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Agenda Item 10A. 
Update on Population 
and Demand Revision 
Requests



November 1, 2023: Projections recommendations received from TWDB 

November 9, 2023: Adoption of population and municipal and non-municipal water demand 

projections for use in 2026 RWPs and 2027 SWP. 

See TWDB memo included with meeting materials:

Population and Demand Revision Requests



Hereford’s requests were met by TWDB. 

▪ Additional population added to County-other to meet the national 

undercounted percentage of Hispanic populations in the 2020 census. 

City of Hereford Projections



Plainview’s requests for additional population were reduced by the TWDB. 

▪ Population for Hale County-other was added. 

▪ Total Hale County population is near the requested population revision for 

City of Plainview (~25,000) for the first two planning decades.

City of Plainview Projections



LERWPG’s revision requests were met by the TWDB. 

Irrigation and Livestock Projections



Steam-Electric Projections

▪ TWDB recommended acceptance of LERWPG’s revision requests for Lamb 

and Lubbock counties.

▪ TWDB did not recommend request for Hale County.

▪ TWDB revised Yoakum County demands as equal to original draft values for 

2030 through 2050 plus requested revision values for 2060 through 2080.



LERWPG did not request revisions. 

Manufacturing and Mining Projections



Agenda Item 10B. 

Update on Source Availability, 

Supplies, and Elements of 

Hydrologic Variance Request



▪ RWPGs shall use unmodified TCEQ water availability model (WAM) RUN#3 

(plus anticipated sedimentation) to estimate reservoir firm yields and run of 

river firm diversions or MAGs for groundwater availabilities, to determine 

existing water supplies. 

▪ If RWPG would like to use an alternative methodology to evaluate water 

availability, RWPG may submit written request to TWDB Executive 

Administrator (EA) for hydrologic variance to modify default hydrologic 

assumptions. 

▪ If EA finds hydrologic variance necessary and/or appropriate to more 

accurately reflect existing water supplies, the EA provides approval. 

Background



In general, RWPG hydrologic variance request must be submitted in writing to 

EA and include:

1. Description of alternative availability assumptions being requested; 

2. Documentation justifying basis for request; 

3. How modification will affect associated annual availability volume(s) in 

RWP; 

4. Date RWPG approved submittal of request to TWDB EA. 

5. New for 6th Planning Cycle: Required Checklist 

    See attached checklist.

Hydrologic Variance Request



▪ For surface water availability and supply analyses, RWPGs shall use most 

current WAMs from TCEQ. 

▪ RWPGs may use better, more representative water availability modeling 

assumptions or better site-specific information with written approval from EA. 

▪ RWPGs should always consider requesting hydrologic variance for 

hydrologic assumption modification for any issue that is expected to have 

significant effect on determining existing supply. 

Surface Water Hydrologic Variances



1. Addition of Return Flows

2. Reservoir Operational Yield

3. Extended Hydrology for Revised Reservoir Inflows (and Potential 

Recognition of New Drought of Record)

4. Reservoir Safe Yield

5. Simplification of Diversion Locations

6. Updated Water Rights

7. Conjunctive Use of Surface Water and/or Groundwater

Potential Surface Water Hydrologic Variances  



1. Full authorized use of existing, perpetual water rights

2. Strict application of Prior Appropriation Doctrine

3. No Subordination Agreements – unless specified as part of the water right

4. As-permitted reservoir capacities 

5. Assumes no sedimentation

6. 1940 – 1997 historical period of record – original models

• Some WAMs have been updated. 

• Brazos, Red River Basins 1940 – 2018.

7. No Return Flows

8. All Diversions assumed lakeside

TCEQ WAM - Major Assumptions (Run 3)



Agenda Item 10C. 

Consider approval of Submitting 

Hydrologic Variance Request 

Letter to TWDB



▪ Use Brazos WAM with Region G’s approved 

assumptions

o Changes from required TCEQ “Run 3” 

assumptions

o Would allow for congruent interregional 

planning 

• Region O - Upper Brazos

• Region G - Middle Brazos

• Region H - Lower Brazos

▪ Use yield values developed by neighboring 

regions for determining firm yield in that basin for 

water supplies supporting LERWPG Water User 

Groups (WUGs) 

o Canadian, Region A - Lake Meredith

o Red, Region A - Mackenzie Reservoir

o Colorado, Region F – surface water availability

Potential Region O Variance Requests

See draft letter in meeting materials.



▪ Approve submittal to TWDB of surface water hydrologic variance request 

o Use in determining surface water supplies for the 2026 LERWP

▪ Direct HDR to coordinate with LERWPG and TWDB staff to determine and 

compile hydrologic variance documentation for submittal to TWDB.

Suggested Action



Agenda Item 10D. 

Results of Analysis for Identifying 

Infeasible Water Management 

Strategies in the 2021 RWP



Background 

New this cycle of planning: 

▪ At minimum, RWPGs must review status of recommended strategies and projects with an 

online decade of 2020 in 2021 RWP. 

▪ In accordance with the Texas Water Code (§16.053(h)(10)), a strategy or project is 

considered infeasible if:
“…the proposed sponsor of the water management strategy or project has not taken an affirmative vote or other 

action to make expenditures necessary to construct or file applications for permits required in connection with the 

implementation of the water management strategy or project under federal or state law on a schedule that is 

consistent with the completion of the implementation of the water management strategy or project by the time the 

water management strategy or project is projected by the regional water plan or the state 

water plan to be needed.”

Identify Infeasible Water Management Strategies and 
Projects Recommended in 2021 RWP



▪ In accordance with contract guidance for the 2021 RWPs, recommended strategies and 

projects with an online decade of 2020 were required to be online and delivering water by 

January 5, 2023. 

▪ For example, if any such strategies and projects are not currently implemented by this date 

and the project sponsor has not taken any affirmative steps towards implementation, the 

2021 RWP must be amended to remove or revise the strategy or project to make them 

feasible. 

Affirmative steps by sponsor may include, but are not limited to: 

1) spending money on the strategy or project, 

2) voting to spend money on the strategy or project, or 

3) applying for a federal or state permit for the strategy or project. 

Identify Infeasible Water Management Strategies and 
Projects Recommended in 2021 RWP (continued)



▪ Specific requirements for this task are outlined in the regional water planning Scope of Work 

Task 4B and the First Amended General Guidelines for Development of the 2026 Regional 

Water Plans, Section 2.11, including a “Criteria of an infeasible WMS” flowchart (Section 

2.11, Figure 3). 

Milestones:

▪ Prior to 3/4/2024: Results of RWPG analysis of infeasible strategies and/or projects 

presented at public meeting. This meeting is to include documentation of the region’s 

process for determining infeasible WMSs

▪ 3/4/2024: Technical Memorandum due to TWDB. 

▪ 6/5/2024: RWPG adopted 2021 RWP amendments to revise/remove infeasible

strategies and/or projects due to the TWDB

Identify Infeasible Water Management Strategies and 
Projects Recommended in 2021 RWP (continued)



List of Water Management Strategies and/or Projects

Recommended WMS projects associated with online decade of 2020

Groundwater Wells

▪ Mining: Crosby, Dawson, Hale, Lamb, Lubbock, Lynn, Terry, Yoakum  

▪ Manufacturing: Deaf Smith, Gaines, Hale, Lubbock

▪ Lubbock: Bailey County Well Field Capacity Maintenance

▪ Ralls, Seminole

Select Recommended WMS projects associated with an online decade 

of later than 2020.

New major reservoir

▪ Lubbock: Lake 7

  Municipal, agricultural, industrial conservation



Analysis of Infeasible Water Management Strategies and/or 
Projects

▪ December 2022 LERWPG meeting: 

o Request by City of Lubbock to acknowledge that Lake 8 is no longer considered a 

feasible water management strategy

• Approved by LERWPG

▪ February 2023 LERWPG meeting: 

o Reviewed recommended WMS projects associated with an online decade of 

2020

▪ August 2023 LERWPG meeting: 

o Presentation by Kevin Smith, TWDB

o Reviewed recommended WMS projects associated with an online decade of 

2020



Results of Analysis Infeasible Water Management 
Strategies and/or Projects

▪ Mining: Crosby, Dawson, Hale, Lamb, Lubbock, Lynn, Terry, Yoakum 

▪ Manufacturing: Deaf Smith, Gaines, Hale, Lubbock

▪ Aggregated conservation – municipal, agricultural, industrial

o TWDB recognizes information may be difficult to obtain or may not be available for some 

WUG categories 

• County-wide, aggregate WUGs with WMS/WMSP to be implemented by private parties 

▪ Lubbock: Bailey County Well Field Capacity Maintenance, Lake 7 

▪ Ralls, Seminole

o Making affirmative steps toward WMS implementation



Agenda Item 10E. 

Consider Approval of Methodology 

for Identifying Potentially Feasible 

Water Management Strategies in 

2026 RWP



Background

▪ Regional water planning rules require that “process” for identifying, 

evaluating and selecting water management strategies (WMSs) be 

formally considered by regional water planning groups.

o TWDB rules require that process for “identifying potentially feasible WMSs” 

be documented at public meeting

▪ This agenda item will formalize process and make process known to 

public.

▪ Technical memo due March 2024 to include process used by RWPG to 

identify feasible WMSs and list of all potentially feasible WMSs to meet 

needs in region.



Selection of Water Management Strategies

▪ Statutory and Rule Requirements

▪ TWC §16.053(e)(5); and 31 TAC §357.34(c))

▪ RWPGs must:

o Consider, but are not limited to considering, 24 types of WMSs for all identified water needs

o Conduct public meeting to discuss process/obtain input for identifying potentially feasible WMSs

▪ Technical Memorandum, IPP, and Final RWP must include:

o Documented process used by the RWPG to identify potentially feasible WMSs;

o List or table of all identified WMSs that were considered potentially feasible, to date, for meeting a need in the 

region per 31 TAC §357.12(b).

o If no potentially feasible WMSs are identified or recommended for an identified water need, the RWP must 

document the reason



Selection of Water Management Strategies

▪ RWPGs must consider, but are not limited to 

considering, 24 types of WMSs for identified 

water needs

1. Conservation

2. Drought management

3. Reuse

4. Management of existing water supplies

5. Conjunctive use

6. Acquisition of available existing water supplies

7. Development of new water supplies

8. Developing regional water supply facilities or providing 

regional management of water supply facilities

9. Developing large-scale desalination facilities for 

seawater or brackish groundwater that serve local or 

regional brackish groundwater production zones identified 

and designated under TWC §16.060(b)(5)26

10. Developing large-scale desalination facilities for 

marine seawater that serve local or regional entities

11. Voluntary transfer of water within the region using, but 

not limited to, contracts, water marketing, regional water 

banks, sales, leases, options, subordination agreements, 

and financing agreements

12. Emergency transfer of water under TWC §11.139

13. Interbasin transfers of surface water

14. System optimization

15. Reallocation of reservoir storage to new uses

16. Enhancements of yields

17. Improvements to water quality

18. New surface water supply

19. New groundwater supply

20. Brush control

21. Precipitation enhancement

22. Aquifer storage and recovery

23. Cancellation of water rights

24. Rainwater harvesting



Selection of Water Management Strategies

▪ Three aspects:

1. Identification of potentially feasible water management strategies

2. Evaluation of water management strategies

3. Selection of water management strategies to meet needs



Identification of Potentially Feasible 
Water Management Strategies

▪ Three-step process:

1. Include strategies identified in previous plans

• Recommended and alternative strategies from 2021

• Strategies evaluated, but not recommended in 2021

• Strategies evaluated in previous Plans that were not moved forward

2. Identify draft needs and brainstorm additional ideas to meet those needs

3. Ongoing communication from local interests

▪ Determine initial list of “potentially feasible” strategies

▪ Add additional WMS if local interests request and time/budget allow

▪ Add other standards based on LERWPG feedback from previous planning cycle?

o Identify entities with sufficient ability and willingness to implement the strategy, as being WMS 

sponsor(s)

o Identify entities, as reasonably possible, who own any existing or planned infrastructure or 

existing permit that could be affected by the proposed strategy as being strategy participants 



Evaluation of Water Management Strategies

▪ TWDB requirements for:

oHydrologic analysis

oCosting

oEffects on environmental and cultural resources

▪ Evaluations summarized in Plan



Selection of Water Management Strategies to Meet Needs

▪ Strategies identified for specific WUGs/WWPs

▪ Some strategies identified initially without specific users

▪ WUGs and WWPs make preferences known

o HDR recommendations when WUGs/WWPs do not communicate preferences

▪ Opportunities for comment by WUGs and WWPs

▪ Regularly scheduled meetings

▪ Directly to HDR, SPAG and individual planning group members

▪ During public comment period following completion of 

Initially Prepared Plan



▪ HDR recommends that the Llano Estacado (Region O) Regional Water 

Planning Group formally confirm this process for identifying, evaluating and 

selecting water management strategies for the 2026 Llano Estacado 

Regional Water Plan.

▪ Suggested Action: Move to confirm this process for identifying, evaluating 

and selecting water management strategies for the 2026 Llano Estacado 

Regional Water Plan.

 

Recommendation and Suggested Action



Timeline to Develop 
2026 Llano Estacado 
Regional Water Plan



TWDB Working Schedule – UPDATED 3/2023



▪ Technical Memorandum – March 4, 2024

▪ Initially Prepared Plan – March 3, 2025

▪ Final Regional Water Plan – October 20, 2025

2026 Regional Water Plan Schedule & Deadlines



Regional Water 
Planning Process 

Develop Regional Water Plan

TWDB 

Prepares 2027 

State Water 

Plan



Questions



PLEMONDS
Text Box
Agenda Item 10A.  
2026 Regional Water Plan Projections 
Summary of the Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group (Region O) 
Official Revision Request & Executive Administrator
Recommendation for Board Consideration 
October 20, 2023



Page 1 of 5 
 

2026 Regional Water Plan Projections 
Summary of the Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group (Region O) 

Official Revision Request & Executive Administrator Recommendation for Board 
Consideration 

October 20, 2023 
 

The Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group (Region O) submitted their official revision requests 
to the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) on July 14, 2023 for the non-municipal categories and 
August 11, 2023 for the population and municipal water demand category. The TWDB reviewed the 
requests in accordance with criteria established in Section 2 of the First Amended General Guidelines for 
Development of the 2026 Regional Water Plans (Exhibit C), which was updated by the TWDB in October 
2022. This document summarizes the recommended population and water demand projections released 
as draft by the TWDB, the revisions requested by Region O, and the final demand projections 
recommended by the Executive Administrator following agency (Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality, Texas Department of Agriculture, and Texas Parks and Wildlife Department) coordination. All 
the water demand projections are displayed in acre-feet/year. 

1. Population & Municipal Water Demand Projections 

 

The TWDB provided two draft population projections using a 1.0 migration scenario and a 0.5 migration 
scenario developed by the Texas Demographic Center (TDC). The Llano Estacado Regional Water 
Planning Group (RWPG) requested that the 0.5 migration scenario be used for 19 of the 21 counties 
while 1.0 migration scenario projections were requested for Lubbock and Gaines counties, noting that 
the respective scenarios better reflected current trends in water user group (WUG) growth patterns. For 
comparison purposes the draft projections in the table above and below (both population and water 
demand) correspond to the draft projections using the 0.5 migration scenario. The RWPG submitted 
WUG-specific revision requests for Wolfforth, Hereford and Plainview as well as the County-Other WUGs 
for Lubbock, Deaf Smith, and Hale counties.  

The request for the Wolfforth WUG in Lubbock County entailed additional population based upon a 
detailed 2023 study of the potential impact of an altered fee structure (utility-based planning) as well as 
results of a second study projecting future school populations for the Frenship Independent School 
District. Both studies projected significant growth in residential water connections for Wolfforth in the 
near future. The RWPG projected additional growth in later decades but at lower rates (less than 0.7 
percent per year) than that included in the 2020 to 2030 and 2030 to 2040 planning decades for the 
requested revisions. The requested revisions also reduced the projections for County-Other, Lubbock 
and exactly offset the population growth request for Wolfforth. The TWDB EA recommends the revision 
request (increase) for Wolfforth and accompanying reduction in County-Other, Lubbock.  

Population 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080
Draft               547,174               576,022               597,840               622,662               648,514               675,440 
Requested Changes              562,747              606,068              649,828              704,096              761,826              823,843 
Recommended               564,047               607,386               648,854               700,823               757,033               817,498 
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The RWPG revision requests for Hereford and Plainview as well as County-Other, Deaf Smith and Hale 
WUGs contained a slight error in estimating the amount of year 2020 Census population undercount 
associated with Hispanic population, prompting a TWDB revision of projections for those four WUGs. 
The undercount analysis method utilizes research from the Pew Research Center concerning the 
national undercount percentage of Hispanic populations, identified by the U.S. Census Bureau in the 
2020 Census, and the estimated percentage of Hispanic population in each county. 

The TWDB maintained the RWPGs’ submitted population projections to increase the Hereford WUG 
population (supported by a positive growth trend in a 2021 Community Development Study) and revised 
the County-Other, Deaf Smith projections to reflect the county total population accounting for a 2020 
Census estimated undercount. The undercount analysis consisted of increasing the Hispanic population 
count (76.9 percent of total population) for the county by 5 percent, resulting in additional population 
within each planning decade. The TWDB updated the County-Other, Deaf Smith population projections 
by subtracting the TWDB-revised Hereford values from the county totals (including the undercount) in 
each planning decade. Note that Hereford and County-Other, Deaf Smith are the only two WUGs in the 
county.  

In Hale County, Plainview requested growth for the city which is the largest entity in the county. This 
request was counter to the overall trend in TDC projections for Hale County as a whole. In addition, the 
growth rates requested by the RWPG average approximately 0.61 percent per year in the first two 
decades and significantly exceeded those of zero or 0.5 percent per year the TWDB corrected the 
requested Hispanic undercount values and recommends an alternative revision which accounts for the 
presumed 2020 Census undercount, holds the population of Plainview constant at its’ 2030 value 
(updated to account for the year 2020 Census undercount) through 2060 to acknowledge the RWPG’s 
request, and then declines the population projection in 2070 and 2080 in line with the TDC’s projections. 
To accommodate requested revisions to Plainview while retaining reasonable estimates of population 
within the County-Other, Hale WUG in later decades, it is recommended to decline the population 
projections in later decades at the same rate as the draft projections. The county total population 
accounts for the undercount in all decades, while following the trends developed by the TDC, though 
2070 and 2080 populations are slightly higher. 

The recommended population projections noted above result in increases of 3 percent in 2030, 9 
percent in 2050, and 21 percent in 2080 when compared to the original 0.5 migration scenario draft 
population estimates. 

 

Recalculation of the projected water demands accompanying the recommended population projections 
for Hereford, Wolfforth, and Plainview, as well as the corresponding changes in population for the 

Municipal Demand 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080

Draft                 93,126                 97,540               101,187               105,343               109,706               114,302 
Requested Changes                96,023              103,133              110,575              119,508              128,986              139,154 
Recommended                 96,411               103,553               110,693               119,427               128,806               138,905 

https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2022/06/08/key-facts-about-the-quality-of-the-2020-census/
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appropriate County-Other projections, resulted in increased projected water demands of 4 percent in 
2030, 9 percent in 2050, and 22 percent in 2080 when compared to the baseline draft values employing 
the non-undercount adjusted 0.5 migration scenario for the population projections. The recommended 
water demand projections accompanying the population revisions noted above are recommended by 
the TWDB EA. 

2. Non-Municipal Water Demand Projections 

2.1 Irrigation: 

 

The RWPG requested significant changes in the methodology used to project irrigation demands within 
the region. The TWDB draft projection methodology relied on historical five-year average (2015-2019) 
water use to establish a baseline and subsequent projected demands are held constant, unless demands 
exceed supplies (modeled available groundwater [MAG] and non-relevant MAG [Non-MAG]), in which 
case, the groundwater-portion of demands decline at the rate of the availability. The RWPG felt strongly 
that this method did not reflect the historical rate of decline for irrigation water use occurring within the 
region. The RWPG and the TWDB worked closely together to ensure that near-term projected demands 
reflect recent trends and long-term projected demands more adequately reflect overall, long-term 
changes in water use.  

Therefore, the RWPG proposed a revised methodology where if demand exceeds supplies in 2060, the 
county-level water availability constraints will be used by combining year-specific groundwater 
availability (MAG and Non-MAG) minus demand in each of the remaining water use sectors of the region 
(i.e., livestock, manufacturing, mining, municipal, and steam-electric power). In these counties, 2030 
demands are set to equal 90 percent of the TWDB’s draft 2030 demands. The 2040-2050 projections 
then decline linearly between 2030 and 2060. 2070 and 2080 projections follow the rate of groundwater 
availability decline. Region O revised the irrigation demand projections for most counties within the 
region, except two, in which case demands did not exceed supplies. 

An extensive review of the Region’s methodology and projections for each county were determined by 
the TWDB to be reasonable. Inclusion of the proposed methodology and projections results in revisions 
to the projected demands for 19 of the 21 counties in the Region. When compared to the TWDB draft 
projections, the revised projections are 10 percent lower in 2030, 37 percent lower in 2050, and 62 
lower percent in 2080. The TWDB EA recommends the requested revisions for Region O irrigation water 
demand projections. 

Irrigation Demand 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080

Draft            2,413,750            2,413,750            2,176,062            2,041,287            1,961,821            1,911,542 
Requested Changes           2,174,030           1,860,438           1,367,030              873,626              783,088              725,085 
Recommended            2,174,030            1,860,438            1,367,030               873,626               783,088               725,085 
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2.2 Livestock: 

 

The RWPG provided a very detailed, county-level analysis of current and future water demands 
accompanying livestock production in Region O. Local knowledge and numerous survey efforts with 
producer groups, agricultural extension personnel, and confined feeding operation personnel allowed 
the RWPG to estimate anticipated water use for a larger number of subcategories of use when 
compared to the estimates within the TWDB draft projections. As an example, the composite category 
of All-Beef within the draft projections was subdivided into four sub-categories (beef cows, fed beef, 
summer stockers, and winter stockers) within the requested revision projections, thereby allowing much 
greater specificity for both the amount of water used as well as the county of use. Similar comments 
apply for the location and type of swine production within the region. The RWPG also documented the 
expected impact of two large dairies (120,000 total inventory) currently under construction. Newly built 
or approved milk and cheese processing plants within the area (Cacique Foods in Amarillo (2023), and 
Leprino Foods in Lubbock (2026)) are expected to increase dairy numbers in the region as well. The 
revised livestock water demand projections are 15 percent lower in 2030, 17 percent lower in 2050, and 
29 percent lower in 2080 when compared to the draft livestock water use projections. The TWDB EA 
recommends the requested revisions for Region O livestock water demand projections. 

2.3 Manufacturing: 

 

Region O did not request any changes to the draft manufacturing water demand projections. 

2.4 Mining: 

 

Region O did not request any changes to the draft mining water demand projections. 

2.5 Steam-Electric Power: 

 

Livestock Demand 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080

Draft                 55,057                 58,911                 63,088                 67,618                 72,296                 72,296 
Requested Changes                47,000                51,611                52,320                51,982                51,715                51,433 
Recommended                 47,000                 51,611                 52,320                 51,982                 51,715                 51,433 

Manufacturing Demand 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080

Draft                   7,830                   8,119                   8,419                   8,731                   9,053                   9,387 
Requested Changes                  7,830                  8,119                  8,419                  8,731                  9,053                  9,387 
Recommended                   7,830                   8,119                   8,419                   8,731                   9,053                   9,387 

Mining Demand 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080

Draft                   9,425                   9,537                   9,601                   9,726                   4,374                   4,439 
Requested Changes                  9,425                  9,537                  9,601                  9,726                  4,374                  4,439 
Recommended                   9,425                   9,537                   9,601                   9,726                   4,374                   4,439 

Steam-Electric Demand 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080

Draft                 17,539                 17,539                 17,539                 17,539                 17,539                 17,539 
Requested Changes                10,407                  6,709                  6,709                  6,142                  6,142                  6,142 
Recommended                 10,323                   6,625                   6,625                   6,129                   6,129                   6,129 
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The RWPG requested revisions for steam-electric power generation for four counties within Region O.  
Two generating units within Lamb County as well as two additional units in Lubbock County are 
expected to retire by 2032 and 2034 respectively. Replacement technology at that time is expected to 
have lower water demands contributing to the reduced demands included in the revision request for 
those two counties. The revision submission for Yoakum County requested an additional 13 acre-feet 
per year throughout the planning horizon. The TWDB found that initial plans for additional generation 
capacity for the utility in that county had not been approved. A fourth revision request in Hale County 
resulted in additional water use for decades 2030 through 2050 and reduced water use in the following 
decades. Subsequent investigation also found that additional capacity believed to be available in the 
early decades also was not currently approved for construction. The TWDB EA recommends acceptance 
of the revision requests for Lamb and Lubbock counties, does not recommend the request for Hale 
County, and revises Yoakum County demands as equal to the original draft values for 2030 through 2050 
plus the requested revision values for 2060 through 2080. The recommended water demand values are 
41 percent lower in 2030, 62 percent lower in 2050, and 65 percent lower in 2080 when compared to 
the TWDB draft steam-electric power water demand projections. 
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Surface Water Hydrologic Variance Request Checklist 

 
Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) rules1 require that regional water planning groups 

(RWPG) use most current Water Availability Models (WAM) from the Texas Commission on 

Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and assume full utilization of existing water rights and no return 

flows for surface water supply analysis. Additionally, evaluation of existing stored surface water 

available during Drought of Record conditions must be based on Firm Yield using anticipated 

sedimentation rates. However, the TWDB rules also allow, and we encourage, RWPGs to use more 

representative, water availability modeling assumptions; better site-specific information; or 

justified operational procedures other than Firm Yield with written approval (via a Hydrologic 

Variance) from the Executive Administrator in order to better represent and therefore prepare for 

expected drought conditions.  

RWPGs must use this checklist, which is intended to save time and reduce effort, to request a 

Hydrologic Variance for estimating the availability of surface water sources. For Questions 4 – 10, 

please indicate whether the requested variance is for determining Existing Supply, Strategy Supply, 

or both. Please complete a separate checklist for each river basin in which variances are being 

requested. 

Water Planning Region:  Choose an item. 

1. Which major river basin does the request apply to? Please specify if the request only applies 

part of the basin or only to certain reservoirs. 

 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

2. Please give a brief, bulleted, description of the requested hydrologic variances including how 

the alternative availability assumptions vary from rule requirements, how the modifications 

will affect the associated annual availability volume(s) in the regional water plan, and why the 

variance is necessary or provides a better basis for planning. You must provide more-detailed 

descriptions in the subsequent checklist questions.  Attach any available documentation 

supporting the request. 

 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

3. Was this request submitted in a previous planning cycle? If yes, please indicate which cycle and 

note how it is different, if at all, from the previous request? 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

4. Are you requesting to extend the period of record beyond the current applicable WAM 

hydrologic period? If yes, please describe the proposed methodology. Indicate whether you 

believe there is a new drought of record in the basin. 

 
1 31 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) §§ 357.10(14) and 357.32(c) 
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Choose an item. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

5. Are you requesting to use a reservoir safe yield? If yes, please describe in detail how the safe 

yield would be calculated and defined, which reservoir(s) it would apply to, and why the 

modification is needed or preferrable for drought planning purposes.  

 

Choose an item. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

6. Are you requesting to use a reservoir yield other than firm yield or safe yield? If yes, please 

describe, in a bulleted list, each modification requested including how the alternative yield was 

calculated, which reservoir(s) it applies to, and why the modification is needed or preferrable 
for drought planning purposes. Examples of alternative reservoir yield analyses may include 

using an alternative reservoir level, conditional reliability, or other special reservoir operations. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

7. Are you requesting to use a different model (such as a RiverWare or Excel-based models) than 

RUN 3 of the applicable TCEQ WAM? If yes, please describe the model being considered 

including how it incorporates water rights and prior appropriation and how it is more 

conservative than RUN 3 of the applicable TCEQ WAM. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

8. Are you requesting to use a modified TCEQ WAM? If yes, please describe in a bulleted list all 

modifications in detail including all specific changes to the WAM and whether the modified 

WAM is more conservative than the TCEQ WAM RUN 3. Examples of WAM modifications may 

include adding subordination agreements, contracts, updated water rights, modified spring 
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flows, updated lake evaporation, updated sedimentation2, system or reservoir operations, or 

special operational procedures into the WAM. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

9. Are you requesting to include return flows in the modeling? If yes, are you doing so to model an 

indirect reuse water management strategy (WMS)? Please provide complete details regarding 

the proposed methodology for determining reuse WMS availability. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Choose an item. 

 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

10. Are any of the requested Hydrologic Variances also planned to be used by another region for 
the same basin? If yes, please indicate the other Region. Please indicate if unknown. 

 

Choose an item. 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

11. Please describe any other variance requests not captured on this checklist or add any other 

information regarding the variance requests on this checklist. 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

 
2 Updating anticipated sedimentation rates does not require a hydrologic variance under 31 TAC § 
357.10(14). The Technical Memorandum will require providing details regarding the sedimentation 
methodology utilized. Please consider providing that information with this request. 
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Jeff Walker 
Executive Administrator 
Texas Water Development Board  
PO Box 13231 
Austin, TX 78711 

 

The Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group (LERWPG) met on November 30, 2023, and 
discussed the process to determine the amount of surface water available from existing water 
rights and future water management strategies.  During this meeting, the LERWPG discussed 
specific deviations from the standard Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) guidance that will 
be employed to develop the 2026 Llano Estacado Regional Water Plan.   
 
As you know, the guidance provided by the TWDB in the base scope of work for the Sixth Cycle 
of Regional Water Planning requires the use of the Run 3 (full authorization) version of Water 
Availability Models (WAMs) maintained by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
(TCEQ). These river-basin-scale models are used by the TCEQ for evaluating legal water 
available to applications for new or amended water rights, and as such, include some aspects 
that are not appropriate for water planning. 

The LERWPG requests that the TWDB allow specific variations from the base TCEQ WAMs for 
analyses that determine surface water available to existing rights.    
 

1. Brazos WAM. The LERWPG requests permission to conduct analyses using the TCEQ 
Brazos River Basin WAM as modified by the Brazos G Regional Water Planning Group 
(Brazos G WAM) for determining surface water reliabilities for the sake of inter-regional 
consistency. This model includes limited return flows for its reliability evaluations.   
 

2. Canadian WAM. Also, to promote inter-regional consistency, the LERWPG requests 
permission to use yield values developed by the Panhandle Regional Water Planning 
Group using the TCEQ Canadian River Basin WAM for determining firm yield in that basin 
for water supplies supporting LERWPG Water User Groups (WUGs), specifically Lake 
Meredith.  
 

3. Colorado WAM. The LERWPG requests permission to use surface water reliability values 
developed by the Region F Regional Water Planning Group using the TCEQ Colorado 
River Basin WAM for determining reliability and yield in that basin for water supplies 
supporting LERWPG Water User Groups (WUGs) to promote inter-regional consistency.  
 

4. Red River WAM. The LERWPG requests permission to use surface water reliability values 
developed by the Panhandle Regional Water Planning Group using the TCEQ Red River 
Basin WAM for determining reliability and yield in that basin for water supplies supporting 
Region O Water User Groups (WUGs), specifically Mackenzie Reservoir.  
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5. Utilize the same water supply model for strategy evaluations as is used to determine 
supplies available to existing water rights. 
 
TWDB guidance requires that evaluations of new water management strategies utilize a 
strict application of the TCEQ Run 3 WAM.  The rationale for this guidance is to ensure 
that the supply from a water management strategy is consistent with what might be 
permitted by the TCEQ.  However, TCEQ considers more information than a simple 
application of the WAM when making water right permitting decisions.  Additionally, many 
water management strategies utilize or are intended to supplement existing supplies, and 
therefore should be evaluated consistent with the existing supplies they are intended to 
supplement.  The existing supply and the supplementing water management strategy 
need to be evaluated consistently.  Furthermore, the same aspects of the Run 3 WAM 
that limit its usefulness for determining supplies available to existing rights also limit its 
ability to determine supplies to new water management strategies.  The TCEQ Run 3 
WAM is a legal permitting tool that has only limited utility for water supply planning.  The 
LERWPG requests that the Brazos G WAM be utilized to evaluate water management 
strategies instead of the base TCEQ Run 3 WAM. 
 
The benefit to this methodology is that it will provide a consistent basis of evaluation 
between existing supplies and new water management strategies. 

 
The LERWPG thanks the TWDB for considering these alternative technical approaches for 
determining surface water supplies to existing water rights and new water management 
strategies.  We welcome any questions you may have regarding this hydrologic variance request 
for surface water supplies. 
 
Please direct any questions to the LERWPG technical consultant, Paula Jo Lemonds, HDR, at 
paula.lemonds@hdrinc.com or (512) 912-5127. 
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