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TWDB Guidelines

1 Planning Area Description3

— Chapter 1is a summary of the regional water planning area (RWPA) that addresses items described in 31 7]
TAC §357.30, including the new ‘utility-based” water user groups (WUGs) and the new category major
water providers (MWPs), as well as any other significant aspects of the RWPA that are considered -
relevant to the RWP. The MWPs for the RWPA are a subset of WUGs and/or wholesale water providers
(WWPs) as identified by the RWPG to be of particular significance to the region’s water supply. Data
analysis and evaluations described throughout this document are relevant to the WUGs and WWPs of -
the RWPA, Data analyses of identified WWPs will continue to factor into the evaluation of contractual
obligations to supply water, the demands associated with WUGs served by the WWP, the evaluation of
the WWP's existing water supplies, and the evaluation of water management strategies (WMSs) and
projects, for example. TWDB generated data tables from the State Water Planning Database (DB22) will
continue to utilize and report on WWP data developed by the RWPGs. WUG and WWP data will support
compiling results to describe the MWPs of the RWPA. Even though the RWPG is not required to
specifically report basic information on WWP demands and supplies in the regional water plan®, it will
need to do so in at least two specific instances:

[N

1. if that same entity is also designated by the RWPG as a MWP, or

2. ifthat WWP is designated as the “sponsor” of any recommended water management strategy
project [WMSP) in the plan, through TWDB-generated data reports. The WWP information will
provide the basis for the WWP WMSP or water management strategy.

These are minimum reporting requirements, however an RWPG may present more WWP information
utilized in the development of their plan. The extent to which RWPGs report on WWPs is left largely to
the discretion of the RWPGs.




TWDB Guidelines

(continued)

RWPGs shall describe their RWPA including the following:

B 1. social and economic aspects of a region such as information on current population, economic
activity and economic sectors heavily dependent on water resources;

2. current water use and major water demand centers;

3. current groundwater, surface water, and reuse supplies including major springs that are
important for water supply or protection of natural resources;

4. major water providers;

5. agricultural and natural resources;

6. identified water quality problems;

— 7. identified threats to agricultural and natural resources due to water quantity problems or water —

quality problems related to water supply;

8. summary of existing local and regional water plans;

9, the identified historic drought(s) of record within the RWPA;

10. current preparations for drought within the RWPA;

11. information provided by the Board from water loss audits performed by Retail Public Utilities
pursuant to 31 TAC §358.6 (relating to water loss audits); and,

12. an identification of each threat to agricultural and natural resources and a discussion of how
that threat will be addressed or affected by the WMSs evaluated in the plan.

1 ==

in tabular form along with a description of the information and how the RWPG considered the

{ Information provided by the TWDEB from water loss audits may be presented, for example, as a summary }
information in developing the RWP.

droughts of record that impact RWPA water supplies in addition to identifying the overall historic

When presenting historic drought(s) of record, the RWPG may identify other relevant (e.g., basin-level) }_
{ drought of record in the RWPA.



Suggested Action

Please review draft 2021 RWP Planning Area Description text and

provide comments / ideas.
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2 Population and Water Demand Projections

TWDE will prepare draft population and municipal water demand projections for 2020-2070 for all
population-related WUGs using data based on the population projections in the 2017 State Water Plan
as reassembled by utility service areas. Because there will not be new decennial census data available in
time to be used in the 2021 regional water plans, the emphasis of this work will be on the transition of
the 2017 State Water Plan population projections and the associated water demand projections from
political boundaries to utility service area boundaries and to making limited modifications based on
relevant changed conditions that have occurred since the development of the projections used in the
2017 State Water Plan.

||
] \

Mon-population related draft water demand projections consisting of manufacturing, irrigation and
steam-electric power generation will be developed using newly adopted methodologies and made
—  available for review by the RWPGs. For mining and livestock categories, the same projections with minor -~
adjustments from the 2017 State Water Plan will be proposed as draft projections for the 2021 regional
water plans.

The definition of WUGs to be used in the 2021 regional water plans and the 2022 State Water Plan can
be found in 31 TAC §357.10(41).




Background

= September 2016 - New municipal WUG definitions presented

= Fall 2016 — TWDB finalized list of municipal WUGs

« January 2017 — TWDB released draft municipal population and water demand projections
= March 2017 — TWDB released draft non-municipal water demand projections

= December 2017 — LERWPG submitted municipal and non-municipal water demands
revision request

« January 2018 — LERWPG received approval of demand revisions

= September 2018 — Technical Memorandum submitted




Suggested Action

Please review draft 2021 RWP Population and Water Demands text and

provide comments / ideas.
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3 Water Availability and Existing Water Supplies?

3.1 Introduction

Estimating how much water there is to meet water demands is a two-step process that examines both  _
water availability and existing water supply. Those two terms have very specific, and not necessarily
intuitive, meanings in the water planning process.

Water availability refers to the maximum volume of raw water that could be withdrawn annually from
each source (such as a reservoir or aquifer) during a repeat of the drought of record. Availability does -
not account for whether the supply is connected to or legally authorized for use by a specific WUG.
Water availability is analyzed from the perspective of the source and answers the guestion: “How much
water from this source could be delivered to water users as either an existing water supply or, in the
future, as part of a water management strategy?” Determining water availability is the first step in
assessing potential water supply volumes for a planning group.

—  Second, planning groups evaluate the subset of the water availability volume that is already connected
to WUGs. This subset is defined as existing water supply and is based on legal access to the water as well
as the infrastructure (such as pipelines and treatment plant capacity) already in place to treat and
deliver the water to the “doorstep” of WUGs. Existing water supply is analyzed from the perspective of
water users and answers the guestion: “How much water supply could each WUG already rely on should
there be a repeat of the drought of record?” It is the responsibility of the RWPG to ensure that the
resulting estimates of alternative water availability are reasonable for drought planning purposes and
will reflect conditions expected in the event of near-term, actual drought conditions.

RWPGs shall evaluate water source availability and existing water supplies during drought conditions for
entities including WUGs and WWPs (and the resulting subset of MWPs) as defined in this guidance
document’s Definitions and Acronyms section and the TWDB administrative rules [31 TAC §357.10].%

RWPGs shall identify all water sources and their associated annual availability volumes within the RWPA
even if such sources are not currently connected or being used but are potentially available for existing
use or in the future.




Background

= March 2018 — LERWPG hydrologic variance request submitted

o Congruent interregional planning; Brazos WAM with Region G’s approved assumptions

= May 2018 — TWDB approved LERWPG hydrologic variance request
= May 2018 — Memo to LERWPG from HDR:

o Proposed groundwater supply allocation methodology
o Municipal WUGs - Groundwater supply based on well capacity reported to TCEQ

o All other uses - Groundwater capacity based on historical groundwater pumpage
reports available from TWDB

= Regional water planning surface water availability evaluated using TCEQ'’s water availability
models (WAMs)

« Use Modeled Available Groundwater (MAG)

= September 2018 — Technical Memorandum submitted




Suggested Action

Please review draft 2021 RWP Chapter 3. Water Availability and Existing
Water Supplies text and provide comments / ideas.
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4 Identification of Water Needs3!

RWPs shall include identified water needs for WUGs and MWPs. RWPGs shall compare projected water
demands™ with existing water supplies accessible to WUGs and WUG customers of WWPs in an RWPA®
in order to determine whether entities will experience water surpluses or needs for additional supplies.
Results shall be reported for WUGs by categories of use including municipal, manufacturing, irrigation,
steam electric, mining, and livestock for each county or portion of a county in an RWPA for each decade.
Results shall be reported for MWPs by categories of use including municipal, manufacturing, irrigation,
steam electric, mining, and livestock for the RWPA each decade.

The RWPs are based on planning decades™ which represent temporal ‘snapshots’ (e.g. 2020, 2030)
representing conditions for that year and the subsequent years prior to the next decade (e.g. 2030
needs shall be assumed to carry through 2039). This also means that if a municipal water need is
identified for the 2030 decade, a recommended WMS would have to be developed and operating by the
year 2030 if it is to meet that water need. Therefore, a WMS that is shown as providing a supply in the
2030 decade is assumed to come online in or prior to the year 2030.




Background

Develop Regional Water Plan
(i.e. 2021 Plan)

Describe the Region

Assess Projected Population
and Water Demands Yy  TwDB

Review of
16 Regional
Water Plans

Assess Current Supplies

Calculate “Needs”or
Shortages

Evaluate and Recommend
Water Management
Strategies to Meet Needs




Suggested Action

Please review draft 2021 RWP of Chapter 4: Identification of Water Needs
text and provide comments / ideas.
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Water Management Strategy
Development

= Strategy description
= Modeling and available supply
= Infrastructure timing

= Environmental issues

o Endangered, threatened, and species of
concern for county

= Engineering and costing
= Implementation

Example: Lubbock’s Jim Bertram Lake 7 Strategy




Water Management Strategies for Review / In Progress

= City of Lubbock Surface Water WMS
= City of Lubbock Groundwater WMS
= Conservation strategies

= Groundwater (new well[s]) strategies
o INTERA

= Salt Fork Water Quality




Groundwater Water Management Strategies

= Five cities noted new groundwater supplies in September WUG survey
o Wolfforth*
o Hale Center
o Whiteface
o Muleshoe*
o Littlefield
* updates to WMS included in the 2016 Plan

= Cities that have need (based on calculated supplies and demands) in at
least one decade between 2020 and 2070 include

o Brownfield
o Ralls




Suggested Action

Please review draft 2021 RWP Chapter 5 Water Management Strategies text
and provide comments / ideas.
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Background

« Task 5A — Evaluation and Recommendation of Water Management Strategies and
Associated Water Management Strategy Projects

ltem 21 k. Additional Strategies:

= “During the course of preparing the 2021 Plan, it is likely that new potentially feasible WMSs
will be identified. This task allocates a portion of the overall budget provided by the TWDB
for Task 5A to allow evaluation of new strategies that might be identified during the
remainder of the planning process. If sufficient funds are not available to evaluate a strategy
that comes to the planning group’s attention, then a local sponsoring entity may be required
to fund the evaluation of the strategy. New strategies will not be evaluated without prior
approval of the Region O Regional Water Planning Group and concurrence of the TWDB.”




New Water Management Strategies / Projects

New wells identified in WUG Survey  Others:

« Littlefield

= Hale Center

= Whiteface

= Muleshoe*

« Wolfforth*

*WMS in 2016 Plan; WMS update only.

= Bovina — Purchase water rights

= Denver City — Outside purchase, Additional

water rights

« |dalou — Emergency line with Lubbock

= Plainview — ASR, Reuse




Suggested Actions

“Approve of HDR / INTERA to evaluate new water management strategies
that have been identified since submittal of the Task 5A scope of work in
2018.”

“Direct HDR to communicate these new water management strategy
evaluations to the TWDB and seek their concurrence.”
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Conservation

Background
« Workgroup Met May 20, 2019

o Reviewed 2016 Plan methodology
« LERWPG Meeting June 27, 2019

o Discussed 2021 Plan methodology
« LERWPG Meeting September 17, 2019

o Review Draft Conservation Chapter




TWDB Guidance

5.10 Water Conservation Recommendations

—

—  Aseparate subchapter (in accordance with 31 TAC §357.34(g)(2) & (h)) shall consolidate and present
conservation recommendations that may include considerations of applicable Best Management
Practices appropriate for the region. The RWPG must consider potentially applicable Best Management
Practices when developing water conservation strategies involving an interbasin transfer to which Water
— Code section 11.085(l) applies. Best Management Practices identified by the state’s Water Conservation
Advisory Council and other information for consideration, including conservation quantification studies,
may be found on the TWDB website®®. It should be noted that water reuse is a unique strategy type
separate from conservation. Model water conservation plans, (consistent with TWC §11.1271), may be
__referenced, instead of included in hard copy, in this subchapter by providing internet Iinks.* i

=

Note that the definition of water conservation measure has been clarified in rule 31 TAC §357.10(34) to
be more consistent with the State Water Implementation Fund for Texas (SWIFT) rules. For planning

— purposes, water conservation measures do not include projects that develop new supplies, such as new [~
reservoirs or aquifer storage and recovery projects. Please refer to the definitions section of this

document for more information. _

—_

— Note that water-efficiency savings (plumbing code savings) are incorporated into the underlying
municipal demand projections and include the estimated or anticipated savings due to fixture and
appliance design specifications in state or federal legislation. Additionally, the base GPCD for the
projections would include the effects of any conservation best management practices that the utility
had already achieved by the time projections were developed. In the development of municipal

- conservation WMSs, ensure that the strategies do not double-count the plumbing code savings thatare —
already embedded in the projections.> The TWDB will provide a plumbing code savings worksheet to
the planning groups of the difference between the base per-person water use for municipal WUGs and
the projected GPCD which will include expected savings due to plumbing codes and water-efficient
appliances. The savings are will be presented by region, county, and municipal WUG, but it will be up to
— each RWPG as to how the savings are included in the RWPs. -

If applicable, this subchapter must summarize the reason(s) that a conservation WMS(s) was not
recommended for each WUG having an identified water need.




Water Management Strategy Evaluation process

= Strategy description

= Available Supply

= Environmental Issues

= Engineering and Costing

= Implementation Issues




Irrigation Conservation



Irrigation Conservation

2021 Plan methodology

= Forirrigation WUGs with reported needs, a voluntary target reduction of x in/ac/yr will be
recommended.
o Instead of percentages, amount reporting was recommended by workgroup.

« LERWP summarizes TWDB's “Best Management Practices for Agricultural Water Users,
November 2013” information on irrigation BMPs, including applicability, description,
implementation, water savings, and cost-effectiveness considerations.

« TWDB document used to prepare list of common irrigation BMPs for 2021 LERWP and for
each entity to select those strategies that fit their individual situation best, rather than
recommend specific BMPs.

= Costs to implement irrigation BMPs estimated based on costs provided in TWDB document.




Irrigation Conservation (continued)

= Irrigated Acres per County from 2011-2017 (TWDB, 2017)

= Conservation savings shown in in/acre/yr & acft/yr per county

o Average of irrigated acres from 2011-2017
= Available Yield
= Environmental Issues
= Engineering and Costing

o Cost estimation in progress




R ————
 Comy  mmn  am w0 20

i i BAILEY BRAZOS 2,643 4,405 5,040 4445 4106 3,893
I rri g atl on BRISCOE RED 793 1,321 1,448 1,248 1136 1,066
. CASTRO BRAZOS 7,407 12,346 13672 11,512 10582 10,142
C onse rvat 1on CASTRO RED 3,989 6,648 7.362 6,199 5698 5461
COCHRAN  BRAZOS 2,029 3,381 4,036 3,604 3244 2997
COCHRAN  COLORADO 955 1,591 1,900 1,696 1527 1411
: CROSBY BRAZOS 3,100 5,166 7.232 5724 4964 4551
Conservation CROSBY RED 128 213 298 236 205 188
SaVi ngs DAWSON ERAZOS £y 52 73 63 L h5
DAWSON  COLORADO 3,158 5,263 7.369 6,363 5831 5506
(aC'ft/yr) DEAF SMITH  CANADIAN 63 105 114 97 a8 83
(TWD B. 201 9) DEAF SMITH RED 6,237 10,396 11,275 9,582 8693 8193
’ DICKENS  BRAZOS 155 258 361 361 361 361
DICKENS RED 17 194 272 272 272 272
FLOVD BRAZOS 1,391 2,319 2583 2237 2039 1021
FLOVD RED 2,474 2123 4,502 3978 3624 3415
GAINES  COLORADO 10,874 18,124 22991 21475 20432 19771
GARZA BRAZOS 311 518 725 725 725 725
HALE BRAZOS 9,223 15,372 18453 16932 16172 15771
HALE RED 93 155 186 171 163 159
HOCKLEY BRAZOS 3,681 6,135 6.367 5,456 5027 4794
HOGKLEY  GOLORADO 275 458 a75 407 375 358
LamB BRAZOS 7,784 12,973 15,301 14277 13826 13593
LUBBOCK  BRAZOS 4,346 7,243 9.282 8,702 8288 7,098
LYNN BRAZOS 2,490 4,150 5,809 5,809 5809 5800
LYNN COLORADO 178 207 15 415 115 115
MOTLEY RED 283 471 660 660 660 660
PARMER BRAZOS 5743 9,571 11,616 10747 10241 9,959
PARMER RED 1,434 2,390 2,901 2684 2557 2487
SWISHER ~ BRAZOS 731 1219 1,387 1,231 1144 1,000
SWISHER RED 3,331 5,551 6.316 5,606 5210 4967
TERRY BRAZOS 259 432 511 471 451 139
TERRY  COLORADO 4,924 8,207 9,702 8,958 8571 8348

YOAKUM  COLORADO 4,851 2,085 9,670 5,303 5,485 8238



Yedar Region [i::i::ty
rrigation T

Conservation 2011-2017 8] BAILEY 84,434
2011-2017 o] BRISCOE 26,399
2011-2017 o] CASTRO 259,519
. Irrigated Acres per 20112017 O COCHRAN 108,481
COUﬂty from 20112017 O CROSBY 114392
20 11 _20 17 2011-2017 o] DAWSON 75,206
(TWDB, 201 7) 2011-2017 o] DEAF SMITH 163,249
2011-2017 o] DICKENS 7,579
2011-2017 o] FLOYD 142,761
2011-2017 o] GAINES 349,771
2011-2017 o] GARZA 10,724
2011-2017 o] HALE 290,294
2011-2017 o] HOCKLEY 156,020
2011-2017 o] LAMB 238,027
2011-2017 o] LUBBOCK 166,207
2011-2017 o] LYNN 94 567
2011-2017 o] MOTLEY 2,809
2011-2017 o] PARMER 191,281
2011-2017 o] SWISHER 104,327
2011-2017 o] TERRY 173,081
2011-2017 o] YOAKUM 125,021



Irrigation
Conservation

« Conservation
savings
(inches per acre)

BAILEY
BRISCOE
CASTRO
CASTRO

COCHRAN
COCHRAN
CROSBY
CROSBY
DAWSON
DAWSON

DEAF SMITH
DEAF SMITH

DICKENS
DICKENS
FLOYD
FLOYD
GAINES
GARZA
HALE
HALE
HOCKLEY
HOCKLEY
LAMEB
LUBBOCK

LY MM

Basin

BRAZOS

RED

BRAZOS

RED

BRAZOS

COLORADO

BRAZOS

RED

BRAZOS

COLORADO

CAMNADIAN

RED

BRAZOS

RED

BRAZOS

RED

COLORADO

BRAZOS

BRAZOS

RED

BRAZOS

COLORADO

BRAZOS

BRAZOS

BRAZOS

2020
0.38

0.36

0.34

0.18

022

0.1

033

0.01

0.01

0.50

0.00

0.46

0.24

018

0.12

0.21

037

0.35

0.38

0.00

0.28

0.02

0.39

0.31

0.32

2030
0.63

0.60

0.57

0.31

0.37

018

0.54

0.02

0.01

0.534

0.01

0.76

0.41

0.3

019

0.35

0.62

0.58

0.64

0.01

0.47

0.04

0.65

0.52

0.53

2040
0.72

0.66

0.63

0.34

0.45

0.21

0.76

0.03

0.01

0.01

0.83

0.57

0.43

0.22

0.39

0.79

0.81

0.76

0.01

0.49

0.04

077

0.67

0.74

2050
0.63

0.57

0.53

0.29

0.40

019

0.60

0.02

0.01

0.01

0.70

0.57

0.43

019

0.33

0.74

0.81

0.70

0.01

0.42

0.03

072

0.63

0.74

2060
0.58

0.52

0.49

0.26

0.36

047

0.52

0.02

0.01

0.93

0.01

0.64

0.57

0.43

07

0.30

0.70

0.81

0.67

0.01

0.39

0.03

0.70

0.60

0.74

2070
0.55

0.43

0.47

0.25

0.33

0.16

0.43

0.02

0.01

0.88

0.01

0.60

0.57

043

0.16

0.29

0.6

0.81

0.65

0.01

0.37

0.03

0.69

0.58

0.74



Irrigation
Conservation

+ Conservation | v ] o

savi ngs LYNN COLORADO 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
(inches per acre) MOTLEY RED 039 0.64 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
' PARMER BRAZOS 0.36 0.60 0.73 0.67 0.64 0.62
(continued) PARMER RED 0.09 0.15 0.18 0.17 0.16 0.16
SWISHER BRAZOS 0.08 0.14 0.16 0.14 0.13 0.13

SWISHER RED 038 0.64 0.73 0.64 0.60 0.57

TERRY BRAZOS 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03

TERRY COLORADO 034 0.57 0.67 0.62 0.59 0.58

YOAKUM COLORADO 0.47 0.33 0.40 0.37 0.35 0.34




Reference:

Presented
at August
2018
LERWPG
Meeting

Identified Water Needs
Non-Irrigation WUGs
Planning Decade
County Basin WUG Name
2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Terry Colorado Brownfield 365 236 132 -49 -216 -291
Gaines Colorado County-other 350 -10 -452 -938| -1,398| -1,880
Bailey Brazos Livestock 649 256 7 -264 -562 -881
Deaf Smith Red Livestock 1,031 54 -714] -1,539| -2,425] -3,358
Deaf Smith Canadian Livestock -112 -122 -130 -138 -147 -157
Lamb Brazos Livestock 1,285 696 315 -100 -555] -1,046
Lubbock Brazos Lubbock -3,716 -8,472( -13,818] -19,356| -26,501] -32,370
Deaf Smith Red Manufacturing -998 -1,103 -1,103( -1,103] -1,103| -1,103
Gaines Colorado Manufacturing -968 -1,043 -1,043 -1,043| -1,043| -1,043
Hale Brazos Manufacturing -2,967 -3,660 -3,660 -3,660| -3,660]| -3,660
Lubbock Brazos Manufacturing -521 -676 -676 -676 -676 -676
Crosbhy Red Mining -368 -363 -322 -280 -243 -210
Dawson Colorado Mining -1,546 -1,546 -1,546 -1,546| -1,546| -1,546
Hale Brazos Mining -953 -937 -807 -671 -551 -447
Lamb Brazos Mining -478 -471 -405 -337 277 -225
Lubbock Brazos Mining -5,372 -5,443 -4,931 -4,320( -3,781] -3,332
Lynn Brazos Mining -635 -785 -718 -511 -319 -165
Terry Colorado Mining -230 -388 -405 -287 172 -91
Yoakum Colorado Mining -536 =570 -383 -193 -19 123
Crosby Brazos Ralls -78 -89 -98 -112 -129 -146
Gaines Colorado Seminole -551 -774 -1,050] -1,363| -1,614{ -1,878
Lubbock Brazos Wolfforth 415 268 119 -43 -204 -366

Need (-) / Surplus (+) in units of acre-feet/year




Reference:

Presented
at August
2018
LERWPG
Meeting

Identified Water Needs - Irrigation WUGs

Units of Needs: acre-feet per year

Planning Decade

County Basin WUG Name

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070
Bailey Brazos Irrigation -15,298] -45,670] -45,670[ -45,670] -45,670| -45,670
Briscoe Red Irrigation 7,235 -4,150 -4,150 -41501 -4,150] -4,150
Castro Brazos Irrigation -95,483| -143,175] -141,731] -140,716] -139,529|-138,651
Castro Red Irrigation -29,559| -64,690] -66,134| -67,149] -68,336] -69,214
Cochran Brazos Irrigation -42,778] -47,340] -40,014| -35,349| -31,132| -28,190
Croshy Red Irrigation -576 -766 -1,201 -1,007[ -1,044] -1,122
Crosbhy Brazos Irrigation 60,168 13,521 -26,446] -26,640| -26,603| -26,525
Dawson Colorado Irrigation 51,590 14,819 -11,734] -11,803] -11,833| -11,847
Deaf smith Canadian Irrigation -2,101 -2,101 -1,628 -1,383] -1,255| -1,183
Deaf smith Red Irrigation -15,485| -84,418| -84,891] -85,136] -85,214| -85,236
Floyd Red Irrigation -41,946] -42,653] -26,315| -18,197] -14,076] -11,979
Floyd Brazos Irrigation 22,294 19,458 3120) -4,998 -9,119] -11,216
Gaines Colorado Irrigation -97,521| -157,137] -157,137| -157,137| -157,137|-157,137
Hale Brazos Irrigation -97,449] -202,615] -202,960{ -203,087] -203,128]|-203,139
Hale Red Irrigation -2,630 -2,647 -2,302 2,175  -2,134] -2,123
Hockley Brazos Irrigation 2,037] -43,079] -30,841| -27,041| -25,744| -25,183
Hockley Colorado Irrigation 4,830 4,830 3,745 55 1,352 -1,913
Lamb Brazos Irrigation -75,376] -186,771] -186,771 -186,771{ -186,771{-186,771
Lubbock Brazos Irrigation 2,468 -33,904| -33,904| -33,904| -33,904| -33,904
Lynn Brazos Irrigation 20,487 4,755 -4,635 -10,495 -14,107| -16,443
Lynn Colorado Irrigation 1,115 1,115 45 -986] -1,629] -2,001
Parmer Brazos Irrigation -122,909| -150,296| -140,764| -137,234| -135,074|-134,135
Parmer Red Irrigation 22,088 -11,442| -20,974] -24,504] -25,904| -26,742
Swisher Brazos Irrigation -1,927 -16,395| -16,504] -16,328] -16,104] -15,578
Swisher Red Irrigation -11,251 -54,427] -54,318| -54,494| -55,258| -54,922
Terry Brazos Irrigation -351 -1,551 -826 -672 -660 -685
Terry Colorado Irrigation 16,399| -40,392] -41,117| -41,271| -41,283] -41,258
Yoakum Colorado Irrigation -32,558| -78,546] -78,546] -78,546] -78,546] -78,546




Suggested Action

Please review draft 2021 RWP Conservation text and

provide comments / ideas.




Draft 11/4/2019 - Chapter 7:
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Drought

7 Drought Response Information, Activities, and
Recommendations®2

This chapter of the RWP shall consolidate existing and/or new information on droughts of record and
drought preparations in the region and present a variety of recommendations developed by the RWPG.

It has been recommended, by the state’s Drought Protection Council®, that the RWP follow the TWDB
working outline template for the Drought Chapter, which will be posted on the TWDB website®,

7.1 - Droughts of Record

7.2 — Current Preparations for Drought

7.3 - Existing and Potential Emergency Interconnects
7.4 - Emergency Responses to Local Drought Conditions or Loss of Supply
7.5 - Recommended Drought Triggers and Actions

7.6 — Region-Specific Model Drought Contingency Plans

7.7 - Drought Management Strategies

7.8 — Other Drought-Related Considerations and Recommendations




Background

= Workgroup Met May 20, 2019
o Reviewed 2016 Plan methodology
« LERWPG Meeting June 27, 2019
o Discussed 2021 Plan methodology

« LERWPG Meeting September 17, 2019
o Review Draft Drought Chapter

« November 2019 - Chapter in Progress




Suggested Action

Please review draft 2021 RWP Drought text and provide comments / ideas.




Draft 11/4/19 - Chapter 8:
Unique Stream Segments
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Other Recommendations
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TWDB Guidelines

8 Unique Stream Segments and Reservoir Sites and Other
Recommendations”?

Planning groups may make recommendations for designating river and stream segments of unique
ecological value and unigue sites for reservoir construction; however, the Texas Legislature is
responsible for making the official designations of these sites. Planning group recommendations should
be clear as to which Unique Stream Segments or Unigue Reservoir Sites have been previously
designated by the Legislature and which Unique 5tream Segments or Unique Reservoir Sites are being
recommended for designation by the RWPG, including whether the RWPG recommends that the
legislature re-designate a previously designated reservoir site, or not.




Background

= June 27, 2019 LERWPG Meeting
o Cindy Loeffler, TPWD, spoke to LERWPG members

o No stream segments recommended

= August 28, 2019 LERWPG Policy Workgroup meeting




Suggested Action

Please review draft 2021 RWP of Chapter 8: Unique Stream Segments and
Reservoir Sites and Other Recommendations text and provide comments /
Ideas.




Draft 11/4/2019 = Update
from HDR

Agenda Item 18.
November 13, 2019

Llano Estacado Regional
Water Planning Group
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Review —
Regional Water Planning Acronyms and Definitions

= RWP - Regional Water Plan
= RWPA - Regional Water Planning Area
= DB22 - State Water Planning Database

= Water Conservation Strategy — A water management strategy with quantified volumes of water associated
with water conservation measures.

= Water Demand - The volume of water required to carry out the anticipated domestic, public, and/or
economic activities of a water user group during drought conditions.

= Water Need - A potential water supply shortage based on the difference between projected water demands
and existing water supplies.

= WMS - Water Management Strategy — A plan to meet a need for additional water by a discrete water user
group, which can mean increasing the total water supply or maximizing an existing supply, including through
reducing demands. A WMS may or may not require an associated water management strategy project(s) to
be implemented.

= WMSP - Water Management Strategy Project — A water project that has a non-zero capital cost and that
when implemented, would develop, deliver, and/or treat additional water supply volumes, or conserve water
for water user groups or wholesale water providers. One WMSP may be associated with multiple WMSs.

Source;: TWDB RWP Guidance



Review —
Regional Water Planning Acronyms and Definitions coninea

= WUG - Water User Group — |dentified user or group of users for which water demands and existing water
supplies have been identified and analyzed and plans developed to meet water needs. These include:

o privately-owned utilities that provide an average of more than 100 acre-feet per year for municipal use for
all owned water systems,

o Wwater systems serving institutions or facilities owned by the state or federal government that provide more
than 100 acre-feet per year for municipal use;

o all other retail public utilities that provide more than 100 acre-feet per year for municipal use;

o collective reporting units, or groups of retail public utilities that have a common association and are
requested for inclusion by the regional water planning group;

o municipal and domestic water use, referred to as county-other,

o non-municipal water use including manufacturing, irrigation, steam electric power generation, mining, and
livestock watering for each county or portion of a county in a regional water planning area.

= WWP - Wholesale Water Provider — Any person or entity, including river authorities and irrigation districts,
that delivers or sells water wholesale (treated or raw) to WUGs or other WWPs.

Source;: TWDB RWP Guidance



Water User Group (WUG) Information Verification Survey

Survey mailed September 3™

Subjects included
= Supplies

= Aging Infrastructure / Asset Management

« Conservation

« Water Management Strategies

= Drought Response Measures

« Emergency Water Use Connections

= Return via mail or scan and email, fax
to SPAG by September 20"

= See summary of surveys

P

SPAG

Water-User-Group+(WUG)-Information-
Verification-Surveyx

Drought-Response-Measures|
13. =+ How-has-your-utility-prepared for-future-drought-conditions?-(Check-all-that-apply)1
__ -Adoption-of-5afe-Yield-as-a-basis-for-supply¥l
__ -Emergency-Connectionsf
___ -Supply-System-Redundancy®
__ -Implementaticn-of-drought-plan/water-restrictions 1

-Other-(please-specify):-

14— Do-you-have-a-Drought-Contingency-Plan?---Yes--/--No%

fyes,-who-is-responsible-forimplementing the-Plan?-

15. —+ Please-send-a-copy-of-your-utility’s-Drought-Contingency-Plan-to-Kelly-Davila,-SPAG,-at-
kdavila@spag.org-9

Emergency-Water-Use-Connectionsq|

16. —+ Does-your-utility-currently-have-emergency-water-supply-connections?-- —# ---¥es-/-No¥

Hyes,with-whom?--

if-no, what-provisions-doesyour-utility-take-in-case-of emergency-watersupply-needs?-

1

If-no,-is-your-utility- pursuing-opportunities-to-develop-emergency-connections?- —+ ---Yes../-Nof

Hyes,with-whom?--




Water User Group (WUG) Information Verification Survey Results (9/2019)

Water Supplies Bovina Denver City Idalou Lubbock Olton Plains Sundown Wolfforth Hart Quitaque Slaton Hale Center Whiteface lest S Pl Littlefield Valley (WSC)
wastewater used Landscape golf
for irrigation. See 2018 Strategic pee Considered 1
. . . . . B None, but open to course and farm
1 |Please describe any current water reuse projects, including capacity and supply. None Capacity 492,000 NA Water Supply Plan NA NA NA options - - NA NA NA irrigation; 2018; - MGD reuse from NA -
; at mylubbock.us ! . WWTP
gal/day; Avg ¥ 57,935,000 gal
[supply] 200,000
2 |Check any special constraints your utility’s current water supply system experiences.
a [Difficulty meeting peak day demands / summer seasonal usage - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
b |Water quality issues - v v - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
. High chlorides and|1,1-
Please explain o A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
arsenic in some __|Dichloroethene;
¢ |Cost of existing supplies are increasing and becoming too high - - - 4 v - v - - - - 4 - - - - -
d |Leaks / Water loss issues / Aging infrastructure v - - - v 4 - - - - - 4 - 4 - 4 v -
e |Other (please specify): - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
f |No special constraints. - - - v - - 4 - - - 4 - - - - - - -
W t d wat: lit d sufficient tity th h at least Y insert
e expect good water quality and sufficient quantity through at least Year (inse . 2032 . . . . . . . . . 2060 . . . .
g |future year) - -
3 [Do you have a Water Conservation Plan? Yes No No Yes No No No Yes - - Yes Yes No No - Yes Yes -
. " City
Director of Water Public Works
City Manager - - - - - - . - - Mike Lamberson City Manager - - - City Manager Manager/Utility -
. . . . Utilities Director )
a |If yes, whois responsible for implementing the Plan? Director
b |If yes, has the plan been sent to the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)? ves } ) ves ) B ) B ) } ves ves ) B ) ves Possibly )
4 [Sent WCP to HDR? Yes - - Yes - - - No No Yes No No - - - Yes 0, not yet availabl Yes
Aging Infrastructure / Asset Management
5 |Does your utility have higher than normal water use that could indicate leaks? No No No No Yes No No No - - No No No No - No Yes -
6 [Could your utility could benefit from financing? Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes - - Yes Yes Yes Yes - Yes Yes -
7 [Would you be interested in low-interest loans from the TWDB, if available? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes - - No Yes No Yes - Yes Yes -
8 |Are your utility’s meters manually or automatically read (through AMI)? Automated / Manual Automated Automated Both Automated Manual Manual Manual Automated - - Both Automated Manual Manual - Manual Automated -
Conservation
9 |Has your utility found it difficult to implement water conservation efforts? - Yes Yes No Not at present - Yes - - - No Yes NA - - No -
ANyUme WeTTave
Current storage .
R . asked citizens to
, Water has always |capacity makes it .
) Haven't needed i R o conserve or to People choose to People ignore
If yes, please explain been inexpensive |difficult to go - 3 - - ) - - - - - - - - -
[....] except school . restrict them, pay higher rates letters
and plentiful further than stage
usage has
1 . _,
10 [Is public awareness / buy-in for water conservation a problem for your utility? No Yes No No Yes No No Yes - - No Not sure No No - No No -
11 |Does your utility have difficulty in balancing revenue vs. water conservation? Yes No Yes No Yes No No No - - No No - No - Yes No -
Water Management Strategies
Please indicate potential, future sources of water supply for your utility and indicate if these are
12 [being actively pursued or are only being considered, check those that apply
Buying water Additional water | Emergency line RCWF New Wolfforth Well Santa Rosa New groundwater| Development of )
Strategy R . ) o X - - - - - - ) L ) - ASR Drill new well -
a rights rights with Lubbock | Transmission Line Farm Aquifer well existing well fields
Considered - - v - - - - - - - - v v - - v v -
Actively being pursued v v - v - - - v - - - - - v - - - -
Outside water Lake 7 Reuse Other Existing
Strat - - - - - - - - CRMWA - - - R - -
b rategy purchase Water Wells euse
Considered - v - - - - - - - - - v - - - v - -
Actively being pursued - - - v - - - v - - - - - - - - - -
Other Wat
Strategy - - - irect Potable Reus - - - er Water - - - Any Other - - - - - -
c Sources
Considered - - - v - - - - - - - v - - - - - -
Actively being pursued - - - - - - - v - - - - - - - - - -
Drought Response Measures
13 [How has your utility prepared for future drought conditions? (Check all that apply)
a |Adoption of Safe Yield as basis for supply - - - v - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
b |Emergency Connections - - - - - - - - - - 4 - - - - - - -
¢ [Supply System Redundancy - - - v - - - - - - - - - v - - - -
d |Implementation of drought plan/water restrictions v v - v 4 v - v - - 4 v 4 - - v 4 -
e [Other - - v - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Please specify Education on best watering| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
14 |Do you have a Drought Contingency Plan? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes - - Yes Yes Yes Yes - Yes Yes -
Public Works ’ City ’ . . City
Public Works Public Works Public Works Water Public Works
City Manager Director/City . Manager/Director | City Administrator | City Administrator . . - - Mike Lamberson City Manager . " - City Manager Manager/Utility -
Director s Director Director Superintendent Director N
. " . . Manager of Water Utilities Director
If yes, who is responsible for implementing the Plan?
15 [Sent DCP to HDR? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No No, not yet -
Emergency Water Use Connections
16 [Does your utility currently have emergency water supply connections? No No No Yes No No No No - - Yes No No No - No Yes -
. " City of Slaton Well .
- - - Littlefield - - - - - - - - - - - City of Lubbock -
a |If yes, with whom? Field ¥
The school has a
Looking for a water well
. Exploring Redundant & The City has
- i~ . Haven't got to - ) ) secondary water | connected to the R Groundwater
b [If no, what provisions does your utility take in case of emergency water supply needs? Use restrictions | purchasing wells supplies and - - - - - - - N multiple water - - -
that yet . o . source/ TECQ and | Whiteface system ) supply
outside city limits | storage reservoirs N well fields
? incase of an
emergency
c |If no, is your utility pursuing opportunities to develop emergency connections? No No Yes No No No No Yes - - - No - No - No - -
d [If yes, with whom? - - Lubbock - - - - Lubbock (2020) - - - - - - - - - -




Next Steps



Working Schedule: Fifth Cycle of Regional Water Plannir@ {October 2018} *
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= Aug 2018 — 2019 — Scope & evaluate water management strategies, formulate Plan
= March 3, 2020 - Initially Prepared Plan due

« Mar - Aug 2020 — Initially Prepared Plan Comment Period
« October 14, 2020 - Final Plan is due




Regional
Water
Planning
Process

Describe the Region

h 4

“Assess Projected Population

and Water Demands

Assess Current Supplies

h 4

Calculate “Needs"or
Shortages

| Evaluate and Recommend |
Water Management
Strategiesto Meet Needs

A
F

/

: Develop Regional Water Plan
(i.e. 2021 Plan)

Y  Twos

Review of
16 Regional
Water Plans




Next Steps

= Task 1 - Planning area description

= Task 5A - Evaluation and recommendation of WMSs and associated WMS projects
= Task 5B - Water conservation recommendations

= Task 6 - Impacts of RWP and consistency with protection of resources

= Task 7 — Drought response information, activities and recommendations

= Task 8 - Recommendations regarding unique stream segments and/or reservoir sites and legislative
& regional policy issues




Regional Water Plan Development



Draft Chapters In Progress

= Chapter 1 - Planning area description

« Chapter 2 — Population and Water Demand Projections
= Chapter 3 - Water Supply Analyses

= Chapter 4 - Identification of Water Needs

« Chapter 5 — Water Management Strategy Evaluation

= Chapter 7 — Drought Response Information, Activities, and
Recommendations

= Chapter 8 — Unique Stream Segments and Reservoir Sites
and Other Recommendations

= Chapter 11 - Implementation and Comparison to the
Previous Regional Water Plan




