Plan, anticipated for Summer 2026

• Followed by a 30-day public comment period 



Update on FMEs to be performed by 
the TWDB

Task 5B



FME to FMP Advancement Results for Region (5B)

Project 
Selection

•Region 11 
Selection

•Based on 
filtering

•Determined if 
any are 
completed

•Consulted with 
sponsors

•Selected FMEs

Sponsor Number of FMEs Ranked

Canyon Regional Water Authority 1

Comal Master WID 1

Dewitt County Drainage District 1 2

Flatonia 1

Gonzales 1

Hays 2

Kerrville 2

New Braunfels 6

San Marcos 4

Seguin 1

Uhland 1

Upper Guadalupe River Authority 1

Victoria (City) 2

Total 25



Update on FMEs to be performed by the TWDB

Rank Sponsor FME Name FME Description Cost Estimate

1 UGRA Upper Guadalupe River Authority 
Evaluation of Water and Sediment 

Control Facilities and Alternate Flood 
Risk Reduction Actions

Study to assess flood benefits 
and cost effectiveness of UGRA’s 
nine facilities, evaluating 
alternative risk reduction 
actions such as regional or 
distributed detention, crossing 
improvements, land 
conservation, and targeted 
buyouts, or others as able.

$468,000

2 DeWitt 
County

Green DeWitt Drainage District Cuero 

Levee Study and Alternate Flood Risk 

Reduction Actions

Feasibility study of potential 
levee and crossing 
improvements to protect City 
from riverine flooding with risk 
to life/safety and catastrophic 
damage, as has been 
experienced in Cuero on 
numerous occasions.

$403,000

Total $871,000

• Submitted March 24, 2026

• To be kicked off shortly



Update on FMEs to be performed by the TWDB

Rank Sponsor FME Name FME Description Cost Estimate

3 Hays 
County

Hays County Channel Improvements 
and Detention analysis along Willow 
Springs Creek between McCarty Lane 

and the Railroad

Study to assess flood benefits 
and cost effectiveness of UGRA’s 

nine facilities, evaluating 
alternative risk reduction 

actions such as regional or 
distributed detention, crossing 

improvements, land 
conservation, and targeted 
buyouts, or others as able.

$464,000

4 City of 
Victoria

City of Victoria Spring Creek Watershed 

Project Planning 

Updating the current City of 

Victoria Master Drainage Plan to 

include new land use 

development, hydrologic and 

hydraulic changes, and to perform 

a regional detention analysis for 

the Spring Creek watershed.

$500,000

Total $964,000

• Submitted April 23, 2026

• To be funded over following years



Update on FMEs to be performed by the TWDB

Rank Sponsor FME Name FME Description Cost 
Estimate

5 City of 
Uhland

City of Uhland Drainage Improvement 

Project Planning

Project planning for proposed project to mitigate against 
flooding by increasing the capacity of drainage routes to 

contain the storm water. Proposed drainage improvements 
will reduce flood waters backing up into the City.

$500,000

6 City of San 
Marcos

City of San Marcos USACE Regional 
Flooding Mitigation Bypass Channel 

Project Planning

Update existing study for alternatives, preliminary 
engineering and design of selected alternative

$500,000

7
City of 
Seguin

City of Seguin Citywide Drainage 
Project Planning

Project planning for four priority drainage projects within 
the City of Seguin that would greatly improve the safety of 

their 25,520 residents. Project areas include North 
Guadalupe, North Heideke, Mays Creek and Walnut Branch.

$500,000

8
New 

Braunfels

City of New Braunfels - Box Culvert 
Installation to Reduce Flood Risk on 

Blieders Creek, Comal River and 
Landa Park Project Planning

Project planning for proposed drainage improvements 
project to reduce flooding in the Blieders Creek and 
German Creek watersheds by conveying flows to the 

Guadalupe River. The project is also intended to relieve 
flooding in the Landa Park area.

$500,000

9 Canyon 
Regional 

Water 
Authority

Canyon Regional Water Authority 
Hays Caldwell Water Treatment Plant 

Floodwall Project Planning

Project planning for Canyon Regional WA - Hays Caldwell 
Water Treatment Plant Floodwall Project

$300,000

Total $2.3 M

• Additional Potential FMEs to be Submitted to > $3.9M



Update and presentation of 
FMEs to be performed by the 

RFPG Technical Consultant
Task 4C



FME to FMP Advancement Results for Region (4C)

Project 
Selection

•Region 11 
Selection

•Based on 
filtering

•Spread 
throughout 
Basin

•Consult 
sponsors

•Selecting FMEs

Sponsor Number of 
FMEs 

Ranked

General FME 
Ranking

San Marcos 4 1

Wimberley 15 2

Caldwell County 17 3

Garden Ridge 1 4

Victoria (County) 2 5

Victoria (City) 1 6

Nordheim 1 7

Kerrville 6 8

New Braunfels 1 9

Total 48



FME to FMP Advancement Results for Region (4C)

Project 
Selection

•Region 11 
Selection

•Based on 
filtering

•Spread 
throughout 
Basin

•Consulting with 
sponsors

•Preferred 
FMEs

•Project 
Status

•Project 
Goals

•Select FMEs

Sponsor Number of 
FMEs 

Ranked

General FME 
Ranking

San Marcos 4 1

Wimberley 15 2

Caldwell County 17 3

Garden Ridge 1 4

Sponsor Technical Consultant Consultant Budget

Caldwell Kleinfelder $185,000

San Marcos Freese and Nichols $221,150*

Wimberley Scheibe $130,000



Task 4C FMEs -
San Marcos
City of San 

Marcos South 
LBJ Drive at 

Willow Springs 
Creek Project 

Planning

FME Description:

Analysis to determine a solution to improve the South LBJ 
crossing at Willow Springs, using nature-based solutions as 
applicable. Cost estimates and no negative impact 
assessments will be conducted. 

Description of need for study and expected benefit: 

Feasibility study of crossing improvement alternatives to 
protect City from riverine flooding with risk to life/safety 
and catastrophic damage during storm events.

Cost Estimate: 

$75,000

11-51-0000000142



Task 4C FMEs -
San Marcos
City of San 

Marcos Low 
Water Crossing 

at Jackman 
Project 

Planning

FME Description:

Analysis to determine a solution to improve the crossing at 
Jackman and Purgatory Creek, using nature-based solutions 
as applicable. Cost estimates and no negative impact 
assessments will be conducted. 

Description of need for study and expected benefit: 

Feasibility study of crossing improvement alternatives to 
protect City from riverine flooding with risk to life/safety 
and catastrophic damage during storm events.

Cost Estimate: 

$75,000

11-51-0000000056



Task 4C FMEs -
Wimberley

City of 
Wimberley 

Valley Drive at 
Pierce Creek 
Low Water 

Crossing Project 
Planning

FME Description:

Evaluation of alternatives for raising Valley Drive low water 
crossing at Pierce Creek to allow egress from residential 
areas during flooding.

Description of need for study and expected benefit: 

Need to raise low water crossing at Pierce Creek to allow 
access to and evacuation from residential area during times 
of flooding.  This is currently the only point of egress from 
the neighborhood.

Cost Estimate: 

$70,000

11-51-0000000084



Task 4C FMEs -
Wimberley

City of 
Wimberley Flite 

Acres Drive 
Low Water 
Crossings 
Project 

Planning

FME Description:

Evaluation of alternatives for raising two Flite Acres Drive 
low water crossings to allow egress from residential areas 
during flooding.

Description of need for study and expected benefit: 

Need to raise low water crossings along Flite Acres Road to 
allow access to and evacuation from residential area during 
times of flooding.  This is currently the only point of egress 
from the residential area.

Cost Estimate: 

$70,000

11-51-0000000085



Task 4C FMEs -
Wimberley

City of 
Wimberley 
Green Acres 

Drive at Wilson 
Creek Low 

Water Crossing 
Project 

Planning

FME Description:

Evaluation of alternatives for raising Green Acres Drive low 
water crossing at Wilson Creek to allow egress from 
residential areas during flooding.

Description of need for study and expected benefit: 

Need to raise low water crossing at Wilson Creek to allow 
access to and evacuation from residential areas during 
times of flooding.  This is currently the only point of egress 
for many residences.

Cost Estimate: 

$70,000

11-51-0000000088



Task 4C FMEs -
Caldwell Co.

Hemphill Creek 
Between SH 

142 and SH 80

FME Description:

Planning-level study to evaluate structural and 
non-structural projects to reduce 1-percent-annual-chance 
riverine flooding along Hemphill Creek between SH 142 and 
SH 80, accounting for San Marcos River influences and 
reducing risk to 1,189 people and 410 structures.

Description of need for study and expected benefit: 

Evaluation of alternatives to reduce flooding and provide 
improved ingress and egress for residents during storm 
events.

Cost Estimate: 

$50,000

11-51-0000000161



Task 4C FMEs -
Caldwell Co.

Mebane Creek 
Channel 

Improvements

FME Description:

Planning-level study to evaluate channel improvement 
alternatives along Mebane Creek to reduce 
1-percent-annual-chance riverine flooding upstream of 
Clear Fork Street in Caldwell County, protecting about 15 
homes and 3 critical facilities.

Description of need for study and expected benefit: 

Evaluation of channel improvements to reduce flooding and 
provide improved ingress and egress for residents during 
storm events.

Cost Estimate: 

$50,000

11-51-0000000166



Task 4C FMEs -
Caldwell Co.

Mebane Creek 
Floodwall

FME Description:

Planning-level study to evaluate a floodwall alternative to 
reduce 1-percent-annual-chance riverine flooding along 
Mebane Creek near Blue Stem Drive in Caldwell County, 
protecting about 15 homes and 3 critical facilities within 
the 13-square-mile watershed.

Description of need for study and expected benefit: 

Need to evaluate alternatives to allow access to and
evacuation from Blue Stem Drive during times of flooding. 

Cost Estimate: 

$50,000

11-51-0000000167



Recommendation of Flood 
Management Evaluations, 

Flood Mitigation Projects, and 
Flood Management Strategies 

Task 5A - FMS



FME, FMP, FMS 
Flow Chart



FMS
Flood 
Management 
Strategies can be 
a broad array of 
policy or other 
strategies that 
aid in flood 
management. 

RFPGs shall recommend:

• FMSs to reduce the potential impacts of flood and RFPG goals 
that must, at a minimum, mitigate for flood events associated 
with at 1 percent annual chance (100-year flood) where 
feasible. 

• FMSs or FMPs may not negatively affect a neighboring area or 
an entity’s water supply. 

• FMSs or FMPs that will contribute to water supply may not 
result in an overallocation of a water source based on the 
water availability allocations in the most recently adopted 
State Water Plan. 

• To the extent possible, FMSs that were previously identified 
and evaluated by others prior to and/or outside of the regional 
flood planning process and that are being considered by the 
RFPG for inclusion in the regional flood plan should be 
updated. 



Cycle 1 FMSs

FMS ID Sponsor FMS Name FME Description FMS Type

11-53-
0000000186

Guadalupe 
RFPG

Guadalupe Region-Wide 
Education and Outreach

Activities not limited to implementing/improving 
flood education and awareness programs for 
residents, elected officials, and real estate 
agents/developers; and flood insurance campaigns to 
reduce flood risk and increase NFIP participation.

Education and Outreach

11-53-
0000000187

Guadalupe 
RFPG

Guadalupe Region-Wide 
Property Acquisitions and 

Structural Elevation

Develop and implement a voluntary buyout or 
structural elevation assistance programs to eliminate 
repetitive loss structures and implementing programs 
to purchase/preserve open space to protect riparian 
corridors.

Property Acquisition and 
Structural Elevation

11-53-
0000000188

Guadalupe 
RFPG

Guadalupe Region-Wide 
Regulatory and Guidance

Regularly review and update floodplain ordnances, 
land use/zoning, development criteria, and 
enforcement. Develop and implement higher 
standards, green infrastructure program, and use 
best available data (eg. BLE) to manage floodplains

Regulatory and Guidance

11-53-
0000000189

Guadalupe 
RFPG

Guadalupe Region-Wide 
Flood Measurement and 

Warning

Develop or implement programs to increase flood 
warning including reverse 911 systems; 
evacuation/emergency management plans and 
personnel training; NOAA all-hazards radios, and 
programs to increase safety at low water crossings 
(signs, flashers, gages)

Flood Measurement and 
Warning

11-53-
0000000190

Guadalupe 
RFPG

Guadalupe Region-Wide 
Infrastructure Projects

Develop programs to preserve system functionality 
(storm drains, culverts, bridges); enhance riparian 
corridors & preserve floodplain capacity: and 
infrastructure improvements programs that identify 
and prioritize flood risk reduction projects

Infrastructure Projects



Cycle 2 FMSs

FMS ID Sponsor FMS Name FME Description FMS Type

11-53-
0000000191

Comal
Comal County Flood 

Measurement and Warning

Expand the current high water warning systems in 
Comal County by installing 50 additional systems at 
low water crossings.

Flood Measurement and 
Warning

11-53-
0000000192

Comal
Comal County Flood 

Measurement and Warning

Expanding emergency warning systems in Comal 
County by installing 6 sirens downstream of Canyon 
lake and 4 upstream of Canyon Lake.

Flood Measurement and 
Warning

11-53-
0000000193

City of 
Wimberley

Hays County Flood 
Measurement and Warning

Install flood early warning systems and sirens in areas 
of flood risk across Hays County. 

Flood Measurement and 
Warning



Regional view of FMS area

Houston

San Antonio

Austin

FMS area

77

10

35

37

Victoria
Piedras Negras

San Antonio

Austin

-%Percent Nature-Based$978,000Non-recurring, non-capital cost (NRNC)$978,000Total FMS cost

Estimated Cost(s)

N/AWater supply descriptionNoWater supply contributions?

N/ANegative impact descriptionNoNegative impact?

Impacts

-Residential removedFlood risk reduction, increased participation in the NFIPOther benefits

-Reduction in road closures over 10 years-Low water crossings removed

-Roadways removed(miles)-Farm/ranch removed-Emergency facilities removed

-Critical facilities removed-Structures removed-Population removed

100-Year Flood Risk Reduction

-Total historical road closures661Low water crossings

935Impacted roadway miles360,251.31Farm/ranch at risk (acres)

136Critical facilities at risk27,069Structures at risk62,638Population at risk

18,879Residential at risk-Emergency facilities at risk156Known lives lost in study area

YesOther?NoPlaya?NoLocal?YesCoastal?YesRiverine?Flood risk type:

Existing 100-Year Flood Risk

6,010.37Drainage area (Est. sq-mi) N/AAssumptions/Relevant Context

-If yes, describe Emergency NeedNoEmergency Need?

-Associated FMP's-Associated FME'sMultipleCounty

Activities not limited to implementing/improving flood education and awareness programs for residents, elected officials, and real estate
agents/developers; and flood insurance campaigns to reduce flood risk and increase NFIP participation.

FMS Description

Education and OutreachFMS Type

FMS Details

Meets minimum TWDB requirementsReason for RecommendationYesRFPG Recommend?

Guadalupe Regional Flood Planning Group (Other)Sponsor Name

11-01-0000003546Sponsor Entity ID11-53-0000000186FMS ID

Guadalupe Region-Wide Education and OutreachTitle

Flood Management Strategy (FMS)



Regional view of FMS area

Houston

San Antonio

Austin

FMS area

77

10

35

37

Victoria
Piedras Negras

San Antonio

Austin

-%Percent Nature-Based$1,250,000Non-recurring, non-capital cost (NRNC)$1,250,000Total FMS cost

Estimated Cost(s)

N/AWater supply descriptionNoWater supply contributions?

N/ANegative impact descriptionNoNegative impact?

Impacts

-Residential removedFlood risk reduction and nature based solutionsOther benefits

-Reduction in road closures over 10 years-Low water crossings removed

-Roadways removed(miles)-Farm/ranch removed-Emergency facilities removed

-Critical facilities removed-Structures removed-Population removed

100-Year Flood Risk Reduction

-Total historical road closures661Low water crossings

935Impacted roadway miles360,251.31Farm/ranch at risk (acres)

136Critical facilities at risk27,069Structures at risk62,638Population at risk

18,879Residential at risk-Emergency facilities at risk156Known lives lost in study area

YesOther?NoPlaya?NoLocal?YesCoastal?YesRiverine?Flood risk type:

Existing 100-Year Flood Risk

6,010.37Drainage area (Est. sq-mi) N/AAssumptions/Relevant Context

-If yes, describe Emergency NeedNoEmergency Need?

-Associated FMP's-Associated FME'sMultipleCounty

Develop and implement a voluntary buyout or structural elevation assistance programs to eliminate repetitive loss structures and
implementing programs to purchase/preserve open space to protect riparian corridors.

FMS Description

Property Acquisition and Structural ElevationFMS Type

FMS Details

Meets minimum TWDB requirementsReason for RecommendationYesRFPG Recommend?

Guadalupe Regional Flood Planning Group (Other)Sponsor Name

11-01-0000003546Sponsor Entity ID11-53-0000000187FMS ID

Guadalupe Region-Wide Property Acquisitions and Structural ElevationTitle

Flood Management Strategy (FMS)



Regional view of FMS area

Houston

San Antonio

Austin

FMS area

77

10

35

37

Victoria
Piedras Negras

San Antonio

Austin

-%Percent Nature-Based$93,000Non-recurring, non-capital cost (NRNC)$93,000Total FMS cost

Estimated Cost(s)

N/AWater supply descriptionNoWater supply contributions?

N/ANegative impact descriptionNoNegative impact?

Impacts

-Residential removedFlood risk reduction and nature based solutionsOther benefits

-Reduction in road closures over 10 years-Low water crossings removed

-Roadways removed(miles)-Farm/ranch removed-Emergency facilities removed

-Critical facilities removed-Structures removed-Population removed

100-Year Flood Risk Reduction

-Total historical road closures661Low water crossings

935Impacted roadway miles360,251.31Farm/ranch at risk (acres)

136Critical facilities at risk27,069Structures at risk62,638Population at risk

18,879Residential at risk-Emergency facilities at risk156Known lives lost in study area

YesOther?NoPlaya?NoLocal?YesCoastal?YesRiverine?Flood risk type:

Existing 100-Year Flood Risk

6,010.37Drainage area (Est. sq-mi) N/AAssumptions/Relevant Context

-If yes, describe Emergency NeedNoEmergency Need?

-Associated FMP's-Associated FME'sMultipleCounty

Regularly review and update floodplain ordnances, land use/zoning, development criteria, and enforcement. Develop and implement higher
standards, green infrastructure program, and use best available data (eg. BLE) to manage floodplains

FMS Description

Regulatory and GuidanceFMS Type

FMS Details

Meets minimum TWDB requirementsReason for RecommendationYesRFPG Recommend?

Guadalupe Regional Flood Planning Group (Other)Sponsor Name

11-01-0000003546Sponsor Entity ID11-53-0000000188FMS ID

Guadalupe Region-Wide Regulatory and GuidanceTitle

Flood Management Strategy (FMS)



Regional view of FMS area

Houston

San Antonio

Austin

FMS area

77

10

35

37

Victoria
Piedras Negras

San Antonio

Austin

-%Percent Nature-Based$1,000,000Non-recurring, non-capital cost (NRNC)$9,541,000Total FMS cost

Estimated Cost(s)

N/AWater supply descriptionNoWater supply contributions?

N/ANegative impact descriptionNoNegative impact?

Impacts

-Residential removedPublic safetyOther benefits

-Reduction in road closures over 10 years-Low water crossings removed

-Roadways removed(miles)-Farm/ranch removed-Emergency facilities removed

-Critical facilities removed-Structures removed-Population removed

100-Year Flood Risk Reduction

-Total historical road closures661Low water crossings

935Impacted roadway miles360,251.31Farm/ranch at risk (acres)

136Critical facilities at risk27,069Structures at risk62,638Population at risk

18,879Residential at risk-Emergency facilities at risk156Known lives lost in study area

YesOther?NoPlaya?NoLocal?YesCoastal?YesRiverine?Flood risk type:

Existing 100-Year Flood Risk

6,010.37Drainage area (Est. sq-mi) N/AAssumptions/Relevant Context

-If yes, describe Emergency NeedNoEmergency Need?

-Associated FMP's-Associated FME'sMultipleCounty

Develop or implement programs to increase flood warning including reverse 911 systems; evacuation/emergency management plans and
personnel training; NOAA all-hazards radios, and programs to increase safety at low water crossings (signs, flashers, gages)

FMS Description

Flood Measurement and WarningFMS Type

FMS Details

Meets minimum TWDB requirementsReason for RecommendationYesRFPG Recommend?

Guadalupe Regional Flood Planning Group (Other)Sponsor Name

11-01-0000003546Sponsor Entity ID11-53-0000000189FMS ID

Guadalupe Region-Wide Flood Measurement and WarningTitle

Flood Management Strategy (FMS)



Regional view of FMS area

Houston

San Antonio

Austin

FMS area

77

10

35

37

Victoria
Piedras Negras

San Antonio

Austin

-%Percent Nature-Based$2,000,000Non-recurring, non-capital cost (NRNC)$21,611,000Total FMS cost

Estimated Cost(s)

N/AWater supply descriptionNoWater supply contributions?

N/ANegative impact descriptionNoNegative impact?

Impacts

-Residential removedFlood Risk Reduction and Public safetyOther benefits

-Reduction in road closures over 10 years-Low water crossings removed

-Roadways removed(miles)-Farm/ranch removed-Emergency facilities removed

-Critical facilities removed-Structures removed-Population removed

100-Year Flood Risk Reduction

-Total historical road closures661Low water crossings

935Impacted roadway miles360,251.31Farm/ranch at risk (acres)

136Critical facilities at risk27,069Structures at risk62,638Population at risk

18,879Residential at risk-Emergency facilities at risk156Known lives lost in study area

YesOther?NoPlaya?NoLocal?YesCoastal?YesRiverine?Flood risk type:

Existing 100-Year Flood Risk

6,010.37Drainage area (Est. sq-mi) N/AAssumptions/Relevant Context

-If yes, describe Emergency NeedNoEmergency Need?

-Associated FMP's-Associated FME'sMultipleCounty

Develop programs to preserve system functionality (storm drains, culverts, bridges); enhance riparian corridors & preserve floodplain
capacity: and infrastructure improvements programs that identify and prioritize flood risk reduction projects

FMS Description

Infrastructure ProjectsFMS Type

FMS Details

Meets minimum TWDB requirementsReason for RecommendationYesRFPG Recommend?

Guadalupe Regional Flood Planning Group (Other)Sponsor Name

11-01-0000003546Sponsor Entity ID11-53-0000000190FMS ID

Guadalupe Region-Wide Infrastructure ProjectsTitle

Flood Management Strategy (FMS)



Regional view of FMS area

Houston

San Antonio

Austin

FMS area
16

281

10

46

281

35

San Marcos

New Braunfels

-%Percent Nature-Based-Non-recurring, non-capital cost (NRNC)-Total FMS cost

Estimated Cost(s)

-Water supply description-Water supply contributions?

-Negative impact description-Negative impact?

Impacts

1,061Residential removed-Other benefits

-Reduction in road closures over 10 years-6Low water crossings removed

14.34Roadways removed(miles)0Farm/ranch removed0Emergency facilities removed

0Critical facilities removed1,277Structures removed2,607Population removed

100-Year Flood Risk Reduction

-Total historical road closures82Low water crossings

109.85Impacted roadway miles9,688.59Farm/ranch at risk (acres)

9Critical facilities at risk4,017Structures at risk9,009Population at risk

3,007Residential at risk4Emergency facilities at risk5Known lives lost in study area

NoOther?NoPlaya?YesLocal?NoCoastal?YesRiverine?Flood risk type:

Existing 100-Year Flood Risk

575.1Drainage area (Est. sq-mi) N/AAssumptions/Relevant Context

-If yes, describe Emergency NeedNoEmergency Need?

-Associated FMP's-Associated FME'sComalCounty

Expand the current high water warning systems in Comal County by installing 50 additional systems at low water crossings.FMS Description

Flood Measurement and WarningFMS Type

FMS Details

-Reason for Recommendation-RFPG Recommend?

Comal (County)Sponsor Name

00-01-0000000014Sponsor Entity ID11-53-0000000191FMS ID

Comal County Flood Measurement and WarningTitle

Flood Management Strategy (FMS)



Regional view of FMS area

Houston

San Antonio

Austin

FMS area
16

281

10

46

281

35

San Marcos

New Braunfels

-%Percent Nature-Based-Non-recurring, non-capital cost (NRNC)-Total FMS cost

Estimated Cost(s)

-Water supply description-Water supply contributions?

-Negative impact description-Negative impact?

Impacts

1,061Residential removed-Other benefits

-Reduction in road closures over 10 years-6Low water crossings removed

14.34Roadways removed(miles)0Farm/ranch removed0Emergency facilities removed

0Critical facilities removed1,277Structures removed2,607Population removed

100-Year Flood Risk Reduction

-Total historical road closures82Low water crossings

109.85Impacted roadway miles9,688.59Farm/ranch at risk (acres)

9Critical facilities at risk4,017Structures at risk9,009Population at risk

3,007Residential at risk4Emergency facilities at risk5Known lives lost in study area

NoOther?NoPlaya?YesLocal?NoCoastal?YesRiverine?Flood risk type:

Existing 100-Year Flood Risk

575.1Drainage area (Est. sq-mi) N/AAssumptions/Relevant Context

-If yes, describe Emergency NeedNoEmergency Need?

-Associated FMP's-Associated FME'sComalCounty

Expanding emergency warning systems in Comal County by installing 6 sirens downstream of Canyon lake and 4 upstream of Canyon
Lake.

FMS Description

Flood Measurement and WarningFMS Type

FMS Details

-Reason for Recommendation-RFPG Recommend?

Comal (County)Sponsor Name

00-01-0000000014Sponsor Entity ID11-53-0000000192FMS ID

Comal County Flood Measurement and WarningTitle

Flood Management Strategy (FMS)



Regional view of FMS area

Houston

San Antonio

Austin

FMS area
281

35

San Marcos

New Braunfels

Austin

-%Percent Nature-Based-Non-recurring, non-capital cost (NRNC)-Total FMS cost

Estimated Cost(s)

-Water supply description-Water supply contributions?

-Negative impact description-Negative impact?

Impacts

1,206Residential removed-Other benefits

-Reduction in road closures over 10 years-9Low water crossings removed

4.76Roadways removed(miles)756.14Farm/ranch removed5Emergency facilities removed

0Critical facilities removed1,637Structures removed6,202Population removed

100-Year Flood Risk Reduction

-Total historical road closures92Low water crossings

119Impacted roadway miles10,120.02Farm/ranch at risk (acres)

31Critical facilities at risk5,185Structures at risk21,550Population at risk

3,820Residential at risk14Emergency facilities at risk12Known lives lost in study area

NoOther?NoPlaya?YesLocal?NoCoastal?YesRiverine?Flood risk type:

Existing 100-Year Flood Risk

678.62Drainage area (Est. sq-mi) N/AAssumptions/Relevant Context

-If yes, describe Emergency NeedNoEmergency Need?

-Associated FMP's-Associated FME'sHaysCounty

Install flood early warning systems and sirens in areas of flood risk across Hays County.FMS Description

Flood Measurement and WarningFMS Type

FMS Details

-Reason for Recommendation-RFPG Recommend?

Wimberley (Municipality)Sponsor Name

11-01-0000002432Sponsor Entity ID11-53-0000000193FMS ID

Hays County Flood Measurement and WarningTitle

Flood Management Strategy (FMS)



Flood response information 
and activities

Task 7



Survey on 
flooding issues 
and floodplain 
management 
goals

Purpose:

Collect information and data regarding existing flood 
infrastructure, floodplain management, flood risk reduction 
(mitigation) planning and projects, emergency response, 
and funding..

Audience: 

Encourage all potential stakeholders, including the general 
public

Next Steps: 

Share!

https://freese.mysocialpinpoint.com/guadalupe-regional-flood-plan-take-the-survey



Guadalupe 
Region FEWS 
Overview

Updates:

• Senate Bill 3 Implementation

• Funding needs

• County wide systems
• Upper Basin

• Lower Basin

• City wide systems
• Upper Basin 

• Lower Basin



Legislative, Administrative, and 
Regulatory Recommendations

Task 8



Task 8 Actions
Recommendations 
on policy issues 
related to 
floodplain 
management and 
flood mitigation 
planning and 
implementation 

RFPGs may adopt:

• Legislative recommendations considered necessary to 
facilitate floodplain management and flood mitigation 
planning and implementation. 

• Other regulatory or administrative recommendations 
considered necessary to facilitate floodplain management and 
flood mitigation planning and implementation. 

• Any other recommendations that the RFPG believes are 
needed and desirable to achieve its regional flood mitigation 
and floodplain management goals. 

• Recommendations regarding potential, new revenue-raising 
opportunities, including potential new municipal drainage 
utilities or regional flood authorities, that could fund the 
development, operation, and maintenance of floodplain 
management or flood mitigation activities in the region. 



Recommendation Review

Data Source 
Review

• Cycle 1 Region 11 
Regional Flood 
Plan

• 2024 State Flood 
Plan – Chapter 2

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination

Next Steps



Legislative Recommendations

ID Recommendation Implemented Intent

8.1.1
Continue recurring biennial appropriations to Flood Infrastructure Fund (FIF) for Study, Strategy, 
and Project implementation.

Yes

Chapter 2 carries the same 
FIF/flood-funding concept, 
but broadens it to ongoing 
flood mitigation, planning, 
modeling, and mapping.

8.1.2

State adoption of higher flood standards, for example, establish a minimum floor elevation two 
feet above the base flood elevation to account for potential changes in future rainfall depths 
and flood elevations. Enact legislation updating the state building code to a more recent edition 
(e.g., the 2018 edition of the International Building Code and International Residential Code).

Yes

Chapter 2 splits this concept 
into statewide standards, 
statewide building codes, 
minimum freeboard, and 
IBC/IRC-related higher 
standards. 

8.1.3
Promote, develop and allocate State funding to assist dam owners (public and private) with the 
costs associated with repair and maintenance of dams.

Yes

Chapter 2 specifically 
recommends assistance for 
public sponsors and 
private/other governmental 
dam owners, but broadens 
the scope to evaluation, 
repair, maintenance, and 
upgrade of dams.

8.1.4
Expand the ongoing program and funding to enhance flood early warning system 
implementation on a regional basis (especially in rural areas).

Yes

Both call for expanded 
regional flood early warning 
systems with emphasis on 
rural areas.

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination



Legislative Recommendations

ID Recommendation Implemented Intent

8.1.5

Provide guidance and funding for buyout programs to remove repetitive loss structures and 
potentially convert flood prone neighborhoods into green space/parkland as an alternative to 
large-scale construction projects. Importantly, funding should consider factors other than 
benefit-to-cost ratio (BCR). Funding should continue and be expanded for both pre- and post-
disaster buyout programs.

No

Chapter 2 contains related 
nature-based/open-space 
language, but it does not 
include a named 
recommendation on buyout 
programs or changing BCR 
treatment for buyouts.

8.1.6
Continue and expand funding to improve safety at low water crossings through structural 
improvements and/or flood warning systems or other enhanced safety measures.

Yes

Both call for funding to 
improve low water crossing 
safety through structural 
measures and flood warning.

8.1.7

Provide counties with the authority to require commercial outfitters, landowners, and parks to 
safely park recreational vehicles and recreational equipment outside of the floodplain. Develop 
and promote educational materials such as flood warning or evacuation planning to help guide 
businesses and parks.

Yes

Chapter 2 includes a broader 
recommendation to clarify 
county floodplain-
management authority. The 
RV/outfitter/park-specific 
language and educational-
material component are not 
repeated.

8.1.8
Provide funding to increase the number of conservation easements for riparian areas and land 
in the 100-year floodplains.

Yes

Chapter 2 recommends 
funding and incentives for 
nature-based solutions, open 
space, and floodplain 
preservation. It does not 
specifically call out 
conservation easements.

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination



Legislative Recommendations

ID Recommendation Implemented Intent

8.1.9
Modify the enabling legislation for Green DeWitt Drainage District to allow them expand to 
watershed boundaries rather than political (Municipal or County) boundaries.

No

No specific recommendation 
addresses the Green DeWitt 
Drainage District or changing 
a drainage district's enabling 
legislation to watershed 
boundaries.

8.1.10
Modify CDBG-MIT funding rules to eliminate the need for an eligible recipient to sign a waiver to 
allow funding to pass down to sub-recipients if those sub-recipients are also eligible for funding.

No

No named Chapter 2 
recommendation addresses 
CDBG-MIT pass-through 
waiver rules.

8.1.11
Clarify existing legislation (perhaps through issuing guidance or administrative rule) that 
provides counties the authority to regulate floodplains including development of land use plans 
and regulatory authorities such as permitting.

Yes

Chapter 2 expressly 
recommends clarifying 
counties' regulatory 
authority regarding 
floodplain management.

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination



Administrative Recommendations

ID Recommendation Implemented Intent

8.2.1
Develop model ordinances for general law cities (building codes, 
Low Impact Design/Development, Green Infrastructure, other).

No

Chapter 2 addresses higher standards and nature-
based solutions, but it does not include a named 
recommendation to develop model ordinances for 
general law cities.

8.2.2
Continue and expand funding to support ongoing 

education/training regarding floodplain management.
Yes

Chapter 2 recommends targeted technical 
assistance for floodplain-management activities and 
broader public flood education/outreach. It does 
not frame the action exactly as an ongoing training-
funding program.

8.2.3
Modify the selection process for flood projects so that project 

selection is not scored or awarded only on a traditional benefit-
cost ratio.

No

Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2 shows 'Improving benefit-
cost analyses' as a recommendation theme, but 
Chapter 2 does not carry that theme into a named 
recommendation header or recommendation text.

8.2.4
Continue and increase funding and/or technical assistance to 

develop updated floodplain maps.
Yes

Chapter 2 recommends dedicated funding for flood 
risk modeling and mapping and targeted technical 
assistance, but it does not single out updated 
floodplain maps as a standalone recommendation.

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination



Administrative Recommendations

ID Recommendation Implemented Intent

8.2.5

Develop a statewide database and tracking system to document 
flood-related fatalities and provide a public website/dashboard 
that conveys map-based statistical information regarding these 

fatalities.

No

No named Chapter 2 recommendation 
creates a statewide fatality database or 
dashboard.

8.2.6
Continue and increase funding for stream monitoring at high-risk 

flood prone areas.
Yes

Chapter 2 addresses flood early warning 
systems and flood sensors/related warning 
activities, but it does not use the narrower 
stream-monitoring wording.

8.2.7
Provide incentives to local governments to participate in the 

FEMA Community Rating System (CRS) program.
No

Figure 2-2 in Chapter 2 shows CRS 
participation as a floodplain-management 
theme, but Chapter 2 does not include a 
named recommendation offering incentives 
for CRS participation.

8.2.8

TWDB, TFMA, river authorities, and local governments should 
provide Green Infrastructure training to agencies, local 

governments, engineers, planners and encourage this practice in 
flood mitigation efforts.

Yes

Chapter 2 recommends funding/incentives 
for nature-based solutions and broader 
education/outreach. It does not establish a 
specific green-infrastructure training 
program.

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination



Administrative Recommendations

ID Recommendation Implemented Intent

8.2.9

TWDB Flood Infrastructure Fund (FIF) project selection process should 
place additional emphasis on social vulnerability, sustainability, 

environmental resilience, etc. in addition to benefit cost analysis to 
guide the funding and implementation of multi-dimensional projects 

that can provide water supply and other benefits beyond flood 
mitigation.

No

No named Chapter 2 recommendation revises 
FIF scoring to emphasize social vulnerability, 
sustainability, environmental resilience, or multi-
benefit/water-supply outcomes.

8.2.10
TWDB/TFMA or others should develop a riparian management 

guidance document that addresses vegetation management purpose, 
timing, and location within the floodplain and floodway.

No

Chapter 2 includes broad nature-based-solutions 
and asset-management guidance, but it does not 
include a named riparian/vegetation-
management guidance recommendation.

8.2.11
Encourage cities and counties to exercise their existing authority to 

manage new and existing development, and fund projects to mitigate 
existing flooding.

Yes

Chapter 2 addresses local floodplain-
management authority and encourages 
minimum floodplain-management practices. The 
R11 wording about funding local projects is not 
expressly repeated.

8.2.12
Encourage communities to work together to enhance program/project 

efforts to improve funding and implementation opportunities.
No

Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2 shows interjurisdictional 
collaboration as a recommendation theme, but 
Chapter 2 does not carry that theme into a 
named recommendation header or 
recommendation text for community 
collaboration.

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination



Administrative Recommendations

ID Recommendation Implemented Intent

8.2.13
TWDB should work with FEMA and other regulatory agencies to 

develop a more effective way to measure/calculate flood damages 
including the number of structures, and financial cost of damages.

No
No named Chapter 2 recommendation addresses 
improved statewide flood-damage calculation 
methods.

8.2.14
TWDB should encourage communities to adopt best practice modeling, 

and model reporting practices.
No

Chapter 2 includes funding for modeling and 
mapping, but it does not include a named 
recommendation on best-practice modeling or 
model-reporting standards.

8.2.15
TWDB should leverage available state and federal programs to 

prioritize the preservation and restoration of natural or pre-
development hydrology.

Yes

Chapter 2 recommends funding/incentives for 
nature-based solutions and preserving floodplain 
space for water. The R11 wording about pre-
development hydrology is more specific.

8.2.16
TWDB should consider additional incentives to encourage the 

incorporation of nature-based solutions in flood mitigation projects.
Yes

Chapter 2 calls for funding and incentives for 
incorporating nature-based solutions.

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination



Administrative Recommendations

ID Recommendation Implemented Intent

8.2.17
TWDB should evaluate the potential to use ongoing research projects 
to develop and provide a future flood hazard dataset to the Regional 

Flood Planning Groups for use in the second planning cycle.
No

No named Chapter 2 recommendation calls for a 
future flood hazard dataset for the second 
planning cycle.

8.2.18
TWDB should review the list of critical facilities to determine if 

additional types (such as industrial facilities or superfund sites) should 
be included.

No
No named Chapter 2 recommendation revises 
the statewide critical-facilities list.

8.2.19
Review State-wide Flood Planning programs in other states to 

determine if there are any initiatives that would be appropriate to 
include in the Texas State Flood Planning process.

No
No named Chapter 2 recommendation calls for a 
review of other states' flood planning programs.

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination



Regulatory Recommendations

ID Recommendation Implemented Intent

8.3.1
TxDOT design criteria should include stormwater detention 

requirements to not increase downstream flooding from new 
highway projects.

No
Chapter 2 addresses statewide infrastructure standards 
and TxDOT compliance with local standards. It does not 
specifically require detention for new highway projects.

8.3.2
Statewide detention and/or verification of no downstream impact 
from new development for design storms ranging from the 2-year 

to the 100-year storm.
Yes

Chapter 2 addresses statewide design standards, a 
broader range of storm-event frequencies, detention 
for new development, and limiting negative impacts. 
The wording is broader than R11's detention/no-
downstream-impact formulation.

8.3.3
State should provide guidance and/or authority to local 

governments to manage proposed RV parks in the floodplain.
No

Chapter 2 includes broader local-authority language, 
but it does not include a named RV-park-specific 
guidance or authority recommendation.

Incorporation 
Review

Intent 
Determination



Adoption of plan and public 
participation

Task 10



Two Public Comments Received Since March 3, 2026 via 
comments@guadaluperfpg.org and One Public Comment 
Received at the RFPG Meeting on March 10, 2026 

Two Comments 
Received from 
March 4  to 
May 3

Topic Comment
Email received from 

Hays County 

requesting supporting 

spatial data for FMEs 

and FMPs

On behalf of Hays County, HDR requested supporting spatial data for 

the FMEs and FMPs to avoid duplication of effort and provide clarity 

on the currently identified flood mitigation activities. HDR is working 

with Hays County on a Countywide Water Study. FNI provided the 

data.

At the March 10 RFPG 

meeting, a question 

was asked regarding 

ASRs recommended as 

FMPs

The City of Kyle representative asked why ASRs were not being 

recommended as FMPs. Several planning group members provided 

reasons why ASRs would not work.

Topic Comment

Email request from 

public official to keep 

them updated

Senator Donna Campbell’s office requested to keep them updated on 

Guadalupe River Basin Flood Planning. The response noted the 

request and provided anticipated dates for the remaining RFPG 

meetings in 2026.

mailto:comments@guadaluperfpg.org


Agenda Item 11

Future meeting dates for 2026

• Tuesday, July 14, 2026 (9:00am)

• Tuesday, September 8, 2026 (9:00am)

• Tuesday, November 10, 2026 (9:00am)

Discussion of future meeting dates for 2027



Tentative Topics for future meetings

Meeting Milestones / Goals

July 2026 Task 5B Update
Present Chapter 1 to RFPG

Present Cycle 2 FMSs
September 2026 Task 5B Update

Submit SOW for remaining 5B FMEs
Submit Community Affirmation Forms

Present Updated Cycle 1 FMEs
November 2026 Task 5B Update

Potential Action to Recommend Chapters 7 & 8

Agenda Item 12



Agenda Item 13

Public general comments – limit 3 minutes per person



Agenda Item 14

Adjourn




