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Transmissivity values from
Aquifer Pumping Tests

All Transmissivity values from aquifer pumping
tests and calculated from specific capacity
(square feet/day)

Transmissivity values calculated from
Hydrostratigraphic Specific Capacity (square feet/day)

unit

(square feet/day)

25th 75th 25th 75th 25th 75th
Count Percentile Median Percentile Count Percentile Median Percentile Count Percentile  Median Percentile

Upper Trinity 1 - 199 - 217 7 28 70 218 8 28 70
Middle Trinity 58 41 159 521 821 26 70 185 879 28 73 200
17 142 214 317 385 35 54 127 402 35 57 147

Storativity Value
Storativity
Min Median Max

Upper Tr|n|ty - -

28 0.00001  0.0002  0.149
6 0.00001  0.00008  0.0045
13 0.00001  0.00009  0.0004
47 0.00001  0.0002  0.149
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surface water dominates discharge

» Recharge is via diffuse and focused recharge

in addition to

Interformational flow will ultimately need to be
determined during calibration of a numerical model
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Hill Country Trinity Aquifer Conceptual Model Stakeholder Meeting
July 13,2018
Questions and Responses

Q: There’s an interesting anticline in the model cross section. The Maverick basin is
known to have inversion features.

A: This is an area of sparse data. This could be an effect of these different structure
variations and complexities in the domain. It could also be the result of Laramide
deformation similar to the Chittim anticline and Zavala Syncline that exist just to the
southwest of the study domain.

Q: Were ramps able to reveal themselves in the data? At the regional scale are they
not as obvious?

A: A previous EAA [Edwards Aquifer Authority] project focusing on Edwards and Trinity
done by SWRI had a more complex fault model. Relay ramps are better delineated in that
fault model. Even though the data and resolution are sparse for this project, we still see
evidence for ramp geometry in the data.

Q: Regarding the potentiometric surfaces - why is there a separation between
Trinity Aquifer contours within and outside of the Balcones Fault Zone? In Hays and
Travis counties, we see very continuous surfaces/no separate systems in these
counties.

A: When you contour together, weird values occur along the zone due to large offsets.
Studies have shown that separate water systems occur as Trinity Aquifer groundwater
enters the Edwards Aquifer along the Balcones Fault Zone.

Q: What did you use to contour the potentiometric surfaces of Trinity units? Have
you tried to use faults as barriers in that interpolation tool to avoid
compartmentalizing two different systems (north and south of the Balcones Fault
Zone)?

A: The control points are wells. The ArcGIS Topo-to-Raster function was used to generate
the potentiometric surfaces. And no, we do not have fault lines to define barriers to see
how it differs. This can be tested, but on a regional scale, this compartmentalization of
Trinity Aquifer north and south of the Balcones Fault Zone was easiest. However, this is a
complicated system, so this leaves many good options to explore.

Q: Did you consider gaining and losing streams in these potentiometric surfaces?
A: Yes, they were considered as control points (ex: springs) in predevelopment conditions.

Q: Did you look at measurement gain-loss sections?
A: Yes, it was not included in presentation but can be found in the draft final report. This is

something that can inform the focused recharge model.

Q: Did you take into account age dating of water into the conceptual model?



A: We looked at it in the water chemistry analyses to assess inter-formational flow. In
terms of the ages we evaluated, [they are] generally all meteoric.

Q: Regarding the block diagram: there are many arrows, which is a reflection of the
remaining uncertainty of this system. We need to be careful about understanding
these connections and how they may differ in different sections (for example, in Hays
County, the continuous potentiometric surfaces have stark differences in
geochemistry). I think the effort to simplify this large expanse can’t address certain
things without more details. It does help to show that we are far away from
understanding the whole system due to so many complexities. Not sure if any GAM-
scale model will capture these complexities.

A: The Edwards Aquifer Authority inter-formational flow project will shed more light. The
model will be relatively insensitive to some of these complexities. This is more constrained
than it may appear but because of the effort to establish each of these arrows.

Q: Regarding the block diagram: there’s no interaction with the Pre-Cretaceous and
Trinity?

A: This is addressed and discussed in the report. Primary and secondary porosity is
sufficiently lower in the Pre-Cretaceous rocks. This may need to be addressed in the
numerical model. Arrows were previously there but removed due to scale of
permeabilities. There may be communication but it is challenging to constrain this.

Q: Regarding the inter-formational flow figures in the draft final report: there is not
much text associated with them? Is there more discussion of spatial variation of
inter-formational flow between the Edwards and Trinity aquifers?

A: We did not feel we had sufficient information to address this further. We haven’t had the
information at our disposal. We expected Edwards Aquifer Authority inter-formational
flow work to be further developed and anticipated this would be a great source of
knowledge. I think we can do a better job of summarizing this in the report.
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