
Water Loss Benchmarking Guidance for Regional Water Planning Groups 
Water loss industry standards do not recommend setting a one-size-fits-all target for water loss, rather water loss performance targets 
should be system specific. Additionally, water loss targets should be set in the water loss key performance indicators of apparent loss per 
connection per day, real loss per connection per day, and/or real loss per mile per day. Uses and limitations of key performance indicators 
have been developed by the American Water Works Association's Water Loss Control Committee in their AWWA Water Loss Control 
Committee Report (2019) (also provided in Table 1 below). 

TWDB is required to evaluate the water loss of retail public utilities that request financial assistance for a water supply project using water 
loss thresholds as an indicator of whether a utility must include funds for mitigating water loss as part of their request for financial 
assistance. TWDB has established the thresholds found in 31 §TAC 358.6(e) and in the Conservation Resource Guide for Development of 
the 2026 Regional Water Plans using six years of water loss audit data and finding the median for two distinct groups of utilities for real 
loss, the physical leakage of water from the distribution system. Retail public utilities located in less dense communities (less than 32 
connections per mile) the threshold or median of this group is 57 gallons per connection per day. Retail public utilities located in more 
dense communities (32 or more connections per mile) the threshold or median of this group is 30 gallons per connection per day. 

Although the TWDB water loss threshold is set as one number for each distinct group, the threshold is not a target. The water loss 
threshold is only used for determining whether a utility may need to mitigate their water loss in addition to any other project they are 
requesting funds of the TWDB. A RWPG may wish to consider that these water loss threshold values are medians of sizes of utilities which 
can be used as benchmarking values. However, there should be an understanding that these values will change every five years as TWDB 
redoes its analysis, and these values do not represent all utilities in the state – only those which submitted water loss audits between 
2015 and 2020 with no obvious errors (i.e. negative values). Additionally, while it is recommended to benchmark only with utilities with 
similar characteristics, only using connection density as a parameter for determining similar utilities can be limiting. To include other 
characteristics or to identify the median or similar summary statistics for identifying similar utilities please consider using the Water Loss 
Audit Data spreadsheets found on the Conservation Resources for 2026 Regional Water Plan Development webpage. 

 

 

 

https://www.awwa.org/wp-content/uploads/KPI-for-Non-Revenue-Water%E2%80%93Water-Loss-Control-Committee-Report.pdf
https://www.awwa.org/wp-content/uploads/KPI-for-Non-Revenue-Water%E2%80%93Water-Loss-Control-Committee-Report.pdf
https://texreg.sos.state.tx.us/public/readtac$ext.TacPage?sl=R&app=9&p_dir=&p_rloc=&p_tloc=&p_ploc=&pg=1&p_tac=&ti=31&pt=10&ch=358&rl=6
https://www.twdb.texas.gov/waterplanning/rwp/planningdocu/2026/projectdocs/conservation/Conservation-Resource-Guide-for-2026-RWPs.pdf?d=7942.399999999441
https://www.twdb.texas.gov/waterplanning/rwp/planningdocu/2026/projectdocs/conservation/Conservation-Resource-Guide-for-2026-RWPs.pdf?d=7942.399999999441
https://www.twdb.texas.gov/waterplanning/rwp/planningdocu/2026/conservationresources.asp


 
*Data Validity Tier is a new term that will appear in Version 6.0 of the FWAS (2020 release) and is a band-type grouping of Data Validity Scores: Tier I: DVS=0-25; Tier II: DVS=26-50; 
Tier III: DVS=51-70; Tier IV: DVS=71-90; Tier V: DVS=91-100 

 

Source: AWWA Water Loss Committee Report (2019) 
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