Agenda Item No. 9

Report from consultant team — Rex Hunt, Cynthia Syvarth, Dexter May and
Spandana Tummuri

Enclosed for your review:
a. Review of 5" Cycle Water Planning schedule
b. Update on current 5" Cycle Water Planning activities:
e County Review: Cherokee, Jasper, Jefferson, Newton, and
Smith Counties
e Chapter 3: Evaluation of Current Water Supplies in the Region
e Chapter 4: Comparison of Water Demands with Water

Supplies to Determine Needs

Recommendation:

No Action Required
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Consultant Team Report Agenda

= Planning Schedule — where are we
today? Where are we headed?
= Update on activities:

* Review of projections for Cherokee,
Jasper, Jefferson, Newton, and Smith
Counties

* Review of Chapters 3, 4, and 10

3

Update on the 5" Round
Planning Cycle:

Project Schedule

49




Working Schedule: Fifth Cycle of Regional

e

TWDB Preliminary

Water Planning (October 2018) *
201

Flaming
eny Aciry Tosk 0
Release st of ew municipal WUGsunderutlty boundary
»
Twos
Oratpopulation nd mining.and muricipl demand
TWB  cjections prepared snd made avlble by e Twos | 47
Rwpg ety aycptonalsub-WUGs for RWPA s the TWOBGn |
Incorporate theseentes tothe D822 dtasruture
Oratestock rgaion, manufacturing,andseam-lectic |
wm Gemand prjections made avtable b the TWDB
o o REVIEW & FINALIZE DRAFT
Reviwdratt roections and iz austments and WUG |, PROJECTIONS AND WUG LisT
Rwpg o it oror . PROJECTIONS AND WUG LIST
DUE: 1/12/18
TWDB W08 8o adepts lprojectons P
TWDB/RWPG 0522 prepared an relasedfor ot enty"*
TWDB/RWPG 0522 corsuant ining
ottt ey i . EVALUATE WATE
< " & EXISTING SUPPLIES
IDENTIFY
RWPG  denty water needs “
WATER NEEDS
“Asof"date for neds n D822 tobeutlizedforthe
TWOB oeconomic mpact ansyss 0

RWPG  tdentypotentialy fssble Whsss - IDENTIFY POTENTIALLY FEASIBLE WM

New modeld avaiabl groundate (MAG) volumes isued

TWDB by the TWOB based o updated desed future condtions | >
TWDB  TWO8 planning e revions
Nt RFA forregionlwater plaing grant (pblc ntice,
TWDB/RWPG, mainingSOW, ot sty cos)
Amend Contracts withsddtionfunding” (WA evalustion
TWOB/RWG | o o remain s nocet-proceed]
Review and negotate SO submitals for WS evauatons |
TWOB g e ot t-proceeds”
TECH MEMO
RWPG  Frepae and sbm Technca Mermorandums «
DUE: 9/10/18
TWDB  Soceeconomicimpact reprts dtrbuted o AWPGS .
1PP DUE MARC
RWPG  Complete the 2021 egonslwatrpians AL

SUBMITTAL TO TWDB OF FINAL ADOPTED P\

Stakehadercommttee meet o consder form standards
for 2021 project pirtzatins

Prepareand b project riotzatons rom 2021 N
FWPS regoniwater plans

Task 6

Task 4B

Task 5A




2019-2020 RWPG Meet;

Year Quarter
Q2

2019 Q3
Q4a
Q4b
Q1a

Q1b
Q3a

Q3b

2020

Agenda Items
Chapter

1,2
(Needs must be finalized May 2020)

6,8
3,4,10

5

ES! 7’ 9’ 1

Initially Prepared Plan Approval
(IPP due 03/03/20)

Review Public Comments,
Prioritization
Final Plan Approval

(Final Plan due 10/14/20)

ES - Executive Summary

County-Other

4 Counties

6 Counties
5 Counties
5 Counties

RWPG Mtg. Date

April 17, 2019

July 17, 2019
October 15, 2019
November 20, 2019
January 15, 2020

February 19, 2020

July 15, 2020

September 16, 2020

7%

County Summaries
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County ProjectlonsM

Cherokee County

Region I
]

Steady population growth throughout

CCHEROKEE COUNTY

the planning period

Primary water uses are municipal and
steam electric power

Developed supply far exceeds total
demand throughout the planning cycle

Shortage for three WUGs (Alto Rural

WSC, Rusk, and Wright City WSC) - m

and mining identified.

R

Jasper County

Population growth in initial decades
and then tapers off

Primary water use is manufacturing
Total developed supply greater than
total demand

Total supply significantly exceeds
total demand

Livestock WUG with identified

needs, strategy to develop GW
supplies to meet needs

County Projectlonsw

109
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Jefferson County

= Steady population growth

= Primary water uses are
manufacturing, municipal and
irrigation

= Total developed supply exceeds
demands

= Municipal, manufacturing, and steam
electric power identified with needs

= Strategies to develop surface water
supplies and purchase water from

~ sRegionl  serrerson county

WWPs to meet needs

County ProjectlonsM

119
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Newton County

= No population growth

= Primary water use is steam electric
power

= Total developed supply greater than
total demand

= Total supply significantly exceeds total
demand

= Mining WUG with identified needs,
strategy to develop GW supplies to
meet needs

County Projectlonsw

129
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County Projections
Smith County

Significant population growth

projected over planning period
Primary water use is municipal

Current developed supply exceeds
demand, future decades may need to
tap into undeveloped supply
Significant amount of undeveloped
supply

Shortage identified for six WUGs

(Bullard, Overton, Crystal Systems

Texas, RPM WSC, Southern Utilities,

Whitehouse) and manufacturing and
mining.

139

13

Chapter 3:
Water Supply Analyses

149

14




C h d pte r 3 — Evaluation of Current Water Supplies in the

Region

= Water availability modeling by
source
= Groundwater
= Surface Water
= Reuse
= Water Systems
= Water availability by user
= Water user groups
= Wholesale water providers
= Model assumptions and
variances

Local + Reuse

1%

|

Groundwater
12%

159
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Ch d pte r 3 — Water Availability by Groundwater

Source

= Groundwater is very important
resource, about 12% of region’s
supply
« Major Aquifers — Gulf Coast and Carrizo
Wilcox — Major Aquifers

« Minor Aquifers — Sparta, queen City and
Yegua-Jackson

+ Non-Relevant and Other Local Aquifers

[ carrizo-Wilcox (outerop)
[ carrizo-wilcox (subcrop)

[ Guit coast

ot

é,@!@
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Ch d pte r 3 — Water Availability by Groundwater
Source

= Groundwater is very important

resource, about 12% of region’s

supply

* Major Aquifers — Gulf Coast and Carrizo
Wilcox — Major Aquifers

* Minor Aquifers — Sparta, queen City and
Yegua-Jackson

* Non-Relevant and Other Local Aquifers

Yegua-Jackson
- Queen City Outcrop
m Queen City Downdip
- Sparta Outcrop
Sparta Downdip

17

Ch d pte r 3 — Water Availability by Surface Water

Note: Cypress Basin contained in
avery small portion of the northeast
comner of Panola County

Source

= Surface Water is major source SN L\ Ve
of region’s supply (>85%) /. Prisigin
» Reservoir Supplies
* Run-of-River Supplies
+ Local Supplies
> Reuse

Neches
Neches-Trinity
I sabine

I Trinity

JD. iwnnne wildlife gpuundmvnr

18




(freshwater)

(brackish)
Groundwater

Local Supplies
Reuse
Total

Run-of-the-River

C h d pte r 3 —Water Availability by Source
- SourceofSupply 2020 2070

Reservoirs (permitted) 2,434,137 2,393,432
Run-of-the-River

588,603 594,258

1,036,462 1,036,462 Local + Reuse

1%

519,429 519,429

19,367 19,367
13,986 14,052 Run-of-the-River

(br;;l;{i’sh)
4,640,723 4,606,056 \ ‘

19

Reservoir

Lake Athens
Bellwood Lake

Lake Kurth
Lake Columbia
Lake Jacksonville

Lake Nacogdoches

Lake Pale
system

Lake Tyler/Tyler East
Pinkston Reservoir

Rusk City Lake

San Augustine City
Lake

Sam Rayburn &
Steinhagen System

Chapter 3

Water

CA-3256
CA-3237

CA-4393
CA-4537
CA-3274
CA-4864
CA-3254

CA-4853
CA-4404
CA-4219

CA-4409

CA-4411

— Reservoir Supply Availability

Permitted Currently Available
Priority Date County Dei\l;r:rlsi:n Supply
2020 2070

1/17/1955 Neches Henderson 8,500 5,950 5,520
11/10/1915 .
Ho/iofi8 Neches Smith 2,200 996 996
9/1/1957 Neches Angelina 19,100 18,500 18,500
1/22/1985 Neches Cherokee 85,507 75,800 75,400
6/13/1955 Neches Cherokee 6,200 6,200 6,200
5/24/1988 Neches Nacogdoches 22,000 16,200 14,200
01/05/1970

Neches Anderson 238,110 197,710 189,010
06/27/1977 & i g
Multiple Neches Smith 40,325 34,830 34,010
2/7/1972 Neches Shelby 3,800 3,800 3,800
6/1/1982 Neches Cherokee 160 40 40

San

1/111957 Neches PGt 1,285 1,285 1,285
Multiple Neches Jasper 820,000 820,000 820,000

20 %

20




C h d pte r 3 — Reservoir Supply Availability

Currently Available
Permitted Suppl

Priority Date County

Diversion o 5070
1/10/1984 Neches  Rusk 20,600 20,340 14,690
A-4399 5/91955 Neches  Shelby 350 350 350
CA-4642 10/5/1946 Sabine  Cherokee/ Gregg 62,400 31,456 30,720

CA-4657 ggﬁ:/:gg;z Sabine  Shelby 1,460 1,874 1,874
CA-4654 7/19/1956 Sabine  Panola 22,400 21,367 17,963

Ma Lake CA-4649 7/19/1971 Sabine  Rusk 25,000 25,000 25,000

i 03/05/1958
Tol S CA-4658 01/22/1986

Houston P
G ee CA-5097 03/03/0965  Trinity ~ Houston 3,500 3,500 3,500
e e

219

Sabine  Sabine 750,000 750,000 750,000

21

C h d pt er 3 - Rn--Rlver Supply Availability

¢ Freshwater Supply | Brackish Supply
Y ac-ft/yr ac-ft/yr

Q]
o

Anderson 1,452 0
gelina 46 (o]
Cherokee 108 o]
Hardin 57 0
Houston 2,730 (0]
Jasper 382,553 (o]
Jefferson 67,207 752,152
Nacogdoches 69 0
Newton 133,128 (0]
g 28 284,310

Panol 688
218
178
50
3
88

=)

IOOOOOO

229
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— Local Supplvai|a5|'|

Chapter 3

3,332
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icts

Groundwater Cons Districts

I Anderson County
Deep East Texas

I Lower Trinity
Neches & Trinity Valleys
Panola County

I Pineywoods

I Rusk County

I southeast Texas

[ omano. 1

5] eMANo. 14 24 *
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County

Anderson
Angelina
Cherokee
Henderson

Nacogdoches
Panola
Rusk

San Augustine
Shelby

90
48
99
50
80

119

w1
=N

9

NP
NRS
NP
NP
NP

NRS

NRS
NRS
NRS
NP
3
5
NP
NP
1
2
NP
NP

9

[Polk |

Chicot

Evangeline

Aquifer | Aquifer

21
23
15
35
14
26
42

NP — Not Present
NRS - Not Relevant as Size is Less Than 200 Square Miles
Numbers shown are aquifer drawdown in feet

27
41
17
45
16
10

35

Ch d te r — Groundwater Supply Desired Future Conditions
PPly

Carrizo- Queen Sparta
Wilcox City P County

Burkeville
Confining
Unit

Jasper
Aquifer

46 40
(o} 0
44 37
o} 0
15 73
30 62

259

25

202,248 90,358 2,707 211,627

Cha pte I" 3 — Groundwater Supply Availability

Trinity
Neches
Neches
Trinity
Neches
Trinity
Neches
Sabine

Neches-Trinity

Neches
Sabine
Sabine
Neches
Sabine
Neches
Sabine
Neches
Neches
Neches
Neches

131
617

273
202
155

2,059
322
299

72
791
4,702

543
122

100
94
126
182
197

1,489

12,482

26




Availa

— Reuse Supp

Chapter 3

Direct Reuse Supplies

Sabine Neches Manufacturing
Orange Sabine Irrigation
Shelby Sabine Irrigation
Shelby Sabine Manufacturing

Indirect Reuse Supplies
Jefferson Neches-Trinity Irrigation
Total Reuse Supplies

20

15
82

151
13,687

13,955

o7y

27

Chapter 3 — supply Availability by
203 q0888

2,571 3,307 140,000

Jasper 100,810 100,376 129000
Jefferson 505,996 673,290

100,000
Nacogdoches 44,812 43,570

18,465 18,735

76,459 76,715
28,103 28,558 40,000

1,039 1,168
66,908 73,740 40,000

80,000
Orange

Panola

10,935 10,671
1,118,400 1,291,865

unty

m2020 ®2070

6,277 6,289
20,000

San Augustine 4,823 4,869 Hi Hi W D
Shelby mser 643 (U WM O e O O RN O MO O s e j i
Smith* 99,141 99,423 & P o S & £ & & N R S S Y
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Chapter 3 — Availability by Wholesa
County (Acre- Provider
ey | a0 | 207 | o
65 70 200,000
[ANWEBNSTT 20340 14,690
150,000
et 34469 3755 P
[carthage T 5564 5565
feamer T 5260 5,260
[fosoncowebi | 3500 3501 090
Padsovile T 7391 7,301
1,201,876 1,173,876
,201,876 1,173,837 50,000
[ERRT 38727 38727
[Nacogdoches | 22,692 20,692 b II I.. “
& NS & ¢ & ¥ o ~ & o & S
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= WAM Modifications

+ Trinity WAM — updated

* Neches WAM — updated

« Sabine WAM - updated

— Additional Sections

304
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Chapter 3 — changesto chapter

Requirements Since Previous Plan
= Section added:

« Hydrologic variance requests for water
availability determination

- Request to modify the default hydrologic assumptions

— Accurately reflect region’s water supplies

319
Chapter 4:
Identification of Water
Needs

329

32




Ch d pte r 4 — Comparison of Water Demands with Water

Supplies to Determine Needs

= Water supply and demand
* Region
« County
+ WUGs
- WWPs

= Sub-WUG and County-Other considerations

= Second-tier needs

339

33

e —————
Chapter 4 — changesto chapter

Requirements

= Sections Added

+ Simplified Planning
+ County-Other, Sub-WUG Planning

« Second-Tier Needs Analysis

349
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— Need

= Determination of Needs

« Compares Current Supplies and Projected Demands

« Determines Water Needs

« Summarizes Needs by Counties, WUGs, and WWPs

359

35

Chapter 4 — needs analysis

M Need/Surplus

369

36




Chapter 4

5,000,000

== Allocated Suppli D

4,500,000

4,000,000

3,500,000

3,000,000

2,500,000

Acre-feet per year

2,000,000

1,500,000

1,000,000

500,000

2020 2030 2040

2060 2070 ‘37 i

37

— Needs by Use Type

2020 2070

Municipal 1%
I

Steam
Electric
Power 3%

Steam
Electric
Power 2%

L)
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30,000

25,000

20,000

15,000

10,000

Acre-feet per year

5,000

, I
&

Chapter 4

v
,00

— Counties with Shortages

M 2020

& &
& &

&
Q‘b
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Chapter 4

— Counti

es with Shortages

| County(Acre feet per year) 2020|2070
0 0
1,922 1792
238 393
Hardin | 0 0
10 229
Houston | 1,137 271
8,932 8,932

86,363 111,708

11,445 9,517

E 15 0
526 526
982 982
0 0
1,103 1,350
sabine | 0 0
3,555 2,438
6,556 19,692
900 2,912
0 0
0 0

40




Chapter 4 — Unallocated Supplies

GHEROKEE
ANDERSON

NACOGDOCHES

SAN AUGUSTHE
HOUSTON AMGELNA
TRINTY

‘ ' eoLk
TYLER
HARDIN

2020

CHEROKEE
ANDERSON

HACOGDOCHES

AN AUGUSTINEg e

acre - feet per year S

B - 15,000
[ 15,000 - 35,000
[ 35,000 - 130,000

[ 130,000 - 290,000
[ 290,000 - 525,000

[] > 525000

2070,

41

Chapter 4 — wwpswith shortages

= Eight WWPs ldentified with Shortages

* Angelina and Neches River Authority
* Angelina-Nacogdoches Water Control & Improvement District

(WCID) No. 1

« Athens Municipal Water Authority

+ Beaumont
« Center

* Houston County WCID No. 1

« Lufkin

« Upper Neches River Municipal Water Authority

429
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Acre feet per year

120,000

100,000

(o]
o
o
o
o

(=)
o
o
(=}
(=}

’

40,000

20,000

Chapter 4 — wweswi

H 2020 M 2070

ANRA AN WCID AMWA Beaumont Center Hou County Lufkin UNRMWA
No.1 WCID No. 1
Wholesale Water Provider

439
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rojected Needs

m

45,254 101,299

4 —p

8,060 -5,879

349 '67437
0 -9,218
360 -562

-45,027 -56,190
-17,828 8,713
12,537 -21,159

-11,877  -192,032

e

44




e ——————————
C

hapter 4 — Projected Surplus

= Seven WWPs |dentified with Surplus

« Carthage

= Jacksonville

* Lower Neches Valley Authority

» Nacogdoches

* Panola County Fresh Water Supply District No. 1
» Sabine River Authority

« Tyler

459
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Ch d pte r 4 — Counties with Surpmplies

1,000,000
900,000
800,000

H 2020 2070

700,000
600,000
500,000
400,000
300,000
200,000
100,000

) _— f— . -

Carthage Jacksonville LNVA  Nacogdoches Panola SRA Tyler
County FWSD
No.1
Wholesale Water Provider

Acre feet per year

469
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Chapter 4 — couies with surlusspptes

Water Provider (Acre feet per year) m

Carthage 3,333 3,293

Jacksonville 2,814 814

Lower Neches Valley Authority 874,273 837,998

Nacogdoches 12,861 6,966

Panola Co. Fresh Water Supply

4,365 2,148

47 \
Chapter 10:
Public Participation and
Plan Adoption
T

48




Cha pter 10 — Public Participation And Adoption Plan

= Public involvement and participation

= Methods for public engagement
* Water user group involvement

ETRWPA website

* Public meetings

Public hearings

* Press releases

499
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Ch d pter 10 — Changes to Chapter Requirements

= No significant changes

50
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Region I

East Texas Regional
Water Planning Group
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