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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 Plainview ASR

 City of Plainview Reuse

 Salt Fork Water Quality

 CRMWA I and II Supply Replacement

 CRMWA II New Supply (wells and pipeline)

 CRMWA ASR

 Playa Lake Enhanced Recharge

 City of Lubbock Surface Water WMS

 City of Lubbock Groundwater WMS

 Groundwater strategies

o INTERA

o Agenda Item 8b.



City of Plainview 
CRMWA to Aquifer Storage and Recovery WMS

 Store CRMWA water during the fall, winter, and spring in Ogallala Aquifer 

 Recover water during summer months

 Balances CRMWA deliveries by increasing deliveries during periods of 
relatively low winter demands and decreasing demands on CRMWA system 
during summer. 

 Raw CRMWA water will be delivered 

to City’s WTP

 Treated water will be delivered 

and injected into new ASR well field 

near WTP



City of Plainview 
CRMWA to Aquifer Storage and Recovery WMS

Summary Cost/Yield

Available Project Yield (acft/yr) 987    

Total Annual Cost $1,411,000 

Annual Cost of Water ($/acft/yr) $798 

Annual Cost of Water ($/1000 gal) $2.45 



City of Plainview 
Reuse WMS

 Phase 1 – Golf Course Reuse

 Phase 2 – Direct Potable Reuse with Advanced Water Treatment Facility



City of Plainview 
Reuse WMS

Summary Phase 1 Phases 1 & 2

Available Project Yield (acft/yr) 560    1,120

Total Annual Cost $1,406,000 $3,193,000 

Annual Cost of Water ($/acft/yr) $1,211 $1,207 

Annual Cost of Water ($/1000 gal) $3.71 $3.70



Control of Naturally Occurring Salinity WMS

 Strategy in Brazos G Regional Water Plans, 2016 and 2021

 Region O: Benefits White River Municipal Water District



 Water Source: Brine Aquifer

 Treatment: Desalination and 
Remineralization

 Annual Capacity: 949 acft/yr

 TDS Reduction: 26% in Brazos River 
near Seymour

Salinity Control Project

 Major Facilities:

o 10 Brine Wells

o Brine Transmission Pipeline

o Desalination Facility

o Remineralization Facility

o Water Supply Pipelines

o Transportation System Improvements for Salt Distribution
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 Benefits of Reducing TDS in Brazos 
River:

o Decrease downstream desalination 
costs (reduce volume of water 
required to desalinate)

o Increase downstream water supply 
(improve desal recovery rates)

Salinity Control Benefits

 Other Project Benefits:

o Zero brine discharge

o Salt revenue expected to cover O&M costs

o Relatively energy efficient evaporative desal technology



Control of Naturally Occurring Salinity

 Natural salt pollution recognized as most serious and widespread water 
quality problem in Brazos River Basin

 Operation and maintenance costs, engineering costs, land acquisition costs, 
and some capital costs were provided by SFWQ Corporation’s consultants

o Costs offset by salt revenue



Control of Naturally Occurring Salinity

Summary Cost/Yield

Available Project Yield (acft/yr) 987    

Total Annual Cost $1,411,000 

Annual Cost of Water ($/acft/yr) $798 

Annual Cost of Water ($/1000 gal) $2.45 



Project Costs - Summary

Item
Brine Utilization 

and Management 
System

White River 
Municipal 

Water District 
Jayton Aspermont 

Total Cost of Facilities $57,606,000 $6,789,000 $1,021,000 $5,441,000 

Total Cost of Project $106,537,000 $9,520,000 $2,115,000 $8,254,000 

Total Annual Cost $6,194,000 $966,000 $306,000 $952,000 

Available Project Yield (acft/yr) 949 180 118 249

Annual Cost of Water ($/acft) $6,527 $5,367 $2,593 $3,823 

Annual Cost of Water ($/1k gal) $20 $16 $8 $12 



Downstream Cost Benefits

Total Annual Cost: $6,194,000
Downstream Desalination Cost Savings: $4,588,000

Difference: $1,606,000



CRMWA WMS

 See RWPA Coordination memo received from Region A – January 9, 2020

 Region A will be primary point of contact for TWDB database entry for 
CRMWA. Region A will input supplies from WMS into TWDB database 
(DB22) for all customers of CRMWA, including those in Region O

 CRMWA water management strategies that benefit users in Region O are:

oCRMWA I & II Supply Replacement (new wells only)

oCRMWA II New Supply (wells and pipeline)

oAquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR)



CRMWA WMS: CRMWA I and II (New Wells)
 Source: FNI 1/9/20 memo



CRMWA WMS: CRMWA I and II (Wells and Pipeline) 
 Source: FNI 1/9/20 memo



CRMWA WMS: ASR
 Source: FNI 1/9/20 memo



MEMORANDUM

To: Paula Jo Lemonds, HDR, Region O Consultant

From: Spencer Schnier and Simone Kiel, Freese and Nichols, Region A Consultant

Date: January 9, 2020

Project: PPC16440, 2021 Region A Water Plan

Subject: Allocation of Supplies from Region A Water Management Strategies to 

Entities in Region O

This is the second coordination memorandum on issues of mutual interest to Region A and 

Region O consultants for 2021 Regional Water Plans. Our intention is to represent an 

agreed approach for the current round of planning. After reviewing this memorandum, 

please contact me to discuss whether the memorandum should be revised. I can be reached 

at:

Simone Kiel

Freese and Nichols, Inc.

4055 International Plaza, Suite 200

Fort Worth, Texas  76109

817/735-7314

sfk@freese.com

The memorandum includes the following sections:

 Recommended Strategies for CRMWA

 Allocation of Supplies from CRMWA Water Management Strategies

 Other Issues of Mutual Interest

Recommended Strategies for CRMWA

The descriptions for the recommended strategies for CRMWA are included in Appendix 

A to this memorandum.  In addition to the strategies developed by CRMWA, we typically 

include an estimate of demand reductions associated with recommended conservation from 

CRMWA’s customers. At this time we only have estimates from the Region A customers. 

If Region O would like to show this for Region O customers, please let us know. Otherwise, 

we will only show Region A customer demand reductions.

mailto:sfk@freese.com
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Allocation of Supplies from CRMWA Water Management Strategies

The Canadian River Municipal Water Authority (CRMWA) is located in Region A and 

provides water to customers in both Region A and Region O. Region A will continue to be 

the primary point of contact for TWDB database entry for CRMWA. Region A will input 

the supplies from water management strategies into the TWDB database (DB22) for all 

customers of CRMWA, including those in Region O. 

A summary of CRMWA’s water management strategies is provided as an appendix to this 

memorandum.  

The CRMWA water management strategies that benefit users in Region O are:

 CRMWA I & II Supply Replacement (new wells only)

 CRMWA II New Supply (wells and pipeline)

 Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR)

Table 1. Supplies from CRMWA I & II Supply Replacement (new wells only)

Supplies from Strategy (ac-ft/yr)
Customers

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Region A:

Pampa 0 0 52 172 436 560

Borger 0 0 116 304 666 846

Amarillo 0 0 817 2,153 4,714 5,986

CRMWA  0  0 2,437 4,327 8,043 10,133

Region O:

Lamesa 0 0 38 118 259 329

O’Donnell 0 0 2 5 12 16

Plainview 0 0 53 151 330 419

Levelland 0 0 41 111 252 328

Lubbock 0 0 711 2,024 4,431 5,627

Slaton 0 0 24 64 139 177

Tahoka 0 0 8 20 46 60

Brownfield 0 0 27 75 165 210

Total 0 0 4,326 9,524 19,493 24,691
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Table 2. Supplies from CRMWA II New Supply (wells and pipeline)

Supplies from Strategy (ac-ft/yr)
Customers

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Region A:

Pampa 0 468 285 672 858 759

Borger 0 1,668 1,736 2,078 2,073 1,900

Amarillo 0 5,732 7,276 9,693 9,672 8,449

CRMWA  0 53,911 49,138 42,023 37,532 35,268

Region O:

Lamesa 0 260 465 708 707 640

O’Donnell 0 23 30 36 38 36

Plainview 0 354 298 530 527 441

Levelland 0 343 114 261 284 238

Lubbock 0 1,701 4,979 8,112 8,092 6,942

Slaton 0 264 357 435 433 397

Tahoka 0 90 117 138 144 135

Brownfield 0 186 205 314 314 271

Total 0 65,000 65,000 65,000 60,674 55,476

Table 3. Supplies from Aquifer Storage and Recovery

Supplies from Strategy (ac-ft/yr)
Customers

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Region A:

Pampa 0 0 500 500 500 500

Borger 0  0 0 0 0 0 

Amarillo 0 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000

CRMWA 0 6,000 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500

Region O:

Lamesa 0 100 100 100 100 100

O’Donnell 0  0  0  0  0  0

Plainview 0 200 500 500 500 500

Levelland 0 100 500 500 500 500

Lubbock 0 5,500 5,700 5,700 5,700 5,700

Slaton 0  0  0  0  0  0

Tahoka 0  0  0  0  0  0

Brownfield 0 100 200 200 200 200

Total 0 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000
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Other Issues of Mutual Interest

There are no other issues at this time.

Please review this memorandum and contact us with your thoughts on the issues covered 

and other issues that should be included, if any. We look forward to working with you as 

we complete this round of regional water planning.



Appendix

CRMWA’s Excerpt from Draft Chapter 5C 
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5C.1 Canadian River Municipal Water Authority (CRMWA)

The CRMWA provides groundwater from Roberts County and surface water from Lake Meredith to users 

in the PWPA and entities in the Llano Estacado Region.  The total available safe supply from the CRMWA 

system is 89,670 acre-feet per year in 2020, decreasing to 74,330 acre-feet per year by 2070 as 

groundwater becomes depleted within CRMWA’s current well fields.  Current demands on CRMWA are 

estimated at approximately 101,000 acre-feet per year in 2020 and increase to over 121,600 acre-feet per 

year by 2070.  This results in near-term needs of 11,400 acre-feet per year and long-term needs of about 

47,260 acre-feet per year. Table 5C-1 lists the demands by customer, current supplies, and projected 

needs for CRMWA.  

The potentially feasible strategies considered for CRMWA to meet these needs include:

 Conservation of wholesale customers

 Expanded development of Roberts County well field with additional transmission

 Aquifer storage and recovery 

 Brush control in Lake Meredith watershed

 Advanced treatment of Lake Meredith water
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Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-1: Summary of Demands, Supplies, and Projected 

Needs for CRMWA

Demands (ac-ft/yr)
Customers

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 

Region A:       

   City of Pampa 2,361 2,833 3,196 3,989 4,628 4,680

   City of Borger 7,054 7,091 7,072 7,068 7,064 7,063

   City of Amarillo 46,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

Region O:       

   City of Lamesa 1,750 1,950 2,300 2,750 2,750 2,750

   City of O'Donnell 124 125 123 123 128 132

   City of Plainview 2,500 3,000 3,250 3,500 3,500 3,500

   City of Levelland 2,301 2,400 2,500 2,588 2,671 2,743

   City of Lubbock 35,600 39,000 43,500 47,000 47,000 47,000

   City of Slaton 1,405 1,430 1,455 1,479 1,477 1,477

   City of Tahoka 476 486 477 470 492 503

   City of Brownfield 1,500 1,550 1,650 1,750 1,750 1,750

Total 101,071 109,865 115,523 120,717 121,460 121,598

 

Current Water Supply (ac-ft/yr)
Sources

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 

Lake Meredith 24,669 24,635 24,602 24,568 24,534 24,501

Roberts County 

Groundwater
65,000 65,000 60,674 55,476 49,833 49,833

Total Current Supply 89,669 89,635 85,276 80,044 74,367 74,334

 

Need 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 

Current Customers 11,402 20,230 30,247 40,673 47,093 47,264

Four strategies identified for CRMWA are recommended for implementation: conservation by wholesale 

customers, replacement of well capacity, increased groundwater supplies and transmission capacity from 

Roberts County well field, and brush control within the Lake Meredith watershed.  Advanced treatment 

of Lake Meredith water is an alternate strategy.  Conservation measures and associated savings for the 

wholesale customers that are in the PWPA are discussed in Chapter 5B. The savings associated with 

customers in Region O (Llano Estacado Region) are discussed in the Llano Estacado water plan and are 

included in the total wholesale customer conservation savings for CRMWA in Table 5C-2.  A brief 

description of each of the other strategies is presented below.

5C.1.1 Expanded Development of Roberts County Well Field

Groundwater is an important water resource for CRMWA. It is used during times when water is limited 

from Lake Meredith due to the lack of inflows or impaired water quality. Water from Roberts County is 

blended with Lake Meredith water to provide supplies that can be treated through conventional 

treatment. With these uncertainties for Lake Meredith, CRMWA is proceeding to expand their 
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groundwater production and delivery capacity to be able to provide all necessary supplies from 

groundwater if needed.  CRMWA holds water rights to 444,833 acres in Roberts and adjacent counties.  

Presently, only a fraction of these rights is developed. The current capacity of the transmission system 

(CRMWA I) from the Robert County well field is 65 MGD and CRMWA can deliver up to 69,000 acre-feet 

per year.  The existing well field capacity is 84 MGD, and CRMWA is experiencing a reduction of about 1 

MGD per year.  This reduction is expected to slow down but over the course of the planning period, 

CRMWA will need to construct additional wells to replace lost groundwater supplies for the existing 

transmission system. It will also need to develop additional groundwater supplies and transmission 

capacity from the Roberts County well field to meet its projected needs. There are also on-going 

discussions with the City of Amarillo to provide transmission capacity to move water from a future 

Amarillo Roberts County well field.  Based on these discussions, CRMWA plans to develop a second 

pipeline with a capacity of 85 MGD. This capacity includes 20 MGD of transmission capacity for Amarillo’s 

Robert County well field, which is expected to be online by 2065.  This second pipeline, also called the 

CRMWA II pipeline, would have the ability to deliver about 69,000 acre-feet per year to CRMWA and 

20,000 acre-feet per year to Amarillo. For planning purposes, the CRMWA II pipeline would likely provide 

65,000 acre-feet per year without additional local storage during the lower demand months (assumes a 

peaking factor of 1.15). Some years, less water will be delivered from the well field as more water from 

Lake Meredith is used. With this project the total capacity from the Roberts County for CRMWA is 

increased to 130 MGD.  It is assumed that a new 57-mile 72-inch pipeline (CRMWA II) would be 

constructed from Roberts County to the terminal storage reservoir northeast of Amarillo. For CRMWA, an 

additional 10-mile 66-inch pipeline will connect the CRMWA wellfield in Roberts County to the 78-inch 

CRMWA II pipeline being shared with Amarillo. Infrastructure needed to develop the water and 

transmission is detailed in the cost estimates in Appendix E.

Time Intended to Complete

Continued expansion of the Robert County well field to fully utilize the existing transmission capacity is 

needed by 2020 and would be on-going through the planning period. The planning and design of CRMWA 

II transmission system is expected to begin by 2024 with the transmission system online by 2027. 

Additional wells are assumed to be needed over time to maintain the full capacities of the system. 

Quantity, Reliability and Cost

The total quantity of water provided by this strategy would be about 80,000 acre-feet per year.  This 

includes the development of 15,000 acre-feet per year of new groundwater supply for the existing pipeline 

and an additional 65,000 acre-feet per year for the new pipeline. Reliability of Ogallala supplies is 

moderate to high.  There are significant quantities of untapped water supplies in Roberts County, but the 

availability of this water also depends on other water users.  Costs to expand the Roberts County well field 

is estimated at $454 million. This represents CRMWA’s share of the CRMWA II pipeline, new wells to 

provide 80,000 acre-feet per year of supply, and well field piping.
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Environmental Issues

The environmental issues associated with this water management strategy are for pipeline rights-of-way 

and sites for pumping plants and storage facilities. Since routes and sites can be selected to avoid sensitive 

wildlife habitat and cultural resources, there would be very little, if any, environmental issues of significant 

concern.

Impact on Water Resources and Other Management Strategies

The increased demands on the Ogallala will continue to deplete the storage in the aquifer. There are other 

users that may compete for groundwater supplies, but there is sufficient water in Roberts County to 

support these demands.

Impact on Agriculture and Natural Resources

The expansion of the Roberts County well field and maintenance of the existing well field are expected to 

have minimal impacts on the agriculture and other natural resources. A small amount of agricultural lands 

may be affected by the transmission system associated with the well field, depending on the final 

transmission route.

Other Relevant Factors

There are no other identified relevant factors.

5C.1.2 Aquifer Storage and Recovery

CRMWA currently has 65 MGD of capacity in the existing transmission system from the Roberts County 

Well Field. As CRMWA develops additional well field capacity in Roberts County and constructs the new 

CRMWA II pipeline, the maximum quantity of water that can be transported from the well field will 

increase by to 130 MGD. The average annual supply from this system (including CRMWA II) is estimated 

at 113,000 acre-feet per year, based on system peaking factor of 1.15.  This results in an average delivery 

of 101 MGD.

During non-peak periods, the capacity of the CRMWA transmission system is underutilized; yet during 

peak demand months, the ability to meet all CRMWA’s customers’ future peak demands may be limited. 

To address the need for increased peaking capacity in CRMWA’s delivery system, available water from 

CRMWA’s sources (Lake Meredith and/or Robert County Well Field) could be treated and stored by the 

member cities during non-peak periods for future use during peak times. This strategy proposes to store 

excess non-peak water through an Aquifer Storage and Recovery program (ASR) that will utilize existing 

well fields and infrastructure. CRMWA will be conducting a feasibility study to further evaluate this 

strategy for all member cities.

For the purposes of this strategy it is assumed that the cities of Amarillo and Pampa will develop an ASR 

project at one of their well fields using water from CRMWA and possibly other sources.  Each of these 
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projects are discussed under Amarillo and Pampa, respectively. For CRMWA’s customers in the Llano-

Estacado regions, CRMWA will assist in sponsoring an ASR project. Water from this project could be used 

by all eight member cities in the Llano-Estacado region. Until the feasibility study is completed, it is 

assumed that the cities of Lamesa, Plainview, Levelland, Lubbock, and Brownfield would receive water 

from the ASR project. The water would be treated at the Lubbock water treatment plant and stored at a 

nearby ASR site developed by CRMWA. Alternatively, each member city could utilize their existing well 

fields and treatment capacity. The cost components of this strategy assume a new ASR well field, which 

includes 14 injection wells and 13 recovery wells. Some of the injection wells may also be used for 

recovery. The strategy will also include transmission from the treatment plant to the ASR well field. Since 

this well field has not been sited, a 5-mile transmission line has been assumed as a placeholder.   Defined 

improvements will be determined during the feasibility study sponsored by CRMWA.  It should be noted 

that the City of Lubbock has developed a more detailed ASR strategy that will utilize water from CRMWA. 

However, the supplies for Lubbock’s ASR strategy are based on the average annual supply from CRMWA’s 

system with the assumed peaking factor.  Additional water may become available to Lubbock with 

CRMWA’s sponsored ASR project.  The quantities and recipients will be refined during CRMWA’s feasibility 

study. 

Time to Implement 

Supply will be available for the ASR project after CRMWA II is online in 2030.

Quantity, Reliability and Cost

The quantity will vary from year to year depending on the demand from the member cities and capacities 

of ASR well fields. The quantity of water that could be made available annually from the CRMWA-

sponsored ASR project is 10,000 acre-feet per year. (Another 7,000 acre-feet per year of water from 

CRMWA would be used for ASR to Amarillo and Pampa. These strategies are evaluated separately.)  If the 

water is stored over multiple years, additional supply may be available during drought. For purposes of 

this analysis, it is assumed that the water is stored and retrieved over one year. The source of this water 

would be Lake Meredith and/or the Ogallala aquifer in Roberts County.  The actual amounts used from 

each source will vary by year based on demands and available supply in Lake Meredith. 

Successful ASR development is highly reliable. It is possible to achieve 90-95% recovery efficiency, 

depending upon the natural hydraulic gradient of the receiving aquifer and competition from adjacent 

groundwater users. If the water is recharged and recovered over a relatively short period (e.g., one year), 

the likelihood of reduced reliability is low. The ASR project will increase the reliability of existing supplies 

by allowing storage of the supply during periods of low demand to meet high demands at a later time.

The quality of water is expected to be good. The ASR regulations for Texas specify that the quality of the 

recharge water must not degrade the quality of the receiving aquifer, which is generally good. The 

recovered ASR water would be treated to standards required by the end use. When recharge water is 
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treated to meet drinking water standards prior to storage, the recovered water will only need simple re-

disinfection prior to being distributed to end-users. 

Cost estimates were developed for the application of ASR a single well field. A total of 27 wells for injection 

and recovery and 20,000 feet of well field piping were assumed for this strategy. No additional 

transmission costs to the end users are included in the strategy cost. If possible, existing infrastructure 

would be used to deliver the stored water.  The feasibility study, when completed, would identify 

additional project components if needed. The strategy is estimated to cost $43 million.

Environmental Issues

Environmental impacts are expected to be low. The transmission system and the ASR facilities can be 

designed to avoid environmentally sensitive areas. As previously mentioned, the recharge water must not 

degrade the quality of the groundwater in the receiving aquifer. Therefore, environmental impacts to the 

receiving aquifer are expected to be minimal to none.

Impact on Water Resources and Other Management Strategies

This strategy should have a positive impact on other water management strategies by increasing 

reliability.

Impact on Agriculture and Natural Resources

The project should have no impact to agriculture or natural resources since it is utilizing existing water 

sources and existing infrastructure.  

Other Relevant Factors

There are no other identified relevant factors.

5C.1.3 Brush Control in Lake Meredith Watershed

CRMWA has an active salt cedar control program in the Lake Meredith watershed. The purpose of the 

program is to increase flow in the Canadian River, improve water quality and improve the habitat for the 

federally listed Arkansas River Shiner, which is known to inhabit this area.  CRMWA has treated 

approximately 27,000 acres of salt cedar, which accounts for about 95 percent of the total salt cedar in 

the Lake Meredith watershed. Since 2004, over $3.5 million has been spent on brush control, with CRMWA 

contributing most of the funds. The salt cedar beetle was introduced into the Lake Meredith watershed 

several years ago and is becoming established. And could help control re-infestation. However, 

retreatment will likely still be needed. CRMWA is now in the on-going maintenance phase, which requires 

retreating of areas to control the growth and potential re-infestation of salt cedar.  CRMWA is currently 

treating 500 acres each year. This strategy recommends that CRMWA continue with its program with 
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support from the State Water Supply Enhancement Program to control salt cedar in the Lake Meredith 

watershed.

Time Intended to Complete

This strategy is on-going and would be implemented throughout the planning period.

Quantity, Reliability and Cost

The amount of water developed from brush control is difficult to estimate since there are so many factors 

that affect reservoir inflows, and Lake Meredith is benefiting from brush control that has been completed. 

For this plan, it is assumed that the amount of water made available from continuing treatment of brush 

is estimated at 5 acre-feet per year per acre of treatment for a total quantity of 2,500 acre-feet per year. 

This water would be realized through available supply in Lake Meredith and optimized with conjunctive 

use CRMWA’s groundwater sources. The reliability during drought is low. The annual costs are estimated 

at $150,000. 

Environmental Issues

There is concern about the removal of brush for wildlife. However, with increased runoff to streams and 

lakes, this strategy would provide additional water for wildlife. 

Impact on Water Resources and Other Management Strategies

This strategy should have a positive impact to Lake Meredith, and ultimately to CRMWA’s available 

supplies.

Impact on Agriculture and Natural Resources

The removal of invasive brush will allow for the development of native grasslands and other agricultural 

uses. It should have a positive impact on natural resources.

Other Relevant Factors

There are no other identified relevant factors.

5C.1.4 Advanced Treatment of Lake Meredith Supplies

This strategy assumes an advanced treatment facility that would produce 10,000 acre-feet of treated 

supplies would be located near the intake of Lake Meredith to treat elevated chlorides and total dissolved 

solids. The waste stream would be piped about 10 miles upstream and discharged back into Lake 

Meredith.  Alternatively, the waste stream could be injected in a brackish formation. Lake Meredith is 

located in an area where there is little potable groundwater (Canadian breaks).  
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Time Intended to Complete

This strategy is an alternate strategy. This strategy could be implemented as early 2030 or later in the 

planning cycle, depending upon future impacts to supplies in Lake Meredith.

Quantity, Reliability and Cost

This strategy would not provide additional supplies, but rather increase the reliability of CRMWA’s existing 

supplies during times when water quality impairments limited the amount of water available from Lake 

Meredith. It also preserves groundwater supplies in Roberts County if more surface water is useable. The 

capital costs for this strategy are $100 million.  

Environmental Issues

There is concern about the waste discharge stream from the advanced treatment process. As conceived, 

the salt stream would be discharged upstream into Lake Meredith. The discharge stream must not further 

impair the water quality of the stream segment. 

Impact on Water Resources and Other Management Strategies

This strategy could increase salinity in Lake Meredith during very low inflow periods, however, the salts 

in the lake water would concentrate without this project due to evaporation.  Lower salinity water to 

CRMWA’s customers would improve the water quality and potentially reduce the required amount of 

groundwater needed for blending. 

Impact on Agriculture and Natural Resources

The lower salinity source water could reduce the salinity in the wastewater effluent that is land applied 

for irrigation.

Other Relevant Factors

There are no other identified relevant factors.
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5C.1.5 Summary for CRMWA

The recommended strategies for CRMWA would provide up to 96,000 acre-feet per year.  CRMWA is 

planning to initiate transmission expansion (CRMWA II) by 2027 and well capacity replacement for 

CRMWA I before 2040.  Based on this timing, CRMWA may not be able to fully meet contractual demands 

until after the CRMWA II pipeline from Roberts County well field is completed. The recommended 

strategies and quantities are shown in Table 5C-2. The costs for the strategies are summarized in Table 

5C-3.

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-2: Recommended Water Management Strategies 

for CRMWA (ac-ft/yr)

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Need -11,402 -20,230 -30,247 -40,673 -47,093 -47,264

Recommended Strategies 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Region A Customer Conservation 2,541 2,814 2,866 2,913 2,988 3,021

Region O Customer 

Conservation

Replace Well Capacity for 

CRMWA I and II1
0 0 4,326 9,524 19,493 24,691

Expand GW and delivery 

capacity (CRMWA II) 1
0 65,000 65,000 65,000 60,674 55,476

ASR 0 0 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

Brush Control 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500

Total from Strategies 5,041 70,314 84,692 89,937 95,655 95,688

Alternate Strategy 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Advanced Treatment of Lake 

Meredith Supplies
 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

1 This is part of the Expanded Development of Roberts County Well Field strategy.

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-3: Summary of Costs for CRMWA’s Recommended 

Strategies

Annual Costs ($ Million)
Recommended Strategies

Capital Cost

($ Millions) 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Replace Well Capacity for 

CRMWA I
$15.5 $0.0 $0.0 $2.4 $2.4 $2.4 $2.4

Expand GW and delivery 

capacity (CRMWA II) 
$438.4 $0.0 $50.6 $50.6 $19.8 $19.8 $19.8

Aquifer Storage and Recovery $42.8 $0.0 $0.0 $4.9 $4.9 $1.9 $1.9

Brush Control $0.0 $0.2 $0.2 $0.2 $0.2 $0.2 $0.2
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Total from Strategies $496.8 $0.2 $50.8 $58.1 $27.2 $24.2 $24.2



Playa Lake Enhanced 
Recharge WMS

Ganesan et al., 2016. Comparison of infiltration flux in playa lakes in
grassland and cropland basins, Texas Water Journal, TWRI, Vol. 7, No. 1. p.25-39

 Playas are dominant wetland 
type in Region O

 Capture runoff 

 Recharge High Plains (Ogallala) 
Aquifer



Previous research, 2016

Schematic of hydrologic conditions near 
playa lakes under varying field conditions 
(Ganesan et al., 2016.)



Previous research, 1988



Previous research, 1965



Playa Lake Enhanced 
Recharge WMS Description

 Calculation of WMS water supply assumptions

o Playa lake area - Playa Lakes Joint Venture playa lakes GIS coverage 

o Infiltration flux rate = 5 mm/day; 2 mm/day (based on Ganesan et al., 2016)

 Yield: Volume of supply based on county/river basin splits 



Playa Lake Enhanced 
Recharge WMS Recommendation

 Under drought of record conditions, 0 mm/day infiltration

 Section 5.2.2 of the TWDB Guidance: “WMS yields must be firm under 
drought of record conditions.” 

 Recommend Playa Lake Enhanced Recharge WMS be included in 
Regional Water Plan as an “Additional Strategy.”



City of Lubbock Groundwater WMS for LERWPG Review

City of Lubbock Groundwater WMS

1. Brackish Supplemental Water 
Supply for Bailey County Well Field

2. Bailey County Well Field Capacity 
Maintenance 

3. CRMWA to Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery

4. Roberts County Well Field Capacity 
Maintenance 

5. Roberts County Well Field - New 
Transmission Line to Aqueduct 

6. South Lubbock Well Field

Example: Area of Potential New Well Locations for BCWF Brackish Water Strategy



City of Lubbock Surface Water WMS for LERWPG Review

City of Lubbock Surface Water WMS

1. Jim Bertram Lake 7

2. Lake Alan Henry Phase 2

3. Post Reservoir

4. North Fork scalping operation

5. Direct potable reuse to North Water 
Treatment Plant

6. Direct potable reuse to South Water 
Treatment Plant

7. North Fork diversion at CR 7300

8. North Fork diversion to Lake Alan Henry 
pump station

9. South Fork Discharge

Example: Post Reservoir Strategy



Candidate Recommended 
Water Management Strategies



Identified Water Needs 
Non-Irrigation WUGs

Candidate Recommended 
WMS 

County Basin WUG Name
Planning Decade

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Terry Colorado Brownfield 365 236 132 -49 -216 -291 New groundwater supply

Gaines Colorado County-other 350 -10 -452 -938 -1,398 -1,880 New groundwater supply

Bailey Brazos Livestock 649 256 7 -264 -562 -881 Conservation

Deaf Smith Red Livestock 1,031 54 -714 -1,539 -2,425 -3,358 Conservation

Deaf Smith Canadian Livestock -112 -122 -130 -138 -147 -157 Conservation

Lamb Brazos Livestock 1,285 696 315 -100 -555 -1,046 Conservation

Lubbock Brazos Lubbock -3,716 -8,472 -13,818 -19,356 -26,501 -32,370 Numerous WMS

Deaf Smith Red Manufacturing -998 -1,103 -1,103 -1,103 -1,103 -1,103 Conservation

Gaines Colorado Manufacturing -968 -1,043 -1,043 -1,043 -1,043 -1,043 Conservation

Hale Brazos Manufacturing -2,967 -3,660 -3,660 -3,660 -3,660 -3,660 Conservation

Lubbock Brazos Manufacturing -521 -676 -676 -676 -676 -676 Conservation

Crosby Red Mining -368 -363 -322 -280 -243 -210 Conservation

Dawson Colorado Mining -1,546 -1,546 -1,546 -1,546 -1,546 -1,546 Conservation

Hale Brazos Mining -953 -937 -807 -671 -551 -447 Conservation

Lamb Brazos Mining -478 -471 -405 -337 -277 -225 Conservation

Lubbock Brazos Mining -5,372 -5,443 -4,931 -4,320 -3,781 -3,332 Conservation

Lynn Brazos Mining -635 -785 -718 -511 -319 -165 Conservation

Terry Colorado Mining -230 -388 -405 -287 -172 -91 Conservation

Yoakum Colorado Mining -536 -570 -383 -193 -19 123 Conservation

Crosby Brazos Ralls -78 -89 -98 -112 -129 -146 New groundwater supply/Salt Fork WQ

Gaines Colorado Seminole -551 -774 -1,050 -1,363 -1,614 -1,878 Brackish groundwater supply

Lubbock Brazos Wolfforth 415 268 119 -43 -204 -366 New groundwater supply

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



Identified Water Needs - Irrigation WUGs

County Basin WUG Name Planning Decade
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 -4,150 -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

Crosby Red Irrigation -576 -766 -1,201 -1,007 -1,044 -1,122

Crosby 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 3,120 -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

Units of Needs: acre-feet per year

 Conservation for 
irrigation needs
o Results in un-met 

irrigation needs for 
Region O. 



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

Suggested Action



© 2016 HDR, Inc., all rights reserved.

Agenda Item 9b. 

Presentation on Select 
Groundwater WMS 
Evaluations 

January 22, 2020
Llano Estacado Regional 
Water Planning Group



Overview of WUG Strategies

 Strategy Summary
o Wolfforth will install a well field composed of 6 wells 

approximately 5.5 miles to the southwest of the city

o Brownfield may install a new well within the city limits

o Muleshoe will install a new well in a previously 
established well field.

o Littlefield will install a new well in a previously 
established well field.



City of Wolfforth

City of Wolfforth Summary

 Wolfforth is planning to install a well field of 5 to 6 wells

 Wolfforth is also planning to increase the capacity of the treatment 
plant from 1.5 million gpd to 3 million gpd.

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Population 4,577 5,577 6,569 7,614 8,633 9,647

Demand 

(acft/yr)

765 912 1,061 1,223 1,384 1,546

Supply

(acft/yr)

1,180 1,180 1,180 1,180 1,180 1,180

Need

(acft/yr)

415 268 119 -43 -204 -366



Water Management Strategy 
Development

 Strategy description
o Installation of a well field of 5 or 6 wells in the 

Edwards-Trinity Aquifer with an expected yield 100-
150 gpm.

o Installation of a transmission main pipeline of 5.5 
miles.

o Expansion of the current treatment plant’s water 
capacity.

 Key Assumptions
o Transmission pipeline will be 5.5 miles in length, 10 

inches in diameter, and has a max pressure of 150 psi.

o Well field collection pipes will be 9,000 feet in length, 
6” in diameter.

o The main trunkline of the well field will be 6,000 feet in 
length and 8” to 10” in diameter.

o 6 wells (5 active and 1 contingent) will be installed at a 
depth of 300ft and an average rate of 100 gpm (peak 
150 gpm).

o The City of Wolfforth will purchase a 296 acre plot of 
land for the well field at $1095 per acre.

Example: City of Wolfforth Strategy



Engineering and Costing 
(2018 Prices)

Example: City of Wolfforth Strategy

Cost Estimate Summary

Water Supply Project Option

September 2018 Prices

City of Wolfforth - Region O Planning

Cost based on ENR CCI 11170.28 for September 2018 and

a PPI of 202.4 for September 2018

Item

Estimated Costs

for Facilities

Primary Pump Station (1.1 MGD) $974,000 
Transmission Pipeline (10 in dia.,  miles) $1,889,000 
Well Fields (Wells, Pumps, and Piping) $2,005,000 
Water Treatment Plant (1.5 MGD) $5,100,000 

TOTAL COST OF FACILITIES $9,968,000 
x

Engineering and Feasibility Studies, Legal Assistance, 
Financing, Bond Counsel, and Contingencies (30% for pipes 
& 35% for all other facilities) $3,395,000 
Environmental & Archaeology Studies and Mitigation $542,000 
Land Acquisition and Surveying (38 acres) $398,000 
Interest During Construction (3% for 1 years with a 0.5% ROI) $394,000 

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT $14,697,000 

x
ANNUAL COST x

Debt Service (3.5 percent, 20 years) $1,034,000 
Operation and Maintenance x

Pipeline, Wells, and Storage Tanks (1% of Cost of 
Facilities) $39,000 
Intakes and Pump Stations (2.5% of Cost of Facilities) $24,000 
Dam and Reservoir (1.5% of Cost of Facilities) $0 
Water Treatment Plant $534,000 
Advanced Water Treatment Facility $0 

Pumping Energy Costs (469206 kW-hr @ 0.08 $/kW-hr) $38,000 
Purchase of Water ( acft/yr @  $/acft) $0 

TOTAL ANNUAL COST $1,669,000 



City of Brownfield

City of Brownfield Summary

 Brownfield will install a new well in the Ogallala

 Brownfield has an existing well field that is inoperable due to high nitrate concentration

 The city purchases water from CRMWA

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Population 10,000 10,700 11,300 12,250 12,800 13,300

Demand 

(acft/yr)

1,604 1,665 1,718 1,841 1,919 1,993

Supply

(acft/yr)

1,969 1,901 1,850 1,792 1,703 1,702

Need

(acft/yr)

365 236 132 -49 -216 -291



Water Management Strategy 
Development

 Strategy description

o Installation of 1 well in the Ogallala with a yield 
of 200 - 300 gpm.

 Key Assumptions
o The water produced by the well will be pumped to a 

nearby water storage tank with a capacity of 1.0 MG

o The well main trunkline will be 2,000 feet in length and 
6” in diameter.

o The well is expected to have a depth of 170 feet and 
an average rate of 200 gpm (peak 300 gpm).

o The City of Brownfield will not need to purchase any 
additional land for the well

Example: City of Brownfield Strategy



Example: City of Brownfield Strategy

Engineering and Costing 
(2018 Prices)

Cost Estimate Summary

Water Supply Project Option

September 2018 Prices

City of Brownfield - Region O Planning

Cost based on ENR CCI 11170.28 for September 2018 and

a PPI of 202.4 for September 2018

Item

Estimated Costs

for Facilities

Well Fields (Wells, Pumps, and Piping) $446,000 

TOTAL COST OF FACILITIES $446,000 

x
Engineering and Feasibility Studies, Legal Assistance, 
Financing, Bond Counsel, and Contingencies (30% for pipes & 
35% for all other facilities) $156,000 

Environmental & Archaeology Studies and Mitigation $12,000 

Land Acquisition and Surveying (2 acres) $2,000 

Interest During Construction (3% for 1 years with a 0.5% ROI) $17,000 

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT $633,000 

x

ANNUAL COST x

Debt Service (3.5 percent, 20 years) $44,000 

Operation and Maintenance x
Pipeline, Wells, and Storage Tanks (1% of Cost of 
Facilities) $4,000 

Intakes and Pump Stations (2.5% of Cost of Facilities) $0 

Dam and Reservoir (1.5% of Cost of Facilities) $0 

Water Treatment Plant $0 

Advanced Water Treatment Facility $0 

Pumping Energy Costs (117729 kW-hr @ 0.08 $/kW-hr) $9,000 

Purchase of Water ( acft/yr @  $/acft) $0 

TOTAL ANNUAL COST $57,000 



City of Littlefield

City of Littlefield Summary

 Littlefield plans to install a new well in the Ogallala

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Population 6,642 6,642 6,642 6,642 6,642 6,642

Demand 

(acft/yr)

987 956 927 916 914 914

Supply

(acft/yr)

2,378 2,378 2,378 2,378 2,378 2,378

Need

(acft/yr)

1,391 1,422 1,451 1,462 1,464 1,464



Water Management Strategy 
Development

 Strategy description

o Installation of 1 well in the Ogallala with a yield 
of 300 gpm.

 Key Assumptions
o The water produced by the well will be pumped to a 

nearby water storage tank with a capacity of 0.5 MG

o The well main trunkline will be 6,000 feet in length and 
6” in diameter

o The well is expected to have a depth of 300 feet and 
an average rate of 300 gpm (peak 450 gpm)

o The City of Littlefield will not need to purchase any 
additional land for the well

Example: City of Littlefield Strategy



Example: City of Littlefield Strategy

Engineering and Costing 
(2018 Prices)

Cost Estimate Summary

Water Supply Project Option

September 2018 Prices

City of Littlefield - Region O Planning

Cost based on ENR CCI 11170.28 for September 2018 and

a PPI of 202.4 for September 2018

Item

Estimated Costs

for Facilities

Well Fields (Wells, Pumps, and Piping) $628,000 

TOTAL COST OF FACILITIES $628,000 

x
Engineering and Feasibility Studies, Legal Assistance, 
Financing, Bond Counsel, and Contingencies (30% for pipes & 
35% for all other facilities) $220,000 

Environmental & Archaeology Studies and Mitigation $29,000 

Interest During Construction (3% for 1 years with a 0.5% ROI) $25,000 

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT $902,000 

x

ANNUAL COST x

Debt Service (3.5 percent, 20 years) $63,000 

Operation and Maintenance x

Pipeline, Wells, and Storage Tanks (1% of Cost of Facilities) $6,000 

Intakes and Pump Stations (2.5% of Cost of Facilities) $0 

Dam and Reservoir (1.5% of Cost of Facilities) $0 

Water Treatment Plant $0 

Advanced Water Treatment Facility $0 

Pumping Energy Costs (239666 kW-hr @ 0.08 $/kW-hr) $19,000 

Purchase of Water ( acft/yr @  $/acft) $0 

TOTAL ANNUAL COST $88,000 



City of Muleshoe

City of Muleshoe Summary

 Muleshoe plans to install a new well in the Ogallala in the well field to the south of the city.

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Population 5,769 6,452 7,131 7,833 8,527 9,208

Demand 

(acft/yr)

1,173 1,283 1,397 1,523 1,655 1,787

Supply

(acft/yr)

3,056 3,056 3,056 3,056 3,056 3,056

Need

(acft/yr)

1,883 1,773 1,659 1,533 1,401 1,269



Water Management Strategy 
Development

 Strategy description
o Installation of 1 well in the Ogallala with a yield 

of 300 gpm

 Key Assumptions
o The water produced by the well will be pumped 

to a nearby water storage tank with a capacity 
of 0.5 MG

o The well collection line will be 1,200 feet in 
length and 6” in diameter

o The well is expected to have a depth of 240 
feet and an average rate of 300 gpm (peak 360 
gpm)

o The City of Muleshoe will not need to purchase 
any additional land for the well

Example: City of Muleshoe Strategy



Example: City of Muleshoe Strategy

Cost Estimate Summary

Water Supply Project Option

September 2018 Prices

City of Muleshoe - Region O Planning

Cost based on ENR CCI 11170.28 for September 2018 and

a PPI of 202.4 for September 2018

Item

Estimated Costs

for Facilities

Well Fields (Wells, Pumps, and Piping) $455,000 

TOTAL COST OF FACILITIES $455,000 

x
Engineering and Feasibility Studies, Legal Assistance, 
Financing, Bond Counsel, and Contingencies (30% for pipes & 
35% for all other facilities) $159,000 

Interest During Construction (3% for 1 years with a 0.5% ROI) $17,000 

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT $631,000 

x

ANNUAL COST x

Debt Service (3.5 percent, 20 years) $44,000 

Operation and Maintenance x

Pipeline, Wells, and Storage Tanks (1% of Cost of Facilities) $5,000 

Intakes and Pump Stations (2.5% of Cost of Facilities) $0 

Dam and Reservoir (1.5% of Cost of Facilities) $0 

Water Treatment Plant $0 

Advanced Water Treatment Facility $0 

Pumping Energy Costs (0 kW-hr @ 0.08 $/kW-hr) $0 

Purchase of Water ( acft/yr @  $/acft) $0 

TOTAL ANNUAL COST $49,000 

Engineering and Costing 
(2018 Prices)
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 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



 WUG - Water User Group – Identified 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 water 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

Review –
Regional Water Planning Acronyms and Definitions (continued)



Steam-Electric Update

Water scarcity accelerates plans to close Xcel's Tolk coal plant by a decade

Utility Dive, January 15th

 Xcel Energy intends to shutter 1,067 MW Tolk coal-fired generating station, which provides power to 

Texas and New Mexico, by Dec. 31, 2032, according to a stipulation endorsed by subsidiary 

Southwestern Public Service (SPS), environmental advocates and the utility division staff of the New 

Mexico Public Regulation Commission (NMPRC).

 Per stipulation, SPS will recruit independent evaluator to assess possible ways to replace coal facility, 

and submit a report to NMPRC by June 2021. The utility has also agreed to study earlier retirement 

scenarios for the plant, given its dependence on a rapidly-depleting source of groundwater.

 The NMPRC will need to formally approve the agreement before it can go into effect. A hearing 

examiner is scheduled to assess the stipulation — which is also signed by Sierra Club, Western 

Resource Advocates and other parties — in February, and recommend a final decision to the 

commission.
 https://www.utilitydive.com/news/xcel-energy-plans-shutter-tolk-coal-plant-2032/570456/



Update on Planning Tasks

o Task 1. Description of Region

• Draft to Technical Editor for final edits

• Next steps: review and finalize for IPP

o Tasks 2, 3 and 4. Demands, Supplies, and Needs

• Draft of Chapters 2, 3, and 4 in internal HDR review

• Next steps: finalize for IPP

o Task 5A/B. Water Management Strategy Evaluations and Conservation Recommendations

• Conservation recommendations complete. Finalizing assigning costs to WUGs

• Most strategies evaluated, now cleaning up report text/figures

• Next steps:

» Complete remaining WMS analyses and finalize for IPP

» Make initial WMS and project recommendations for meeting water needs for WUGs and WWPs

o Task 6. Impacts of Plan and Consistency with Protection of Resources

• Late January, early February



Update on Planning Tasks

o Task 7. Drought Response Information, Activities and Recommendations

• Draft of Chapters 2, 3, and 4 in internal HDR review 

• Next steps: review and finalize Chapter 7 for IPP

o Task 8. Unique Reservoir Sites and Stream Segments and Legislative/Policy Recommendations

• Next steps: adopt and finalize chapter text

o Task 9. Infrastructure Financing Analysis

• After all WUG and WWP plans are entered into database, TWDB will provide survey document to send to each 

project sponsor.

• Next steps: after IPP prepared, send out survey during public/agency comment period

o Task 10. Public Participation, Administration and Adoption of Plan

• Ongoing

o Task 11. Implementation of the 2016 Plan and Comparison of 2016/2021 Plans

• Implementation data to be entered into TWDB spreadsheet December/January

• Comparison of 2016 and 2021 Plans to be completed January/February

• Next steps: compile implementation/impediment information and compare the two plans

o Task 12. Prioritization of Projects

• After IPP submitted, compile prioritization scoring of WMSs and projects for 

inclusion in Final Plan
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Working Schedule for the 2021 Planning Cycle

o January - Meeting

• Finalize Chapters 1-5 (For review in late January)

» 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

• Clean up for remaining tasks

• Remaining chapters out for review in late January to 

late February

» Chapter 6 – Impacts

» Chapter 7 – Drought Information

» Chapter 8 – Legislative Policy

» Chapter 9 – for final Plan

» Chapter 10 – partial (finalized in Final Plan)

» Chapter 11 – Implementation of 2016 Plan and 

Comparison of Plans 

o February LERWPG Meeting

• Review/approve Initially Prepared Plan

• Feb 19th ?

 March 3 – Initially Prepared Plan

o March – Distribute IPP

o Spring – Public / agency comment period

o June/July – Public Hearing on IPP

o Aug/Sep – Address Comments & Finalize 

Plan

o September – LERWPG Meeting – adopt 

plan

 October 14 – Final Plan 


