—- Region K
= e
m /'/ ‘ )

Lower
Colorado
Region

Region K
Water Demand Revisions Process
Review & Results

Q9B



>> Final Region K Overall Water Demands <<
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Overall, TWDB’s Region K Water Demands are ~1 % less than the Adopted Plan’s Total

Overall, RWPG’s Revised Region K Water Demands are ~6 % higher than the Adopted Plan’s Total




>> Final Region K Water Demands <<
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Region K Overall Categories Year 2060 Comparisons
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Overall, the RWPG’s Revised Region K Water Demands are ~5 % higher than the TWDB’s Draft Total Demands



>> Final Region K Water Demands <<

Water Demand (ac-ft/yr)
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>> Final Irrigation Water Demands <<
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Colorado County has chosen the TWDB projections with aquaculture & waterfowl habitat water use added
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>> Final Irrigation Water Demands <<

Matagorda County Irrigation Comparisons
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Matagorda County has chosen the TWDB projections with aquaculture & waterfowl habitat water use added



>> Final Irrigation Water Demands <<

East Wharton County Irrigation Comparisons
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Wharton County has chosen the 6-Y ear Historical Average with aquaculture & waterfowl habitat water use added



>> [rrigation Revisions Clarification <<

Region K’s recommended irrigation revisions for
the three Rice-Producing counties just presented have
been decreased from the Agriculture Group's actual
expectations of irrigation water use as a compromise with
the TWDB. (reference the Ag Group’ s spreadsheets)

Consequently, the Agricultural Group will spend
the next 5 years gathering pertinent data to develop much
more accurate water use projections for presentation
during the next round of regional planning.
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>> Final Irrigation Water Demands <<

Q9B

Revised Region K Irrigation Demand County Summaries (acre-feet/year)

County d2000 d2010 d2020 d2030 d2040 d2050 d2060

BASTROP 1,846 1,610 1,407 1,226 1,072 934 814
BLANCO 73 69 66 62 58 56 55
BURNET 103 101 100 98 96 95 93
COLORADO 210,242 | 200,822 | 192,465 | 184,380 | 176,555 | 168,946 | 161,663
FAYETTE 789 739 692 648 606 568 533
GILLESPIE 2,065 2,039 2,013 1,987 1,960 1,936 1,912
HAYS (P) 12 11 11 11 11 11 11

LLANO 995 979 963 946 930 915 900

MATAGORDA 205,990 | 193,048 | 186,072 | 179,353 | 172,916 | 166,722 | 160,750

MILLS 3,001 2,936 2,872 2,810 2,749 2,689 2,631

SAN SABA 3,349 3,240 3,136 3,035 2,937 2,841 2,749

TRAVIS 1,224 1,126 1,034 951 875 805 741

WHARTON (P) 191,241 | 182,985 | 176,441 | 170,127 | 164,044 | 158,177 135,911

WILLIAMSON (P) - - - - - - -

Total Revised 620,930 | 589,705 | 567,271 | 545,635 | 524,808 | 504,694 | 468,763
Approved 2002 Plan 588,635 559,238 538,196 517,895 498,331 479,453 -
% Change from 2002 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% -

>> RWPG can now vote to adopt the Irrigation Revisions <<
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>> Final Livestock Water Demands <<

Revised Region K Livestock Demand County Summaries (acre-feet/year)

County d2000 d2010 d2020 d2030 d2040 d2050 d2060
BASTROP 1,522 1,522 1,522 1,522 1,522 1,522 1,522
BLANCO 443 443 443 443 443 443 443
BURNET 835 835 835 835 835 835 835

COLORADO 1,473 1,473 1,473 1,473 1,473 1,473 1,473
FAYETTE 2,397 2,397 2,397 2,397 2,397 2,397 2,397
GILLESPIE 1,062 1,062 1,062 1,062 1,062 1,062 1,062
HAYS (P) 220 220 220 220 220 220 220

LLANO 751 751 751 751 751 751 751

MATAGORDA 1,151 1,151 1,151 1,151 1,151 1,151 1,151

MILLS 918 918 918 918 918 918 918

SAN SABA 1,191 1,191 1,191 1,191 1,191 1,191 1,191

TRAVIS 704 704 704 704 704 704 704
WHARTON (P) 728 728 728 728 728 728 728
WILLIAMSON (P) - - - - - - -
Total Revised 13,395 13,395 13395| 13,395 13,395 13395| 13,395
Approved 2002 Plan 14,275 14,275 14,275 14,275 14,275 14,275 -
% Change from 2002 -6% -6% -6% -6% -6% -6% -

A revised count for total head of livestock was provided for Wharton County by Region K’s

Agricultural Revision Group that is ~10% higher than TWDB Draft Projections

>> RWPG can now vote to adopt the Livestock Revisions <<



>> Final Mining Water Demands <<

Revised Region K Mining Demand County Summaries (acre-feet/year)

County d2000 d2010 d2020 d2030 d2040 d2050 d2060
BASTROP 28 5,033 5,035 5,036 37 38 39
BLANCO 6 ) ) ) ) ) )
BURNET 1,725 1,956 2,049 2,098 2,145 2,190 2,235

COLORADO 19,674 | 20,804 | 21,197 | 21,416 | 21623 | 21,821 | 21,996
FAYETTE 43 42 42 42 42 42 42
GILLESPIE 9 8 8 8 8 8 8
HAYS (P) 18 12 6 2 - . .

LLANO 152 149 148 148 148 148 148

MATAGORDA 196 177 172 169 167 165 163

MILLS . . - - - - -
SAN SABA 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
TRAVIS 1,285 1,531 1,649 1,727 1,804 1,880 1,935

WHARTON (P) 633 731 773 798 822 844 864
WILLIAMSON (P) 13 9 ) 1 . . -
Total Revised 23,945 30,620 31,252 | 31,613| 26,964 | 27,304 | 27,598
Approved 2002 Plan 34,554 26,879 28,353 30,072 32,229 34,820 -
% Change from 2002 -31% 14% 10% 5% -16% -22%

Bastrop County will have a new ALCOA mine starting up soon —

Three Oaks Mine, which will have an anticipated lifespan of ~25 years

>> RWPG can now vote to adopt the Mining Revisions <<




>> Final Manufacturing Water Demands <<

Revised Region K Manufacturing Demand County Summar ies (acre-feet/year)

County d2000 | d2010 | d2020 | d2030 | d2040 | d2050 | d2060
BASTROP 70 92 111 130 150 169 183
BLANCO 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
BURNET 743 963 | 1,100| 1248 1,384 1502| 1,636

COLORADO 144 176 192 205 217 227 245
FAYETTE 162 205 230 254 277 297 322
GILLESPIE 440 506 539 566 591 612 655
HAYS (P) 509 691 809 928 | 1048| 1156| 1,255
LLANO 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
MATAGORDA 10,355 | 12,180 | 13,253 | 13991 | 14,686 | 15259 16,267
MILLS 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
SAN SABA 24 28 30 31 32 33 35
TRAVIS 16,179 | 23,002 | 28294 | 38508| 50483| 57,703| 64,652
WHARTON (P) 256 313 343 366 390 410 442
WILLIAMSON (P) - - - - - - -
Total Revised 28887 | 38162 | 44,916 56233] 69264 77,374| 85,698
Approved 2002 Plan 33,833 55841 57,003] 60,165 63185 66,962 -
% Changefrom2002 | -15% -32%% -22% 7% 10% 16% :

1 Revision was requested for Manufacturing Water Demands in Travis County
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>> Flnal Seam-Electric Water Demands <<

Water Demand (ac-ft/yr)
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LCRA & Bastrop Energy Partners make up S-E for Bastrop County. LCRA provided actual Year 2000 S-E

water use data & projected future revisions. LCRA/TWDB came up with consensus demands for BEP.



>> Flnal Seam-Electric Water Demands <<

Water Demand (ac-ft/yr)

Fayette County Steam-Electric Comparisons
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The LCRA and the COA have provided revised actual Y ear 2000 S-E water use data for Fayette County
& future projections




>> Flnal Seam-Electric Water Demands <<

Water Demand (ac-ft/yr)
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The STPNOC has plans for the construction of an industrial facility in Matagorda County at some future date.




>> Flnal Seam-Electric Water Demands <<

Water Demand (ac-ft/yr)
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30000
@ SB1
0 TWDB
250001 UPDATED & REVISED RWPG Demands
20000+
o
15000+ of S
= = i B~ %
S S S o = B [0 9|
o oF o3 o o [ 9
10000 9 Q | — S-' s R
Q © B i
.@. GS .m". ) . ) .
5000- NS ot -
0,
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060

The TWDB projections do not include S-E water demands for Austin Energy's newest plant, the Sand Hill
Energy Center (SHEC), which was completed in 2001 (after the TWDB's Y ear 2000 Water Use Survey).



>> Flnal Seam-Electric Water Demands <<
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Water Demand (ac-ft/yr)

Total Region K Steam-Electric Comparisons
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Total Revised RWPG S-E Demands are ~ 15% higher than the TWDB’s Draft Projections



>> Flnal Seam-Electric Water Demands <<

Revised Region K Steam-Electric Demand County Summaries (acre-feet/year)

County d2000 | d2010 | d2020 | d2030 | d2040 | d2050 | d2060
BASTROP 7846 12,000 14,000[ 16,000 18000 19,500 19,500
BLANCO - - - - - - -
BURNET - - - - - - -

COLORADO - - - - - - -
FAYETTE 21,306 | 42,720| 43200| 52500| 63,840| 63840| 69,750
GILLESPIE - - - - - - -
HAYS (P) - - - - - - -
LLANO 1,271 1,057 843 985 | 1,159 1,371 1,629
MATAGORDA 65948 | 80,000 80,000| 102,000 | 102,000 | 102,000 | 102,000
MILLS - - - - - - -
SAN SABA - - - - - - -
TRAVIS 7494 | 17500 | 18500 22500| 23500| 27,500 28500
WHARTON (P) 10 245 351 411 483 572 679
WILLIAMSON (P) - - - - - - -
Total Revised 103,875 | 153,522 | 156,894 | 194,396 | 208,982 | 214,783 | 222,058
Approved 2002 Plan 81,000]  90,500] 95500] 110500] 110,500] 118,500 -
% Change from 2002 28% 70% 64% 76% 89% 81%

>> RWPG can now vote to adopt the Steam-Electric Revisions <<



Region K

T7Q’/
O

i

"
Lower N
Colorado \
Region

Municipal
Revisions

Q9B



>> Final Municipal Water Demands <<

Wate Demand (ac-ft/yr)
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1 Water-Use Rate revisions request for Bastrop Co. (Agua WSC)




>> Final Municipal Water Demands <<

Water Demand (ac-ft/yr)
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1 Water-Use Rate revisions request for Burnet Co. (City of Marble Falls)



>> Final Municipal Water Demands <<

Fayette County Municipal Comparisons
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1 Water-Use Rate revisions request (Aqua WSC) for Fayette Co.



>> Final Municipal Water Demands <<

Water Demand (ac-ft/yr)
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1 Water-Use Rate revisions request (Fredericksburg) and 2 Population Revisions requests for Gillespie Co.
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>> Final Municipal Water Demands <<

Hays County Municipal Comparisons
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4 Population Revisions requests for Hays Co.



>> Final Municipal Water Demands <<

Llano County Municipal Comparisons
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>> TWDB-Qualified’ Final Municipal Water Demands <<
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2 Water-Use Rate revisions requests and 10 Population Revisions requests for Travis Co.



>> Final Municipal Water Demands <<

Water Demand (ac-ft/yr)
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1 Water-Use Rate revisions request (“ County-Other”) and
1 Population Revisions request for Williamson Co. (N.Austin MUD 1)



COA Service Area Revisions Reguest Summary

Demands shown are total for COA Service Area and include Municipal Retail,
Municipal Wholesale, and a portion of Travis County Manufacturing

B

Summary Draft TWDB & COA Revisionsfor Service Area: Water Demand Totals (acre-feet/year)
Entire COA _Service Area D_2000| D_2010| D_2020 | D_2030| D_2040 | D_2050 | D_2060
TWDB Draft Water Demand for COA Service Area | 153,463| 179,863| 214,754| 246,822| 269,594| 293,287| 318,561
COA Manufacturing I ncrease Requests 0 885 2,229 8,487 16,470 20,026 23,752
COA Pop & Water-Use Rate I ncrease Requests ** 6,855 9,092 12,163 16,068 25,210] 34,208 39,852
Total Revised COA Service Area Water Demands | 160,318| 189,840 229,146| 271,378 311,274 347,521 382,165

** New Municipa Revisons Request includes water rate revisions, 2nd round TC MUD pop capping revisions, & TWDB
additional Austin pop revisions via Co. pop methodology change

Revised COA Service Area Summary of Water Demand Proj ections (acre-feet/year)

COA Service AreaWUG Groups D 2000 | D 2010 | D 2020 | D_2030 | D 2040 | D_2050 | D 2060
COA Service Area (w/in Travis Co.) Manufacturing Total 12,943 18,578 23,081 32,504 43,680 50,168 56,472
COA Service AreaMunicipal Retail Total 139,454 163,135 197,599| 230,102| 258,694| 288,238 316,294
COA Service Area M unicipal Wholesale Total 7,921 8,128 8,465 8,772 8,900 9,116 9,400

Combined Total COA Service Area Water Demands

| 160,318] 189,841 229,146| 271,377 311,274 347,522[ 382,165
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>> TWDB-Qualified’ Final Municipal Water Demands <<

Revised Region K Municipal Demand County Summaries (acre-feet/year)
County d2000 d2010 d2020 d2030 d2040 d2050 d2060

BASTROP 9,315| 11,678| 14,764 | 18329 22505| 27,820| 34,608
BLANCO 1,205 1,370 1,580 1,782 1,952 2,150 2,396
BURNET 5,749 6,801 8,081 9,363| 10,606 | 11,974 13,648
COLORADO 3,101 3,132 3,189 3,188 3,141 3,122 3,089
FAYETTE 3,522 3,891 4,417 4,877 5,244 5,752 6,494
GILLESPIE 3,923 4,432 4,969 5,113 5,048 5,016 5,016
HAYS (P) 3,955 7,193 | 10,656 | 13445| 16,267 | 19,742 | 22,497
LLANO 4,043 4,055 4,018 3,976 3,928 3,905 3,905
MATAGORDA 5,423 5,589 5,828 5,906 5,883 5,815 5,762
MILLS 992 970 998 990 981 967 951
SAN SABA 1,296 1,299 1,315 1,328 1,339 1,331 1,336
TRAVIS 158,928 | 188,388 | 228,718 | 265,544 | 295,478 | 326,647 | 356,358
WHARTON (P) 3,680 3,776 3,879 3,910 3,880 3,847 3,806
WILLIAMSON (P) 8,172 | 10,058 | 12304 14963| 17,821 | 20,932 24,264
Total Revised 213,303 | 252,632 | 304,718 | 352,715 | 394,076 | 439,019 | 484,131

Approved 2002 Plan 227,616 258,794 302,075 346,430 375,510 409,297 -

% Change from 2002 -6% -2% 1% 2% 5% 7% -

>> RWPG can now vote to adopt the Municipal Revisions <<
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Response to Serra Club
Municipal Revision Requests

The LCRWPG Consultants agree that there are more reductions possible than the plan is
anticipating. As the region gets closer to needing to develop new water sources, such as
reservoirs, the RWPGs will be able to see the actual success rates of the various
conservation efforts implemented as Water Management Strategies, instead of guessing
now. It would be better to have the actual outcomes surpass planning expectations than to
come up short of water supplies when needed by the Region K WUGs.

We appreciate the comments and suggestions provided by the Sierra Club and we feel
confident that all will be addressed in the process of developing the Water Management
Strategies. We welcome the Sierra Club’s input as various water conservation efforts are
brought before the RWPG for consideration. The next planning cycle should have a
wealth of data to use on the success of various water conservation efforts to better predict
the benefits in future years.

>> RWPG can now vote to adopt the Response Letter <<



TC&B Project Memo

September 10, 2003
To al Region K Water Planning Group Members
Expected Action at LCRWPG Mesting

After various meetings between the TWDB, City of Austin, Sierra Club, and Agricultural Interests,

N

©ooNOS AW

etc., consensus has been reached for al of the water demand revisions presented today for
Region K. The RWPG should move to consider the adoption of the following:

Population caps requested by several Municipal Utility WUGs in several counties;

Population added to Region K/City of Austin WUG due to TWDB revision of county
population methodology for Travis County by Dan Hardin;

Water Demand revisions for Municipal in 8 counties of Region K;

Water Demand revisions for Irrigation in the lower 3 counties of Region K;

Water Demand revisions for Livestock in Wharton County;

Water Demand revisions for Mining in Bastrop County;

Water Demand revisions for Manufacturing in Travis County;

Water Demand revisions for Steam-Electric in 4 counties;

Region K response letter for Sierra Club revisions request for submittal to TWDB.

Sincerely, Bill Couch

Project Manager



. Region K

B v

Lower
Colorado :
Region

This concludes the Region K Water
Demand Revisions Process

Finalized Water Demand Tables & Narrative will now
be prepared & sent to the TWDB for review & approval
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