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Agenda Item 7A. 
Municipal water demand 
projections and 
population projections



▪ Released by TWDB on January 23, 2023

▪ Draft population and municipal water demand projections and supporting 

data. Included for review and potential revision:

o Population projections based on the Texas Demographic Center (TDC) full 

migration scenario, 

o Baseline gpcd, 

o Plumbing code savings projections, 

o Municipal demand projections, and 

o Basin split percentages for each water user group (WUG). 

▪ See TWDB methodology and data tables included with meeting materials.

Population Projections

PLEMONDS
Text Box



Population Projections

County

2010 

Census

2020 

Census

Bailey 7,165 6,904

Briscoe 1,637 1,435

Castro 8,062 7,371

Cochran 3,127 2,547

Crosby 6,059 5,133

Dawson 13,833 12,456

Deaf Smith 19,372 18,583

Dickens 2,444 1,770

Floyd 6,446 5,402

Gaines 17,526 21,598

Garza 6,461 5,816

County

2010 

Census

2020 

Census

Hale 36,273 32,522

Hockley 22,935 21,537

Lamb 13,977 13,045

Lubbock 278,831 310,639

Lynn 5,915 5,596

Motley 1,210 1,063

Parmer 10,269 9,869

Swisher 7,854 6,971

Terry 12,651 11,831

Yoakum 7,879 7,694

TOTAL 489,926 509,782



▪ From TWDB: 

▪ Planning groups must choose the population projection for each county in their region by 

selecting either the 1.0 migration scenario or the 0.5 migration scenario for all planning 

decades. 

o If a RWPG chooses to include a combination of migration scenarios (some counties using the 1.0 

migration in all decades, other counties using the 0.5 scenario in all decades), it must provide a 

justification for mixing differing migration rates within the same Regional Water Planning Area. 

o As always, planning groups may propose revisions to the WUG population projections within the 

county totals and provide supporting data. 

o Planning groups may also propose revisions to the baseline GPCD and projected plumbing code 

savings.

Draft Population and Municipal Water Demand Projections 
0.5 migration scenario



TWDB Methodology - Population, Water Use, GPCD

▪ Draft baseline GPCDs were carried from 2021 RWPs and reduced by 

estimated, accumulated plumbing code savings since year of baseline 

GPCD in previous plan

▪ Statewide, draft baseline GPCDs are generally lower than 2021 RWPs 

baseline GPCD

▪ GPCD of 60 is lowest allowed baseline GPCD

▪ Utility boundaries are available to view within dashboard

▪ See data tables included with meeting materials.



LlanoPlan.org
Review and Revision of Population and Demands 



LlanoPlan.org 
Review and Revision of Population and Demands 



WUG Updates and Requested Revisions 

▪ Lubbock – Use 1.0 migration scenario and TWDB’s gpcd projection

Increases in population within county totals and ‘county-other’ population

▪ Plainview 

▪ Wolfforth 

▪ Hereford

▪ See attachments for further detail of  revision requests

▪ August 11, 2023 – Deadline for RWPGs to request changes to draft 

population and municipal demand projections



Suggested Actions 

▪ Discuss and take action to approve population and municipal 

demand projection revisions to TWDB draft projections and to 

authorize consultant to submit revision request to TWDB. 

▪ Consider authorizing consultant to continue working with TWDB 

regarding the revisions, on behalf of the RWPG.



Agenda Item 7B. 
Hydrological Variance 
Request for Surface 
Water Supplies



▪ RWPGs shall use unmodified TCEQ WAM RUN#3 (plus anticipated 

sedimentation) to estimate reservoir firm yields and run of river firm 

diversions or MAGs for groundwater availabilities, in order 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

7. No Return Flows

8. All Diversions assumed lakeside

TCEQ WAM - Major Assumptions (Run 3)



1. Utilize the hydrologic variances approved for use by the Brazos G RWPG 

to conduct analyses for the Brazos River Basin.

2. Utilize yield values approved for use by the Region A RWPG for the 

Canadian River Basin.

3. Utilize yield values approved for use by the Region F RWPG for the 

Colorado River Basin.

4. Utilize yield values approved for use by the Region A RWPG for the Red 

River Basin.

5. Utilize a stand-alone Water Availability Model (WAM) for Lake Alan Henry 

that was developed for the City of Lubbock.

2021 RWP Hydrologic Variances



▪ 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

▪ Subset of the Brazos WAM

o Extended Period of Record 

• More recent drought included 

o Used to determine yield for Lake Alan Henry

▪ Others depending on analysis needs

Potential 2026 RWP Variance Requests



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 7C. 
Methodology for Analysis of 
Infeasible Water Management 
Strategies and/or Projects



Analysis of Infeasible Water Management Strategies and/or 
Projects

▪ See presentation by Kevin Smith, TWDB

▪ 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: 

oReviewed recommended WMS projects associated with an online 

decade of 2020

oSee attached list from TWDB



Region O Regional Water Planning Group
Regional Water Planning Meeting

Infeasible Water Management Strategies 
Identification and Resolution Process

1

August 3, 2023



Identification of Infeasible WMSs in 2021 RWP

2

Task Background

First Amended General Guidelines for Development of the 2026 Regional Water Plans, 
Section 2.11, Scope of Work Task 4B, and January 31, 2023 email clarification

At a minimum, RWPGs should review the status of recommended strategies and projects 
with an online decade of 2020 and 2030, involve permitting and/or construction, and are 
specific major projects (e.g., reservoirs, desal, ASR) in the 2021 RWPs. RWPGs are also 
encouraged to review additional near-term strategies or projects with lengthy permitting or 
construction processes.

Infeasible WMSs include those WMSs where proposed sponsors have not taken an 
affirmative vote or other action to make expenditures necessary to construct or file 
applications for permits required in connection with implementation of the WMS on a 
schedule in order for the WMS to be completed by the time the WMS is needed to address 
drought in the plan.



Determining Feasibility

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

• spending money on the strategy or project (i.e., purchasing 
land, engineering studies); 

• voting to spend money on the strategy or project; and/or 

• applying for required federal and/or state permit(s) 

for the strategy or project.

3



Identification of Infeasible WMSs - TO DO
1. Review strategies and projects in the previous RWP;
coordinate with project sponsors to determine
implementation status and determine infeasibility.
2. Planning groups should review strategies & projects that require 
a permit and/or involve construction and that:

• are shown to be online in 2020 or 2030;
• are related to new major reservoirs, seawater desalination, 

DPR, brackish groundwater, ASR, and out of state transfers;
• generally require significant resources and time to implement.

Analysis is not required for strategies/projects that do not require a 
permit or involve construction (e.g., conservation, metering).

4



Identification of Infeasible WMSs - TO DO (Continued)

5

• If infeasible WMSs are identified, a list of the identified infeasible 
WMSs must be included in the Technical Memorandum

• If infeasible WMSs are identified, planning groups must amend 2021 
plans to:
• Remove an infeasible WMS or WMSP,
• Revise an infeasible WMS or WMSP to make it feasible (e.g., revise 

the online decade), and/or
• Incorporate a new WMS or WMSP to address the identified water 

need previously met by an infeasible WMS or WMSP that was 
removed due to infeasibility (or justify municipal unmet need).

• An alternative strategy can be used in place of an infeasible strategy. However, it 
must be deemed feasible.



Identification of Infeasible WMSs - TO DO (Continued)

6

Planning groups are to present the results of their 2021 RWP 
WMSs/WMSPs infeasibility analysis at the same public meeting 
where the RWPG also presents methodology for identifying 
potentially feasible WMSs/WMSPs in their 2026 RWP.

14 Day Public Notice/Comment Period for this is required.



Identification of Infeasible WMSs –
Important Deadlines and Deliverables

7

• Analysis must be completed prior to March 4, 2024

(Technical Memorandum due date)

o Include list of infeasible WMSs in Technical Memorandum

o Note, an analysis does not need to be completed for alternative 
strategies.

• RWPG-adopted 2021 RWP amendments due to TWDB 
June 5, 2024



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



Suggested Action 

▪ Determination of feasibility of Water Management Strategies 

associated with an online decade of 2020



Agenda Item 7D. 
Timeline to Develop 
2026 Llano Estacado 
Regional Water Plan



TWDB Working Schedule – UPDATED 3/2023



TWDB Working Schedule 
Current LERWPG Responsibilities



▪ January 2023 – TWDB distributed draft population projections, plumbing code savings projections, 

and municipal demand projections

▪ July 14, 2023 – Deadline for RWPGs to request changes to draft non-municipal demand projections

▪ August 11, 2023 – Deadline for RWPGs to request changes to draft population and municipal demand 

projections

▪ Fall 2023 – TWDB present all projections to Board for approval

▪ 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 7A. Municipal water demand projections and population projections



2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080

HALE/LUBBOCK Abernathy 3,103 3,298 3,494 3,705 3,994 4,412 2,976 3,021 3,058 3,096 3,129 3,155 127 277 436 609 865 1,257 

LAMB Amherst 653 654 650 647 644 645 623 593 557 520 479 436 30 61 93 127 165 209 

HOCKLEY Anton 820 808 796 785 778 779 785 744 705 668 633 600 35 64 91 117 145 179 

PARMER Bovina 1,466 1,331 1,134 931 693 409 1,383 1,171 931 707 478 249 83 160 203 224 215 160 

TERRY Brownfield 8,861 9,026 9,158 9,336 9,548 9,802 8,541 8,374 8,150 7,905 7,638 7,345 320 652 1,008 1,431 1,910 2,457 

BAILEY County-Other, Bailey 1,900 1,923 1,804 1,654 1,440 1,136 1,793 1,700 1,499 1,280 1,027 737 107 223 305 374 413 399 

BRISCOE County-Other, Briscoe 450 417 398 374 347 317 431 376 337 298 255 208 19 41 61 76 92 109 

CASTRO County-Other, Castro 2,456 2,355 2,219 2,103 1,958 1,775 2,276 2,021 1,754 1,532 1,287 1,023 180 334 465 571 671 752 

COCHRAN County-Other, Cochran 630 590 543 498 451 403 562 472 382 304 222 138 68 118 161 194 229 265 

CROSBY County-Other, Crosby 928 859 775 696 612 522 858 722 592 476 353 223 70 137 183 220 259 299 

DAWSON County-Other, Dawson 4,527 4,543 4,549 4,532 4,521 4,518 4,337 4,143 3,940 3,713 3,467 3,200 190 400 609 819 1,054 1,318 

DEAF SMITH County-Other, Deaf Smith 4,496 4,218 3,732 3,057 2,236 1,198 4,213 3,694 3,056 2,333 1,564 751 283 524 676 724 672 447 

DICKENS County-Other, Dickens 842 783 701 623 543 460 845 808 742 626 503 370 (3) (25) (41) (3) 40 90 

FLOYD County-Other, Floyd 1,222 1,128 1,024 928 820 700 1,117 939 777 636 488 338 105 189 247 292 332 362 

GAINES County-Other, Gaines 15,785 19,705 23,359 26,975 30,651 34,410 16,148 20,713 25,270 29,911 34,805 39,987 (363) (1,008) (1,911) (2,936) (4,154) (5,577)

GARZA County-Other, Garza 1,117 1,092 1,033 944 851 753 1,091 1,032 949 836 717 592 26 60 84 108 134 161 

HALE County-Other, Hale 3,973 3,650 3,187 2,684 2,085 1,338 3,707 3,173 2,579 2,020 1,429 808 266 477 608 664 656 530 

HOCKLEY County-Other, Hockley 7,339 7,351 7,219 7,086 6,940 6,774 7,030 6,767 6,396 6,034 5,643 5,220 309 584 823 1,052 1,297 1,554 

LAMB County-Other, Lamb 3,006 3,107 3,007 2,824 2,513 2,028 2,869 2,817 2,575 2,268 1,868 1,370 137 290 432 556 645 658 

LUBBOCK County-Other, Lubbock 39,598 43,005 45,858 49,091 52,406 55,815 41,262 46,247 51,271 57,555 64,243 71,368 (1,664) (3,242) (5,413) (8,464) (11,837) (15,553)

LYNN County-Other, Lynn 2,661 2,605 2,551 2,469 2,385 2,297 2,625 2,490 2,377 2,248 2,110 1,963 36 115 174 221 275 334 

MOTLEY County-Other, Motley 506 469 440 437 434 431 507 464 432 419 405 390 (1) 5 8 18 29 41 

PARMER County-Other, Parmer 2,536 2,188 1,732 1,241 679 13 2,393 1,926 1,421 943 468 8 143 262 311 298 211 5 

SWISHER County-Other, Swisher 2,420 2,375 2,326 2,282 2,236 2,191 2,280 2,091 1,903 1,735 1,547 1,337 140 284 423 547 689 854 

TERRY County-Other, Terry 3,047 3,048 2,903 2,677 2,415 2,109 2,937 2,828 2,584 2,267 1,932 1,580 110 220 319 410 483 529 

YOAKUM County-Other, Yoakum 1,531 1,582 1,638 1,733 1,841 1,959 1,459 1,438 1,434 1,466 1,503 1,544 72 144 204 267 338 415 

CROSBY Crosbyton 1,427 1,332 1,219 1,113 1,002 890 1,319 1,119 930 761 578 381 108 213 289 352 424 509 

YOAKUM Denver City 5,034 5,265 5,470 5,646 5,828 6,020 4,800 4,787 4,788 4,775 4,760 4,745 234 478 682 871 1,068 1,275 

CASTRO Dimmitt 3,737 3,692 3,628 3,591 3,559 3,535 3,462 3,167 2,869 2,615 2,339 2,036 275 525 759 976 1,220 1,499 

LAMB Earth 842 813 788 769 761 768 804 737 675 618 566 519 38 76 113 151 195 249 

PARMER Farwell 1,546 1,698 1,858 2,035 2,247 2,511 1,459 1,494 1,525 1,546 1,550 1,530 87 204 333 489 697 981 

FLOYD Floydada 2,419 2,331 2,258 2,200 2,154 2,122 2,211 1,941 1,713 1,508 1,282 1,024 208 390 545 692 872 1,098 

PARMER Friona 4,261 4,504 4,747 5,003 5,319 5,722 4,020 3,964 3,896 3,801 3,669 3,486 241 540 851 1,202 1,650 2,236 

HALE Hale Center 1,876 1,834 1,752 1,666 1,572 1,471 1,750 1,594 1,418 1,254 1,077 889 126 240 334 412 495 582 

SWISHER Happy 488 473 454 437 419 401 460 416 371 332 290 245 28 57 83 105 129 156 

CASTRO Hart Municipal Water System 746 712 683 655 642 648 691 611 540 477 422 373 55 101 143 178 220 275 

DEAF SMITH Hereford 14,154 14,552 14,843 15,069 15,422 15,973 13,265 12,743 12,155 11,498 10,788 10,016 889 1,809 2,688 3,571 4,634 5,957 

LUBBOCK Idalou 2,044 1,903 1,763 1,598 1,455 1,328 2,130 2,047 1,971 1,874 1,784 1,698 (86) (144) (208) (276) (329) (370)

DAWSON Lamesa 7,721 7,666 7,569 7,400 7,220 7,024 7,398 6,992 6,557 6,062 5,536 4,975 323 674 1,012 1,338 1,684 2,049 

HOCKLEY Levelland 12,404 12,510 12,452 12,386 12,327 12,278 11,882 11,517 11,032 10,546 10,024 9,462 522 993 1,420 1,840 2,303 2,816 

LAMB Littlefield 5,558 5,447 5,368 5,328 5,359 5,489 5,306 4,939 4,598 4,280 3,984 3,709 252 508 770 1,048 1,375 1,780 

FLOYD Lockney 1,402 1,299 1,188 1,084 969 841 1,282 1,082 901 743 577 406 120 217 287 341 392 435 

CROSBY Lorenzo 886 825 752 683 612 537 819 693 574 467 353 230 67 132 178 216 259 307 

LUBBOCK Lubbock 288,066 310,005 328,296 349,617 371,825 394,956 300,165 333,391 367,043 409,890 455,805 505,009 (12,099) (23,386) (38,747) (60,273) (83,980) (110,053)

MOTLEY Matador 471 436 410 407 404 401 472 432 402 390 377 363 (1) 4 8 17 27 38 

COCHRAN Morton PWS 1,470 1,377 1,285 1,198 1,110 1,017 1,311 1,102 904 731 547 349 159 275 381 467 563 668 

BAILEY Muleshoe 5,096 5,230 5,351 5,525 5,764 6,094 4,809 4,624 4,446 4,275 4,110 3,952 287 606 905 1,250 1,654 2,142 

CASTRO Nazareth 259 265 269 276 285 297 240 227 213 201 187 171 19 38 56 75 98 126 

LUBBOCK New Deal 578 525 475 421 374 333 602 565 531 493 459 426 (24) (40) (56) (72) (85) (93)

LYNN/DAWSON Odonnell 665 652 639 623 601 579 653 619 590 558 521 482 12 33 49 65 80 97 

LAMB Olton 1,904 1,837 1,782 1,740 1,723 1,737 1,818 1,666 1,526 1,398 1,281 1,174 86 171 256 342 442 563 

HALE Petersburg Municipal Water System 926 905 866 823 777 726 864 787 701 619 532 439 62 118 165 204 245 287 

YOAKUM Plains 1,341 1,424 1,488 1,482 1,468 1,445 1,279 1,295 1,302 1,253 1,199 1,139 62 129 186 229 269 306 

HALE Plainview 21,396 21,086 20,359 19,585 18,795 17,995 19,962 18,331 16,478 14,739 12,875 10,875 1,434 2,755 3,881 4,846 5,920 7,120 

GARZA Post 4,543 4,409 4,217 3,961 3,695 3,419 4,439 4,167 3,872 3,506 3,112 2,687 104 242 345 455 583 732 

BRISCOE Quitaque 302 278 258 238 217 197 289 250 218 190 160 129 13 28 40 48 57 68 

CROSBY Ralls 1,521 1,417 1,291 1,171 1,047 918 1,406 1,190 985 801 604 393 115 227 306 370 443 525 

LUBBOCK Ransom Canyon 1,006 1,042 1,070 1,099 1,131 1,168 1,048 1,121 1,196 1,288 1,386 1,493 (42) (79) (126) (189) (255) (325)

MOTLEY/DICKENS Red River Authority of Texas 13 11 11 10 9 8 13 11 11 10 9 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

GAINES Seagraves 1,808 1,574 1,357 1,139 960 812 1,849 1,654 1,468 1,263 1,090 944 (41) (80) (111) (124) (130) (132)

GAINES Seminole 6,997 7,275 7,481 7,556 7,676 7,832 7,157 7,647 8,093 8,378 8,716 9,101 (160) (372) (612) (822) (1,040) (1,269)

HALE Seth Ward WSC 1,482 1,451 1,386 1,317 1,244 1,162 1,383 1,261 1,122 991 852 702 99 190 264 326 392 460 

LUBBOCK Shallowater 3,161 3,429 3,655 3,920 4,195 4,479 3,294 3,688 4,086 4,596 5,142 5,727 (133) (259) (431) (676) (947) (1,248)

BRISCOE Silverton 549 508 478 442 407 371 526 457 404 353 300 243 23 51 74 89 107 128 

LUBBOCK Slaton 5,437 5,017 4,603 4,136 3,729 3,372 5,665 5,396 5,146 4,849 4,571 4,311 (228) (379) (543) (713) (842) (939)

DICKENS Spur 745 695 622 554 482 407 748 718 659 557 446 328 (3) (23) (37) (3) 36 79 

LAMB Sudan 883 903 927 957 997 1,051 843 819 794 769 741 710 40 84 133 188 256 341 

HOCKLEY Sundown 1,195 1,162 1,091 1,024 947 860 1,145 1,070 967 872 770 663 50 92 124 152 177 197 

LYNN Tahoka Public Water System 2,268 2,223 2,180 2,114 2,046 1,975 2,237 2,124 2,031 1,924 1,810 1,687 31 99 149 190 236 288 

SWISHER Tulia 3,779 3,610 3,392 3,205 3,011 2,805 3,561 3,177 2,775 2,437 2,083 1,712 218 433 617 768 928 1,093 

COCHRAN Whiteface 284 266 254 246 235 224 253 213 179 150 116 77 31 53 75 96 119 147 

LUBBOCK Wolfforth 6,611 8,044 9,325 10,901 12,472 14,048 6,889 8,651 10,426 12,780 15,289 17,963 (278) (607) (1,101) (1,879) (2,817) (3,915)

Total 547,174 576,022 597,840 622,662 648,514 675,440 553,026 587,260 620,752 665,214 712,862 763,921 (5,852) (11,238) (22,912) (42,552) (64,348) (88,481)

Population Projections

0.5 migration scenario 1.0 migration scenario Difference (0.5 scenario minus 1.0 scenario)

County WUG Name

Region O

5/2023

1 of 1



2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080

HALE/LUBBOCK Abernathy 690 714 752 797 858 947 662 654 659 666 672 678 28 60 93 131 186 269 

LAMB Amherst 75 71 70 70 69 69 71 65 60 56 52 47 4 6 10 14 17 22 

HOCKLEY Anton 95 89 87 86 85 85 91 82 77 73 69 66 4 7 10 13 16 19 

PARMER Bovina 242 212 179 147 110 65 229 187 147 112 76 39 13 25 32 35 34 26 

TERRY Brownfield 1,296 1,268 1,277 1,300 1,330 1,365 1,250 1,177 1,137 1,101 1,064 1,023 46 91 140 199 266 342 

BAILEY County-Other, Bailey 208 199 185 169 147 116 196 176 154 131 105 75 12 23 31 38 42 41 

BRISCOE County-Other, Briscoe 137 124 118 111 103 94 131 112 100 88 76 62 6 12 18 23 27 32 

CASTRO County-Other, Castro 323 296 276 261 243 220 299 254 218 190 160 127 24 42 58 71 83 93 

COCHRAN County-Other, Cochran 227 209 192 176 159 142 202 167 135 107 78 49 25 42 57 69 81 93 

CROSBY County-Other, Crosby 97 85 76 68 60 51 90 71 58 46 34 22 7 14 18 22 26 29 

DAWSON County-Other, Dawson 497 474 469 466 465 465 477 432 406 382 357 329 20 42 63 84 108 136 

DEAF SMITH County-Other, Deaf Smith 463 409 356 291 213 114 434 358 292 222 149 72 29 51 64 69 64 42 

DICKENS County-Other, Dickens 102 90 80 71 62 52 102 93 85 71 57 42 0 (3) (5) 0 5 10 

FLOYD County-Other, Floyd 129 112 100 91 80 68 118 93 76 62 48 33 11 19 24 29 32 35 

GAINES County-Other, Gaines 1,722 2,054 2,376 2,694 3,014 3,336 1,761 2,159 2,570 2,987 3,422 3,877 (39) (105) (194) (293) (408) (541)

GARZA County-Other, Garza 125 116 108 98 89 79 122 110 99 87 75 62 3 6 9 11 14 17 

HALE County-Other, Hale 450 388 334 280 218 140 420 337 270 211 149 84 30 51 64 69 69 56 

HOCKLEY County-Other, Hockley 792 750 728 712 698 681 758 690 645 607 567 525 34 60 83 105 131 156 

LAMB County-Other, Lamb 391 384 368 345 307 248 373 349 316 277 228 168 18 35 52 68 79 80 

LUBBOCK County-Other, Lubbock 4,654 4,824 5,055 5,345 5,644 5,949 4,849 5,188 5,651 6,267 6,919 7,607 (195) (364) (596) (922) (1,275) (1,658)

LYNN County-Other, Lynn 272 252 244 236 228 219 268 241 227 214 201 187 4 11 17 22 27 32 

MOTLEY County-Other, Motley 84 75 70 69 69 68 84 74 69 66 64 62 0 1 1 3 5 6 

PARMER County-Other, Parmer 454 377 296 211 116 2 429 332 243 161 80 1 25 45 53 50 36 1 

SWISHER County-Other, Swisher 283 264 256 251 246 241 267 233 210 191 170 147 16 31 46 60 76 94 

TERRY County-Other, Terry 333 315 297 273 246 215 321 293 264 231 197 161 12 22 33 42 49 54 

YOAKUM County-Other, Yoakum 164 159 162 171 181 192 156 145 142 145 148 151 8 14 20 26 33 41 

CROSBY Crosbyton 204 183 166 152 137 121 189 154 127 104 79 52 15 29 39 48 58 69 

YOAKUM Denver City 1,340 1,371 1,418 1,463 1,510 1,559 1,277 1,247 1,241 1,237 1,233 1,229 63 124 177 226 277 330 

CASTRO Dimmitt 795 765 748 739 733 728 737 656 591 538 482 419 58 109 157 201 251 309 

LAMB Earth 135 126 121 118 117 118 129 114 104 95 87 80 6 12 17 23 30 38 

PARMER Farwell 382 409 445 487 537 600 360 360 365 370 370 366 22 49 80 117 167 234 

FLOYD Floydada 394 367 353 343 336 331 361 305 268 235 200 160 33 62 85 108 136 171 

PARMER Friona 710 725 759 799 849 914 670 638 623 607 586 557 40 87 136 192 263 357 

HALE Hale Center 208 193 182 173 163 153 194 168 148 130 112 92 14 25 34 43 51 61 

SWISHER Happy 68 63 60 58 55 53 64 55 49 44 38 32 4 8 11 14 17 21 

CASTRO Hart Municipal Water System 99 91 86 83 81 82 92 78 68 60 53 47 7 13 18 23 28 35 

DEAF SMITH Hereford 2,985 2,982 3,025 3,067 3,139 3,251 2,798 2,612 2,477 2,340 2,196 2,039 187 370 548 727 943 1,212 

LUBBOCK Idalou 338 304 280 253 231 211 352 327 313 297 283 269 (14) (23) (33) (44) (52) (58)

DAWSON Lamesa 1,662 1,604 1,576 1,539 1,502 1,461 1,592 1,463 1,365 1,261 1,151 1,035 70 141 211 278 351 426 

HOCKLEY Levelland 1,859 1,797 1,774 1,761 1,753 1,746 1,781 1,655 1,572 1,500 1,425 1,345 78 142 202 261 328 401 

LAMB Littlefield 752 706 690 684 688 704 717 640 591 549 511 476 35 66 99 135 177 228 

FLOYD Lockney 172 152 138 126 113 98 158 127 105 86 67 47 14 25 33 40 46 51 

CROSBY Lorenzo 151 136 123 112 100 88 139 114 94 76 58 38 12 22 29 36 42 50 

LUBBOCK Lubbock 47,782 49,626 51,881 54,772 57,797 60,924 49,789 53,369 58,004 64,215 70,851 77,900 (2,007) (3,743) (6,123) (9,443) (13,054) (16,976)

MOTLEY Matador 158 144 135 133 133 132 158 142 132 128 124 119 0 2 3 5 9 13 

COCHRAN Morton PWS 303 276 256 239 221 203 270 221 180 146 109 70 33 55 76 93 112 133 

BAILEY Muleshoe 963 959 975 1,006 1,049 1,109 909 848 810 778 748 719 54 111 165 228 301 390 

CASTRO Nazareth 95 96 97 100 103 107 88 82 77 72 67 62 7 14 20 28 36 45 

LUBBOCK New Deal 67 57 51 45 40 36 69 62 57 53 49 46 (2) (5) (6) (8) (9) (10)

LYNN/DAWSON Odonnell 83 77 75 73 70 68 81 73 69 65 61 56 2 4 6 8 9 12 

LAMB Olton 369 346 334 325 322 325 352 314 286 261 240 220 17 32 48 64 82 105 

HALE Petersburg Municipal Water System 225 214 204 194 183 171 210 186 165 146 125 103 15 28 39 48 58 68 

YOAKUM Plains 327 339 353 351 348 342 312 309 309 297 284 270 15 30 44 54 64 72 

HALE Plainview 3,677 3,498 3,355 3,222 3,092 2,960 3,430 3,041 2,715 2,425 2,118 1,789 247 457 640 797 974 1,171 

GARZA Post 533 493 467 438 408 378 521 466 429 387 344 297 12 27 38 51 64 81 

BRISCOE Quitaque 72 64 60 55 50 45 69 58 50 44 37 30 3 6 10 11 13 15 

CROSBY Ralls 208 185 168 152 136 119 192 156 128 104 78 51 16 29 40 48 58 68 

LUBBOCK Ransom Canyon 276 280 286 293 300 309 287 301 319 343 368 395 (11) (21) (33) (50) (68) (86)

MOTLEY/DICKENS Red River Authority of Texas 3 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

GAINES Seagraves 273 228 195 164 138 117 279 240 211 181 157 136 (6) (12) (16) (17) (19) (19)

GAINES Seminole 2,219 2,268 2,320 2,339 2,372 2,417 2,270 2,384 2,510 2,593 2,694 2,809 (51) (116) (190) (254) (322) (392)

HALE Seth Ward WSC 100 98 93 89 84 78 93 85 75 67 57 47 7 13 18 22 27 31 

LUBBOCK Shallowater 437 457 481 511 542 574 456 492 537 599 664 733 (19) (35) (56) (88) (122) (159)

BRISCOE Silverton 85 76 71 66 61 55 82 69 60 53 45 36 3 7 11 13 16 19 

LUBBOCK Slaton 580 506 459 411 371 335 605 544 513 482 454 428 (25) (38) (54) (71) (83) (93)

DICKENS Spur 118 106 94 84 73 62 118 110 100 84 68 50 0 (4) (6) 0 5 12 

LAMB Sudan 199 198 203 209 218 229 190 180 173 168 162 155 9 18 30 41 56 74 

HOCKLEY Sundown 307 291 272 255 236 215 294 268 241 218 192 165 13 23 31 37 44 50 

LYNN Tahoka Public Water System 350 330 322 312 302 291 345 316 300 284 267 249 5 14 22 28 35 42 

SWISHER Tulia 617 569 531 501 471 439 582 501 435 381 326 268 35 68 96 120 145 171 

COCHRAN Whiteface 63 58 55 53 51 48 56 46 39 32 25 17 7 12 16 21 26 31 

LUBBOCK Wolfforth 1,033 1,216 1,387 1,599 1,806 2,011 1,076 1,308 1,550 1,874 2,214 2,571 (43) (92) (163) (275) (408) (560)

Total 88,081 89,341 91,637 94,739 98,063 101,541 88,956 90,958 94,887 100,762 107,078 113,771 (875) (1,617) (3,250) (6,023) (9,015) (12,230)

Water Demand Projections

County WUG Name

0.5 migration scenario 1.0 migration scenario Difference (0.5 scenario minus 1.0 scenario)

Region O

5/2023

1 of 1



Lubbock

Lubbock

Scenario /

Planning Decade
1 0.5

2030 361,834 347,249 

2040 401,911 373,719 

2050 442,502 395,789 

2060 494,185 421,517 

2070 549,570 448,314 

2080 608,921 476,223 



 
 

Memorandum 

Date:   June 13, 2023 

Project:  2026 Llano Estacado Regional Water Plan 

To:   Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group Region O  

From:   Neil Weems, Director of Public Works 

Subject: Draft Population and Municipal Water Demand Projections 

The City of Plainview respectfully requests the population estimates be reevaluated and adjusted. The 

current TWDB projected based on the population decrease from 2010 to 2020 is not indicative of current 

growth for Plainview. Plainview’s population has decreased during that time, but should not be 

considered as the trend for the planning horizon.  The population projection should be held steady or 

0.5% increase. 

In 2013, the Cargill Meat processing plant shut down production. Cargill at the time was the largest 

employer with over 2,100 employees.  It is estimated 2,100 people relocated (approximately 10% of the 

population) in 2013. The 2010 population was 22,194 and the 2020 population was 20,182.  The decrease 

is consistent with the closure of the facility. Plainview’s population has remained neutral or steady since 

2013 and should remain neutral or slight increase and not decrease for the planning horizon.    

The Long-Range Water Supply Plan, adopted by the City Council in December of 2021, has population 

estimates for the City of Plainview’s water planning purposes that have been adjusted based on a 

population reset in 2013.  Section 2.2.4 Population Projections Inferred from Growth in Residential 

Connects of the Long-Range Water Supply Plan is attached for additional reference. The plan 

demonstrates in the year 2070, the population could vary from 22,332 to 27,144.    

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (806) 291-1225. 

The City of Plainview appreciates your consideration of this request. 
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66 acft in 2070, and reduce maximum-day water demands by 0.47 mgd in 2031 and 0.72 mgd 
in 2070, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Effects of demand reduction assumptions. 

Assumption Regarding 
Water Use Reduction 

Annual Demands 
(acft/yr) 

Maximum-Day Demands 
(mgd) 

Expected High Low Expected High Low 

2031 Demands 

No Use Reduction 3,818 4,216 3,460 6.78 7.48 6.14 

w/Use Reduction 3,780 4,150 3,460 6.67 7.32 6.14 

2031 Savings 38 66 0 0.11 0.16 0.00 

2070 Demands 

No Use Reduction 4,165 4,864 3,650 7.39 8.63 6.48 

w/Use Reduction 3,999 4,661 3,650 6.92 7.91 6.48 

2070 Savings 166 203 0 0.47 0.72 0.00 

acft/yr = acre-feet per year; mgd = million gallons per day 

2.2.4 Population Projections Inferred from Growth in Residential Connections 
The growth rates projected for each connection type were developed through consultation with 
City staff. Future expected population for the City of Plainview can be inferred from those growth 
rates by assigning an average number of persons to each single- and multi-family residential 
connection. Based on past population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau and connection 
counts provided by the City, the average persons per residential connection (combined single- 
and multi-family connections) from 2013 through 2019 was 3.24 persons per connection. 

Historical population (2000 through 20204) and projected populations (2021 through 2070) are 
compared in Figure 7 with projections provided by the TWDB for the 2021 Llano-Estacado 
(Region O) Regional Water Plan. 

The 2010 U.S. Census established the population of the City to be 22,194. In 2013, the Cargill 
processing plant, the largest employer in the City at the time, closed due to a lack of incoming 
cattle caused by the ongoing drought in the area.5 The closing of the Cargill plant resulted in the 
relocation of an estimated 2,300 employees living in and around Plainview. This business was 

 

 

4 Populations for 2000, 2010, and 2020 are determined by the U.S. Census for those years. Populations 
for 2013 through 2019 are mid-year estimates developed by the U.S. Census Bureau. 

5 The New York Times, 
February 27, 2013. 



Long-Range Water Supply Plan 
 City of Plainview 

 December 1, 2021 | 17 

In 2020, the U.S. Census established the population of Plainview at 20,197, which is a 10
percent decline from the 2010 Census population caused primarily by the closing of the Cargill 
facility. All three growth scenarios were developed considering that the population decline 
caused by the Cargill closure will reverse and the City will again experience future periods of 
population growth. 

In 2013 the City adopted the Plainview Comprehensive Plan6, which forecast a population in 
2040 of between 24,000 and 26,000 persons. This work was completed prior to the closing of 
the Cargill facility and did not anticipate that event. Adjusted for the population lost from the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Figure 7. Historical and projected population estimates inferred from growth in residential connections. 

 

 

6 https://www.plainviewtx.org/336/Comprehensive-Plan 
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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) 



August 2022 

Page 2 of 3 

 

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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Identification of Infeasible Water Management Strategies and Projects Recommended in 2021 RWP

Tab 1: Recommended WMS projects associated with an online decade of 2020

WMS Project 

identified as 

infeasible? 

(Y/N) RWPG Comments

Project

Sponsor

Region Project Category

WMS

Project

Id WMS Project Name

Capital

Cost

Online

Decade Project Sponsors Project Components Project Related WMS Types

Project Related 

Source Subtypes

Project Related 

Strategy Supply 

2020 AFY

Project Related 

Strategy Supply 

2030 AFY

Project Related 

Strategy Supply 

2040 AFY

Project Related 

Strategy Supply 

2050 AFY

Project Related 

Strategy Supply 

2060 AFY

Project Related 

Strategy Supply 

2070 AFY

O Other project type 4111

Crosby County - Mining Additional Groundwater 

Development $1,298,000 2020 Mining (Crosby) Multiple Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 480 480 480 480 480 480

O Other project type 4110 Crosby County - Ralls Additional Groundwater Development $849,000 2020 Ralls

Conveyance/Transmission Pipeline; Multiple 

Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 160 160 160 160 160 160

O Other project type 4124

Dawson County Mining Additional Groundwater 

Development $1,976,000 2020 Mining (Dawson) Multiple Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600

O Other project type 4125

Deaf Smith County Manufacturing Additional Groundwater 

Development $3,222,000 2020 Manufacturing (Deaf Smith)

Conveyance/Transmission Pipeline; Multiple 

Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250

O Other project type 4126

Gaines County - Manufacturing Additional Groundwater 

Development $3,066,000 2020 Manufacturing (Gaines)

Conveyance/Transmission Pipeline; Multiple 

Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200

O Other project type 2566 Gaines County - Seminole Local Groundwater Development $42,649,000 2020 Seminole

Conveyance/Transmission Pipeline; Multiple 

Wells/Well Field; New Water Right/Permit no 

IBT; Pump Station

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 1,225 1,225 1,725 1,725 1,725 1,725

O Other project type 4132

Hale County - Manufacturing Additional Groundwater 

Development $8,932,000 2020 Manufacturing (Hale)

Conveyance/Transmission Pipeline; Multiple 

Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000

O Other project type 4133 Hale County - Mining Additional Groundwater Development $1,562,000 2020 Mining (Hale) Multiple Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 965 965 965 965 965 965

O Other project type 4136 Lamb County - Mining Additional Groundwater Development $1,019,000 2020 Mining (Lamb) Multiple Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 480 480 480 480 480 480

O Other project type 2163

Lubbock County - Lubbock Bailey County Well Field Capacity 

Maintenance $94,704,000 2020 Lubbock

Conveyance/Transmission Pipeline; Multiple 

Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 2,431 2,431 2,431 2,431 2,431 2,431

O Other project type 4138

Lubbock County - Manufacturing Additional Groundwater 

Development $2,742,000 2020 Manufacturing (Lubbock)

Conveyance/Transmission Pipeline; Multiple 

Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 800 800 800 800 800 800

O Other project type 4139

Lubbock County - Mining Additional Groundwater 

Development $18,678,000 2020 Mining (Lubbock) Multiple Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 5,560 5,560 5,560 5,560 5,560 5,560

O Other project type 4140 Lynn County - Mining Additional Groundwater Development $1,342,000 2020 Mining (Lynn) Multiple Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 800 800 800 800 800 800

O Other project type 4143 Terry County - Mining Additional Groundwater Development $993,000 2020 Mining (Terry) Multiple Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 640 640 640 640 640 640

O Other project type 4145

Yoakum County - Mining Additional Groundwater 

Development $1,300,000 2020 Mining (Yoakum) Multiple Wells/Well Field

Groundwater wells and 

other Groundwater 640 640 640 640 640 640

Tab 2: Select Recommended WMS projects associated with an online decade of later than 2020. See workbook data description tab for details about selected projects.

O New major reservoir 2171 Lubbock County - Lubbock Jim Bertram Lake 7 $251,043,000 2040 Lubbock

Conveyance/Transmission Pipeline; Pump 

Station; Reservoir Construction; Water 

Treatment Plant Expansion; New Surface New major reservoir Reservoir 0 0 11,975 11,975 11,975 11,975
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