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Appendix A
Description of Tables

Table A-1. Historical Population. Table A-1 provides detailed historical population
totals for each county in the BGRWPA for each decade from 1900 through 2000. Data for the
period from 1900 to 1990 were obtained from the Texas Alamnac, 1994-1995. Data for 2000
were obtained from the U.S. Census. Table A-1 also provides region totals for each year listed,
percent change in population from decade to decade, the State's total population and its
corresponding percent change from decade to decade.

Table A-2. Historical Population by Subregion. Table A-2 categorizes the data listed in
Table A-1 by the subregions identified in the BGRWPA, including the Rolling Plains, 1H-35
Corridor and Lower Basin. Population totals for each subregion are provided as the summation
of the populations of the counties within that subregion.

Table A-3. Historical Use by Source. Table A-3 provides a listing of water use in the
BGRWPA by source, either groundwater or surface water, for 1980 and 1984 through 2000.
These data were obtained from the TWDB. The total water use for the region is also listed.

Table A-4. Historical Groundwater Pumpage by Aquifer. Table A-4 provides a
detailed listing of groundwater use by aquifer for 1980 and 1984 through 2000. These data are a
summary of data obtained from the TWDB for groundwater use in the BGRWPA.

Table A-5. BGRWPA Reservoirs. Table A-5 provides a complete listing of the
reservoirs in the BGRWPA with a permitted capacity of at least 2,500 acre-feet. This table is
provided to supplement Table 1-5 in the report.

Table A-6. Permitted Surface Water Diversions. Table A-6 lists the permitted
diversions by county obtained from the TCEQ water-rights database. Table A-6 provides
supplemental information to Table 1-6 in the report.

Table A-7. Historical Use by County. Table A-7 provides detailed water-use data by
county for the BGRWPA for 1980 and 1984 through 2000. Region totals are also provided. The
data were obtained from the TWDB.

Table A-8. Historical Water Use by Type. Table A-8 lists water use as municipal,
manufacturing, power generation, mining, irrigation or livestock watering for the years 1980 and
1984 through 2000. Region totals are included for each year. All data were obtained from the
TWDB.
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Table A-9. Historical Water Use by County, Source and Type. Table A-9 provides
2000 water use by source and type for each county in the BGRWPA. The percentage of use by
source for each county is also included. The data were obtained from the TWDB.
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Table A-1.
BGRWZPA Historical Population
Historical Population®
County 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Bell 45,535 49,186 46,412 50,030 44,863 73,824 94,097 124,483 157,889 191,088 237974
Bosque 17,390 19,013 18,032 15,750 15,761 11,836 10,809 10,966 13,401 15,125 17,204
Brazos 18,859 18,919 21,975 21,835 26,977 38,390 44,895 57,978 93,588 121,862 152,415
Burleson 18,367 18,687 16,855 19,848 18,334 13,000 11,177 9,999 12,313 13,625 16,470
Callahan 8,768 12,973 11,844 12,785 11,568 9,087 7,929 8,205 10,992 11,859 12,905
Comanche 23,009 27,186 25,748 18,430 19,245 15,516 11,865 11,898 12,617 13,381 14,026
Coryell 21,308 21,703 20,601 19,999 20,226 16,284 23,961 35,311 56,767 64,213 74,978
Eastland 17,971 23,421 58,505 34,156 30,345 23,942 19,526 18,092 19,480 18,488 18,297
Erath 29,966 32,095 28,385 20,804 20,760 18,434 16,236 18,141 22,560 27,991 33,001
Falls 33,342 35,649 36,217 38,771 35,984 26,724 21,263 17,300 17,946 17,712 18,576
Fisher 2,708 12,596 11,009 13,563 12,932 11,023 7,865 6,344 5,891 4,842 4,344
Grimes 26,106 21,205 23,101 22,642 21,960 15,135 12,709 11,855 13,580 18,828 23,552
Hamilton 13,520 15,315 14,676 13,523 13,303 10,660 8,488 7,198 8,297 7,733 8,229
Haskell 2,637 16,249 14,193 16,669 14,905 13,736 11,174 8,512 7,725 6,820 6,093
Hill 41,355 46,760 43,332 43,036 38,355 31,282 23,650 22,596 25,024 27,146 32,321
Hood 9,146 10,008 8,759 6,779 6,674 5,287 5,443 6,368 17,714 28,981 41,100
Johnson 33,819 24,460 37,286 33,317 30,384 31,390 34,720 45,769 67,649 97,165 126,811
Jones 7,053 24,299 22,323 24,233 23,378 22,147 19,299 16,106 17,268 16,490 20,785
Kent 899 2,655 3,335 3,851 3,413 2,249 1,727 1,434 1,145 1,010 859
Knox 2,322 9,625 9,240 11,368 10,090 10,082 7,857 5,972 5,329 4,837 4,253
Lampasas 8,625 9,532 8,800 8,677 9,167 9,929 9,418 9,323 12,005 13,521 17,762
Lee 14,595 13,132 14,014 13,390 12,751 10,144 8,949 8,048 10,952 12,854 15,657
Limestone 32,573 34,621 33,283 39,497 33,781 25,251 20,413 18,100 20,224 20,946 22,051
McLennan 59,772 73,250 82,921 98,682 101,898 130,194 150,091 147,553 170,755 189,123 213,517
Milam 39,666 36,780 38,104 37,915 33,120 23,585 22,263 20,028 22,732 22,946 24,238
Nolan 2,611 11,999 10,868 19,323 17,309 19,808 18,963 16,220 17,359 16,594 15,802
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Table A-1 (Concluded)

Historical Population®

County 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Palo Pinto 12,291 | 19,506 | 23431| 17576 | 18456| 17,154 | 20,516 28,962 24,062 25,055 27,026
Robertson 31,480 | 27454 | 27933 27240| 25710| 19908| 16,157 14,389 14,653 15,511 16,000
Shackelford 2,461 4,201 4,960 6,695 6,211 5,001 3,990 3,323 3,915 3,316 3,302
Somervell 3,498 3,931 3,563 3,016 3,071 2,542 2,577 2,793 4,154 5,360 6,809
Stephens 6,466 7980 | 15403 | 16560 | 12,356 | 10,597 8,885 8,414 9,926 9,010 9,674
Stonewall 2,183 5,320 4,086 5,667 5,589 3,679 3,017 2,397 2,406 2,013 1,693
Taylor 10,499 | 26,293 | 24,081 | 41,023| 44147| 63370| 101,078 97,853 | 110,932 | 119,655 | 126,551
Throckmorton 1,750 4,563 3,589 5,253 4,275 3,618 2,767 2,205 2,053 1,880 1,850
Washington 32,931 | 25561 | 26624 25394| 25387| 20542| 19,145 18,842 21,998 26,154 30,373
Williamson 38,072 | 42228 | 42934| 44146| 41698| 38853| 35044 37,305 76,521 | 139,551 | 211,474
Young 6,540 | 13,657 | 13,379 20,128 | 19,004 | 16,810 | 17,254 15,400 19,001 18,126 13,989
Region Total | 680,003 | 802,012 | 849,801 | 871,571 | 833387 | 821,013| 855217 | 895682 | 1,130,823 | 1,350,811 | 1,621,961
% Change 17.9% 6.0% 2.6% -4.4% -1.5% 4.2% 4.7% 26.3% 19.5% 20.1%
Grfwnt”h“;'ate 1.7% 0.6% 0.3% -0.4% -0.1% 0.4% 0.5% 2.4% 1.8% 1.8%
State Total | 3,048,710 | 3,896,542 | 4,663,228 | 5,824,715 | 6,414,824 | 7,711,194 | 9,579,677 | 11,196,730 | 14,229,191 | 16,986,510 | 20,851,820
% Change 27.8% 19.7% 24.9% 10.1% 20.2% 24.2% 16.9% 27.1% 19.4% 22.8%

Annual 2.5% 1.8% 2.2% 1.0% 1.9% 2.2% 1.6% 2.4% 1.8% 2.1%

Growth Rate

! Historical population data through 1990 are from The Texas Almanac, 1994-1995.

2000 Data from U.S. Census Bureau
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September 2010

Table A-2.
BRGWPA Historical Population by Subregion
Sub-Region/ Historical Population®
County 1900 1910 1920 1030 | 1040 | 1950 | 1960 | 1970 1980 1990 2000

Rolling Plains

Bosque 17,390 | 19,013 | 18,032 | 15750 | 15761 | 11,836 | 10,809 | 10966 | 13,401 | 15125 | 17,204
Callahan 8768 | 12,973 | 11,844| 12785| 11,568 9,087 7,929 8205 10,992 | 11,859 | 12,905
Comanche 23009 | 27,86 | 25748 | 18430| 19245 15516 | 11,865| 11,898 | 12,617 | 13,381 | 14,026
Coryell 21,308 | 21,703 | 20,601 | 19,999 | 20226 | 16,284 | 23961 | 35311 | 56,767 | 64,213 | 74,978
Eastland 17,971 | 23421 | 58505 | 34,156 | 30,345 | 23,942 | 19,526 | 18,092 | 19,480 | 18488 | 18,297
Erath 29,966 | 32,095 | 28385 | 20,804 | 20760 | 18434 | 16236 | 18141 | 22560 | 27,991 | 33,001
Fisher 2708 | 12,596 | 11,009 | 13563 | 12,932 | 11,023 7,865 6,344 5,891 4,842 4,344
Hamilton 13520 | 15315 | 14,676 | 13523 | 13303 | 10,660 8,488 7,198 8,297 7,733 8,229
Haskell 2637 | 16,249 | 14,193 | 16669 | 14,905 | 13,736 | 11,174 8,512 7,725 6,820 6,093
Hood 9,146 | 10,008 8,759 6,779 6,674 5,287 5,443 6368 | 17,714 | 28981 | 41,100
Jones 7053 | 24299 | 22323 | 24233| 23378 22147 | 19299 | 16,106 | 17,268 | 16,490 | 20,785
Kent 899 2,655 3,335 3,851 3,413 2,249 1,727 1,434 1,145 1,010 859
Knox 2,322 9,625 9240 | 11,368 | 10,090 | 10,082 7,857 5,972 5,329 4,837 4,253
Lampasas 8,625 9,532 8,800 8,677 9,167 9,929 9,418 9323 | 12,005 | 13521 | 17,762
Nolan 2611 | 11,999 | 10,868 | 19,323 | 17,309 | 19,808 | 18963 | 16,220 | 17,359 | 16,594 | 15,802
Palo Pinto 12,291 | 19,506 | 23,431 | 17,576 | 18456 | 17,154 | 20,516 | 28962 | 24,062 | 25055 | 27,026
Shackelford 2,461 4,201 4,960 6,695 6,211 5,001 3,990 3,323 3,915 3,316 3,302
Somervell 3,498 3,931 3,563 3,016 3,071 2,542 2,577 2,793 4,154 5,360 6,809
Stephens 6,466 7,980 | 15403 | 16,560 | 12,356 | 10,597 8,885 8,414 9,926 9,010 9,674
Stonewall 2,183 5,320 4,086 5,667 5,589 3,679 3,017 2,397 2,406 2,013 1,693
Taylor 10,499 | 26,293 | 24,081 | 41,023 | 44147 | 63370 101,078 | 97,853 | 110932 | 119,655 | 126,551
Throckmorton 1,750 4,563 3,589 5,253 4,275 3,618 2,767 2,205 2,053 1,880 1,850
Young 6540 | 13657 | 13,379 | 20,128 | 19,004 | 16,810 | 17,254 | 15400 | 19,001 | 18,126 | 13,989
Totals 213,621 | 334,120 | 358810 | 355828 | 342,185 | 322,791 | 340,644 | 341,437 | 404,999 | 436,300 | 480,532
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Table A-2 (Concluded)

Sub-Region/ Historical Population®
County 1900 | 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

IH-35 Corridor
Bell 45,535 49,186 46,412 50,030 44,863 73,824 94,097 124,483 157,889 191,088 237,974
Hill 41,355 46,760 43,332 43,036 38,355 31,282 23,650 22,596 25,024 27,146 32,321
Johnson 33,819 24,460 37,286 33,317 30,384 31,390 34,720 45,769 67,649 97,165 126,811
McLennan 59,772 73,250 82,921 98,682 101,898 130,194 150,091 147,553 170,755 189,123 213,517
Williamson 38,072 42,228 42,934 44,146 41,698 38,853 35,044 37,305 76,521 139,551 211,474
Totals 218,553 235,884 252,885 269,211 257,198 305,543 337,602 377,706 497,838 644,073 822,097
Lower Basin
Brazos 18,859 18,919 21,975 21,835 26,977 38,390 44,895 57,978 93,588 121,862 152,415
Burleson 18,367 18,687 16,855 19,848 18,334 13,000 11,177 9,999 12,313 13,625 16,470
Falls 33,342 35,649 36,217 38,771 35,984 26,724 21,263 17,300 17,946 17,712 18,576
Grimes 26,106 21,205 23,101 22,642 21,960 15,135 12,709 11,855 13,580 18,828 23,552
Lee 14,595 13,132 14,014 13,390 12,751 10,144 8,949 8,048 10,952 12,854 15,657
Limestone 32,573 34,621 33,283 39,497 33,781 25,251 20,413 18,100 20,224 20,946 22,051
Milam 39,666 36,780 38,104 37,915 33,120 23,585 22,263 20,028 22,732 22,946 24,238
Robertson 31,480 27,454 27,933 27,240 25,710 19,908 16,157 14,389 14,653 15,511 16,000
Washington 32,931 25,561 26,624 25,394 25,387 20,542 19,145 18,842 21,998 26,154 30,373
Totals 247,919 232,008 238,106 246,532 234,004 192,679 176,971 176,539 227,986 270,438 319,332
! Historical population data through 1990 are from The Texas Almanac, 1994-1995.

2000 Data from U.S. Census Bureau
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Table A-3.
Historical Use by Source
Year
Water Source 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Groundwater 270,270 | 280,840 | 356,557 | 305,807 | 328,382 | 342,806 | 349,267
Surface Water | 274,999 | 300,680 | 406,990 | 397,965 | 388,865 | 402,934 | 403,857
Region Total | 545,269 | 581,520 | 763,547 | 703,772 | 717,247 | 745,740 | 753,124
Table A-4.
Historical Groundwater Pumpage by Aquifer
Year
Aquifer 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003
Brazos Alluvium 29,426 36,528 23,070 16,592 18,368 30,342
Carrizo-Wilcox 32,111 55,759 96,156 | 100,789 | 116,433 | 103,694
Dockum 2,067 2,071 4,884 2,416 2,448 2,712
Edwards-BFZ 9,428 12,314 34,372 16,004 16,363 17,106
Edwards-TP 1,607 1,486 303 283 279 446
Gulf Coast 3,326 4,870 7,251 7,328 7,844 7,150
Queen City 1,556 1,707 2,132 2,266 2,372 2,253
Seymour 94,996 60,795 | 101,710 66,743 75,543 83,037
Sparta 1,042 1,423 1,595 1,734 3,513 3,538
Trinity 80,601 92,655 90,180 91,635 91,970 86,062
Woodbine 1,635 1,024 1,363 1,316 1,360 1,529
Other-Undiff. 13,472 9,757 6,999 9,638 10,226 10,431
Region Total 271,267 | 280,389 | 370,015 | 316,744 | 346,719 | 348,300
Note: Groundwater pumpage is reported for entire counties within the Brazos G. No
adjustments were made for partial counties.
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Table A-5.
BGRWPA Reservoirs*
(Permit Capacity Greater than 2,500 acft)

Permitted Permitted Diversion (acft/yr)
Storage Water Right Holders
Reservoir Stream County (acft) Municipal | Industrial | Irrigation | Other Total Owner (Greater Than 1,000 acft)
Abilene Elm Creek Taylor 11,868 1,675 0 0 0 1,675 | City of Abilene City of Abilene
Alcoa Lake Sandy Creek Milam 15,650 0 14,000 0 0 14,000 ﬁlr:ir(;li?:;m Co. of Aluminum Co. of America
Alvarado Turkey Creek Johnson 4,781 500 300 0 0 800 | City of Alvarado
Anson North Thompson Creek Jones 2,500 542 0 0 0 542 | City of Anson
Aquilla Aquilla Creek Hill 52,400 13,896 0 0 0 13,896 | Brazos River Authority | Brazos River Authority
Belton Leon River Bell 457,600 | 112,257 0 0 0 | 112,257 | U:S: Army Corps of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Brazos
Engineers River Authority, City of Temple,

Brushy Creek Brazos River Falls 6,560 0 0 0 0 0 | City of Marlin
Camp Creek Camp Creek Robertson 8,400 0 0 0 0 0 gﬁmp Creek Water
Cisco Sandy Creek Eastland 45,000 1,971 56 0 0 2,027 | City of Cisco City of Cisco
Pat Cleburne Nolan Creek Johnson 25,600 5,760 0 240 0 6,000 | City of Cleburne City of Cleburne
Clyde North Prong Pecan | Calahan 5,748 1,000 0 0 o| 1000 | cityof clyde City of Clyde
Squaw Creek? Squaw Creek Somervell 151,500 0 23,180 0 0 23,180 'é«zxas Utilities Electric Texas Utilities Electric Co.
Daniel Gonzales Creek Stephens 11,400 2,100 0 0 0 2,100 | City of Breckenridge City of Breckenridge
E;r:;?y Power Thompson Creek Brazos 15,227 0 850 0 0 850 | City of Bryan City of Bryan
Davis/Catherin Unnamed Trib. Knox 7,479 0 0 2,031 o 203 |L Ranch L Ranch

avis/Catherine Dutchman Creek 0 , , , eague Ranc eague Ranc|
Fort Parker Navasota River Limestone 3,100 0 0 6 0 6 Te_xa_s Parks and

Wildlife Dept.
Fort Phantom Hill Elm Creek Jones 73,960 25,690 4,000 1,000 0| 30,690 | City of Abilene City of Abilene
Georgetown North_ For!( San Williamson 37,100 13,610 0 0 0 13,610 | Brazos River Authority | Brazos River Authority
Gabriel River

. 2 . - Texas Municipal -
Gibbons Creek Gibbons Creek Grimes 32,084 0 9,740 0 0 9,740 Power Agency Texas Municipal Power Agency
Graham/Eddleman Flint Creek Young 52,386 11,000 8,400 100 500 | 20,000 | City of Graham City of Graham
Granbury Brazos River Hood 155,000 64,712 0 0 0 64,712 | Brazos River Authority | Brazos River Authority
Granger San Gabriel River Williamson 65,500 19,840 0 0 0 19,840 | Brazos River Authority | Brazos River Authority
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Table A-5 (Concluded)

Permitted Permitted Diversion (acft/yr)
Storage Water Right Holders

Reservoir Stream County (acft) Municipal | Industrial | Irrigation | Other Total Owner (Greater Than 1,000 acft)
Hubbard Creek Hubbard Creek Stephens 317,750 56,000 0 0 0 56,000 | West Central Texas MWD West Central Texas MWD
Kirby Cedar Creek Taylor 8,500 3,880 0 0 0 3,880 | City of Abilene City of Abilene
Lake Creek Brazos River McLennan 8,500 0 10,000 0 0 10,000 | Luminant Generation Co. Luminant Generation Co.
Leon Leon River Eastland 28,000 5,450 350 500 0 6,300 | Eastland Co. WSD Eastland Co. WSD
Limestone Navasota River Robertson 225,400 65,074 0 0 0 65,074 | Brazos River Authority Brazos River Authority
McCarty Salt Prong Shackelford 2,600 600 0 0 0 600 | City of Albany
Mexia Navasota River Limestone 9,600 2,887 65 0 0 2,952 | Bistone MWSD Bistone MWSD
Millers Creek Lake Baylor 30,696 3,500 1,500 0 5,000 | North Central Texas MWD | North Central Texas MWD
New Marlin Brazos River Falls 3,135 6,000 2,000 0 0 8,000 | City of Marlin City of Marlin
Palo Pinto Palo Pinto Creek Palo Pinto 44,124 12,500 6,000 0 0 18,500 | Palo Pinto MWD Palo Pinto MWD
Possum Kingdom Brazos River Palo Pinto 724,739 230,750 230,750 | Brazos River Authority Brazos River Authority
Proctor Leon River Comanche 59,400 19,658 0 0 0 19,658 | Brazos River Authority Brazos River Authority
20"'”50?‘ Off-Channel Brazos River McLennan 8,037 13,100 0 0 0 13,100 | City of Robinson City of Robinson

eservoirs
Sandow Lignite Mine gir:lr:}med Trib. Brazos Milam 20,665 0 0 0 0 0 | Aluminum Co. of America Aluminum Co. of America
Somenville Yegua Creek Washington | 160,110 | 48,000 0 0 o| 48000 LE’fé'i nAerg:Z Corps of Brazos River Authority
Stamford Paint Creek Haskell 59,810 10,000 0 0 0 10,000 | City of Stamford City of Stamford
Stillhouse Hollow Lampasas River Bell 235,700 67,768 0 0 0 67,768 lénz”ﬁ;gg Corps of Brazos River Authority
Sweetwater Cottonwood Creek Nolan 10,000 2,730 960 50 3,740 | City of Sweetwater City of Sweetwater
Tradinghouse Brazos River McLennan 37,800 0 15,000 15,000 | Texas Utilities Electric Co. | Texas Utilities Electric Co.
Trammel Sweetwater Creek Nolan 2,500 2,000 0 2,000 | City of Sweetwater City of Sweetwater
Truscott Brine Bluff Creek Knox 107,000 0 0 0 0 o | Red River Authority of
Texas
Twin Oak? Duck Creek Robertson 30,319 0 13,200 0 13,200 | Texas Utilities Electric Co. Texas Utilities Electric Co.
Lake Brazos Brazos River McLennan 3,637 5,600 0 0 0 5,600 | City of Waco City of Waco
Waco Bosque River McLennan 192,062 78,970 0 900 ol| 79,870 lés Army Corps of City of Waco
ngineers
Wheeler Branch Wheeler Branch 4,118 0 0 0 0 0 Spmgrvell County Water Spmgrvell County Water
District District
Whitney Brazos River Hill 50,000 18,336 0 0 0 18,336 | Brazos River Authority Brazos River Authority
2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan m
September 2010 A-9 A
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Table A-6.
Permitted Surface Water Diversions

Permitted Diversion®?
County Municipal Industrial Irrigation Mining Other® Total

Bell 215,829 38,802 5,507 69 5 260,212
Bosque 3,940 5 9,318 0 0 13,263
Brazos 0 850 13,485 0 119 14,454
Burleson 0 420 8,040 0 1,000 9,460
Callahan 1,550 0 1,042 0 0 2,592
Comanche 19,858 11 13,485 0 0 33,354
Coryell 0 0 2,086 0 38 2,124
Eastland 8,871 556 2,513 1,607 0 13,547
Erath 80 0 5,013 30 25 5,148
Falls 6,224 2,000 6,537 0 0 14,761
Fisher 0 26 724 0 0 750
Grimes 0 16,050 2,193 200 0 18,443
Hamilton 614 3 3,331 0 0 3,947
Haskell 10,000 0 1,316 0 0 11,316
Hill 32,232 0 1,493 0 0 33,725
Hood 64,747 0 3,901 0 0 68,648
Johnson 6,980 300 903 125 0 8,308
Jones 29,532 4,007 7,420 383 0 41,342
Kent 0 0 554 5,900 0 6,454
Knox 34 0 2,233 235 0 2,502
Lampasas 4,642 1 2,370 0 0 7,013
Lee 0 0 182 0 0 182
Limestone 5,547 67 14 0 0 5,628
McLennan 98,224 53,876 7,350 0 0 159,450
Milam 2,792 33,512 7,884 0 0 44,188
Nolan 4,730 1,005 686 0 0 6,421
Palo Pinto 243,870 6,012 3,232 41 1,582 254,737
Robertson 65,074 13,658 9,730 53 480 88,995
Shackelford 711 50 138 63 0 962
Somervell 2,000 20,780 764 0 0 23,544
Stephens 58,100 97 1,178 218 0 59,593
Stonewall 0 0 8 302 0 310
Taylor 5,785 3,149 1,106 0 50 10,090
Throckmorton 660 0 9 0 0 669
Washington 48,000 20 2 0 0 48,022
Williamson 58,760 20 869 172 0 59,821
Young 11,250 8,509 1,368 600 0 21,727
Region Total 1,010,636 203,786 127,983 9,998 3,299 1,355,701
* Data obtained from the TCEQ water rights database, 2007.

2 Diversion includes certificate of adjudication and permits.

Category Other includes hydroelectric, navigation, recreation and other uses as classified by the TCEQ
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Table A-7.
Historical Use by County
Year
County 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Bell 31,507 35,866 49,886 45,011 49,908 49,673 49,323 51,341 48,831
Bosque 4,893 5,403 7,808 5,973 5,985 6,654 7,726 9,966 8,535
Brazos 29,300 41,264 39,097 42,624 38,086 42,613 44,050 45,216 48,199
Burleson 9,508 9,956 22,165 14,354 15,468 22,889 30,349 27,592 28,657
Callahan 3,608 3,396 3,378 3,974 4,154 3,193 3,118 3,502 2,431
Comanche 31,034 54,850 42,113 51,257 37,781 30,838 32,873 34,721 36,803
Coryell 11,898 11,202 18,044 12,854 18,060 15,887 16,230 17,601 24,033
Eastland 19,781 16,491 20,512 18,802 20,716 12,740 12,333 13,109 13,770
Erath 21,190 19,902 24,991 20,508 23,128 18,963 18,619 19,723 22,308
Falls 10,103 10,966 7,585 7,127 6,950 11,355 9,046 10,290 8,998
Fisher 5,075 4,630 4,358 4,585 4,836 4,252 4,455 5,284 6,577
Grimes 3,534 15,969 10,195 9,837 8,538 8,908 9,744 12,196 15,386
Hamilton 4,090 4,476 3,818 3,831 4,178 3,849 3,614 3,831 3,778
Haskell 43,140 24,172 52,851 32,003 38,397 37,356 38,375 40,229 41,503
Hill 5,648 5,286 6,553 7,256 6,808 7171 7,003 9,232 7,482
Hood 8,513 15,605 12,864 12,414 12,545 16,655 11,857 16,338 16,100
Johnson 12,672 15,182 26,025 24,016 21,990 22,873 20,678 28,851 32,227
Jones 14,803 9,703 10,540 8,109 8,239 6,269 6,513 6,976 6,140
Kent 1,607 1,916 1,649 1,627 1,613 2,711 2,855 3,005 2,178
Knox 51,309 33,774 44,926 29,854 32,155 42,002 42,012 42,467 42,569
Lampasas 3,983 3,350 5,557 5,261 5,633 6,432 5,883 3,720 4,124
Lee 3,957 4,677 5,876 5,830 5,786 5,098 5,797 7,177 4,873
Limestone 4,800 9,766 27,494 20,346 23,257 25,938 30,364 28,039 26,788
McLennan 70,528 58,934 74,850 50,788 58,390 59,901 62,286 72,637 58,052
Milam 19,935 32,134 59,275 45,067 61,048 67,184 51,163 56,695 55,023
Nolan 9,719 7,389 10,170 8,381 8,861 8,093 7,782 10,310 9,040
Palo Pinto 8,749 7,067 8,302 9,174 8,853 10,823 10,270 11,358 11,967
Robertson 24,856 25,504 25,394 32,451 35,918 36,984 37,545 43,323 41,184
Shackelford 1,963 2,072 2,413 2,192 2,223 2,966 2,963 3,875 3,077
Somervell 1,578 11,424 20,101 60,149 34,483 43,728 47,062 40,989 48,931
Stephens 9,094 3,597 10,231 9,407 9,371 9,110 9,702 9,555 2,061
Stonewall 1,461 1,719 1,129 2,617 3,714 939 927 919 1,097
Taylor 32,040 31,573 43,122 29,461 29,003 34,066 37,123 31,000 28,625
Throckmorton 838 1,475 1,145 1,086 1,141 1,070 1,013 999 936
Washington 5,444 6,397 8,815 8,335 8,424 7,932 7,533 8,237 8,276
Williamson 16,471 27,458 44,125 50,065 55,240 53,164 59,985 53,353 58,363
Young 6,640 6,975 6,190 7,146 6,367 5,461 4,953 2,632 4,573
Region Total 545,269 581,520 763,547 703,772 717,247 745,740 753,124 786,288 783,495
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Table A-8.
Historical Water Use by Type
Year
Use Type 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Municipal 215,744 | 236,955 | 319,141 | 285,623 | 307,003 | 310,405 | 319,072 | 334,319 | 328,057
Manufacturing 21,124 32,240 56,993 43,931 57,545 62,966 49,548 52,239 54,828
Power 28,686 57,657 86,963 | 108,005 78,951 87,733 93,793 90,640 85,366
Mining 11,413 6,944 15,008 15,049 15,378 16,573 16,482 23,878 16,683
Irrigation 229,387 | 200,954 | 232,991 | 200,246 | 208,475 | 218,287 | 224,621 | 233,607 | 244,694
Livestock 38,915 46,770 52,451 50,918 49,895 49,776 49,608 51,605 53,867
Region Total 545,269 | 581,520 | 763,547 | 703,772 | 717,247 | 745,740 | 753,124 | 786,288 | 783,495
2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan A-12 H)R
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Table A-9.
Historical Water Use by County, Source and Type

Water Use Type County Percent

County Source Municipal Manufacturing Power Irrigation Mining Livestock Total of Total
G 2,301 2 0 173 132 92 2,700 55
Bell S 44,593 453 0 749 0 828 46,623 94.5
Total 46,894 455 0 922 132 920 49,323 100.0
G 3,303 707 0 615 276 499 5,400 69.9
Bosque S 4 0 0 1,823 0 499 2,326 30.1
Total 3,307 707 0 2,438 276 998 7,726 100.0
G 28,713 2,148 183 11,027 25 494 42,590 96.7
Brazos S 0 0 94 626 0 740 1,460 3.3
Total 28,713 2,148 277 11,653 25 1,234 44,050 100.0
G 1,987 117 0 20,665 0 589 23,358 77.0
Burleson S 0 0 0 6,106 0 885 6,991 23.0
Total 1,987 117 0 26,771 0 1,474 30,349 100.0
G 528 0 0 392 41 44 1,005 32.2
Callahan S 1,269 0 0 15 0 829 2,113 67.8
Total 1,797 0 0 407 41 873 3,118 100.0
G 720 530 0 16,455 80 700 18,485 56.2
Comanche S 740 2,474 0 8,168 0 3,006 14,388 43.8
Total 1,460 3,004 0 24,623 80 3,706 32,873 100.0
G 171 0 0 188 100 683 1,142 7.0
Coryell S 14,402 3 0 0 0 683 15,088 93.0
Total 14,573 3 0 188 100 1,366 16,230 100.0
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Table A-9 (Continued)

September 2010

Water Use Type County Percent

County Source Municipal Manufacturing Power Irrigation Mining Livestock Total of Total
G 258 2 0 8,328 78 110 8,776 71.2
Eastland S 2,406 49 0 42 1 1,059 3,657 28.8
Total 2,664 51 0 8,370 79 1,169 12,333 100.0
G 3,501 48 0 6,395 0 3,604 13,548 72.8
Erath S 493 5 0 969 0 3,604 5,071 27.2
Total 3,994 53 0 7,364 0 7,208 18,619 100.0
G 567 0 0 2,483 133 203 3,386 37.4
Falls S 2,485 0 0 1,346 0 1,829 5,660 62.6
Total 3,052 0 0 3,829 133 2,032 9,046 100.0
G 471 158 0 2,844 170 57 3,700 83.1
Fisher S 242 1 0 0 1 511 755 16.9
Total 713 159 0 2,844 171 568 4,455 100.0
G 4,193 269 0 60 0 227 4,749 48.7
Grimes S 0 0 3,680 208 0 1,107 4,995 51.3
Total 4,193 269 3,680 268 0 1,334 9,744 100.0
G 704 3 0 543 0 166 1,416 39.2
Hamilton S 636 1 0 70 0 1,491 2,198 60.8
Total 1,340 4 0 613 0 1,657 3,614 100.0
G 149 0 0 36,278 101 145 36,673 95.6
Haskell S 649 0 400 71 0 582 1,702 4.4
Total 798 0 400 36,349 101 727 38,375 100.0
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Table A-9 (Continued)

Water Use Type County Percent

County Source Municipal Manufacturing Power Irrigation Mining Livestock Total of Total
G 2,730 5 0 150 118 74 3,077 43.9
Hill S 2,690 5 0 15 0 1,216 3,926 56.1
Total 5,420 10 0 165 118 1,290 7,003 100.0
G 4,089 17 3 0 167 275 4,551 38.4
Hood S 1,134 0 351 5,540 0 281 7,306 61.6
Total 5,223 17 354 5,540 167 556 11,857 100.0
G 6,812 685 0 0 272 395 8,164 39.5
Johnson S 10,784 525 0 21 0 1,184 12,514 60.5
Total 17,596 1,210 0 21 272 1,579 20,678 100.0
G 11 0 0 1,267 290 104 1,672 25.7
Jones S 2,760 0 477 670 0 934 4,841 74.3
Total 2,771 0 477 1,937 290 1,038 6,513 100.0
G 680 0 0 1,121 721 29 2,551 89.4
Kent S 25 0 0 17 0 262 304 10.6
Total 705 0 0 1,138 721 291 2,855 100.0
G 204 0 0 40,120 15 55 40,394 96.1
Knox S 553 0 0 0 26 1,039 1,618 3.9
Total 757 0 0 40,120 41 1,094 42,012 100.0
G 845 0 0 0 66 245 1,156 19.6
Lampasas S 3,793 105 0 333 0 496 4,727 80.4
Total 4,638 105 0 333 66 741 5,883 100.0
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Table A-9 (Continued)

Water Use Type County Percent

County Source Municipal Manufacturing Power Irrigation Mining Livestock Total of Total
G 3,540 13 0 580 8 481 4,622 79.7
Lee S 0 0 0 3 0 1,172 1,175 20.3
Total 3,540 13 0 583 8 1,653 5,797 100.0
G 2,123 0 1,277 0 792 160 4,352 14.3
Limestone S 792 9 23,412 0 0 1,799 26,012 85.7
Total 2,915 9 24,689 0 792 1,959 30,364 100.0
G 14,529 201 597 2,232 0 185 17,744 28.5
McLennan S 30,737 1,583 6,739 3,343 481 1,659 44,542 71.5
Total 45,266 1,784 7,336 5,575 481 1,844 62,286 100.0
G 2,114 26,575 0 3,589 0 755 33,033 64.6
Milam S 1,419 9,859 4,048 1,672 0 1,132 18,130 354
Total 3,533 36,434 4,048 5,261 0 1,887 51,163 100.0
G 191 35 0 4,138 229 16 4,609 59.2
Nolan S 2,253 526 0 93 0 301 3,173 40.8
Total 2,444 561 0 4,231 229 317 7,782 100.0
G 241 10 0 54 0 76 381 3.7
Palo Pinto S 3,984 17 2,588 2,613 1 686 9,889 96.3
Total 4,225 27 2,588 2,667 1 762 10,270 100.0
G 2,614 38 4,338 19,244 90 750 27,074 72.1
Robertson S 0 0 79 9,266 0 1,126 10,471 27.9
Total 2,614 38 4,417 28,510 90 1,876 37,545 100.0
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Table A-9 (Continued)

Water Use Type County Percent

County Source Municipal Manufacturing Power Irrigation Mining Livestock Total of Total
G 1 0 0 0 1,337 78 1,416 47.8
Shackelford S 620 0 0 202 23 702 1,547 52.2
Total 621 0 0 202 1,360 780 2,963 100.0
G 1,070 4 475 0 756 64 2,369 5.0
Somervell S 0 0 44,537 81 11 64 44,693 95.0
Total 1,070 4 45,012 81 767 128 47,062 100.0
G 43 0 0 0 75 44 162 1.7
Stephens S 1,338 5 0 563 7,239 395 9,540 98.3
Total 1,381 5 0 563 7,314 439 9,702 100.0
G 231 0 0 158 14 42 445 48.0
Stonewall S 98 0 0 6 0 378 482 52.0
Total 329 0 0 164 14 420 927 100.0
G 633 8 0 51 224 42 958 2.6
Taylor S 34,538 923 0 0 0 704 36,165 97.4
Total 35,171 931 0 51 224 746 37,123 100.0
G 0 0 0 0 40 79 119 11.7
Throckmorton S 180 0 0 0 0 714 894 88.3
Total 180 0 0 0 40 793 1,013 100.0
G 1,861 386 0 550 98 188 3,083 40.9
Washington S 2,562 144 0 0 53 1,691 4,450 59.1
Total 4,423 530 0 550 151 1,879 7,533 100.0
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Table A-9 (Concluded)

September 2010

Water Use Type County Percent
County Source Municipal Manufacturing Power Irrigation Mining Livestock Total of Total
G 17,855 310 0 0 1,812 131 20,108 335
Williamson S 37,643 566 0 245 241 1,182 39,877 66.5
Total 55,498 876 0 245 2,053 1,313 59,985 100.0
G 79 0 0 0 145 75 299 6.0
Young S 3,188 24 515 45 0 882 4,654 94.0
Total 3,267 24 515 45 145 957 4,953 100.0
2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan A-18 H)R
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Appendix B
Blaine Aquifer

Location

The Blaine Aquifer, a minor aquifer, has recently been redelineated by TWDB and
occurs in the extreme western part of Brazos G. The previous delineation showed the aquifer to
occur only in the extreme western part of Knox County. Now, the delineation shows the aquifer

to also occur in Fisher, Nolan, and Stonewall Counties (Figure B-1).

Geohydrology

The Blaine Formation of the Pease River Group of Permian Age consists of beds of
gypsum, anhydrite, halite, dolomite, sandstone, and shale. Not all beds are found throughout the
formation, however the individual beds of gypsum and dolomite are laterally continuous.
Recharge primarily occurs from precipitation on the outcrop, which is along the eastern edge of

the formation. Discharge is to the wells, seepage to streams, or leakage to other formations.

Development and Use

While the upper part of the Blaine provides irrigation supplies from solutioning of
gypsum and dolomite beds in adjacent planning areas, Ogilbee (1962) reports that similar
conditions are not present in Knox County, and probably do not exist in Fisher, Nolan and
Stonewall Counties. The TWDB data base shows only a few livestock and household wells in the
Blaine Aquifer in the four counties. These data show inventoried Blaine wells to be less than 200
ft deep. Water quality is highly variable. No withdrawals from the Blaine Aquifer are included in
the TWDB 2000 groundwater pumpage tabulations. The aquifer is under water table conditions
in the eastern part of the aquifer and under confined conditions to the west.

Availability

The Blaine Aquifer in BGRWPA is in GMA-6. As of February 2009, they have not
established the desired future conditions (DFC). Thus, there is no preliminary estimate of
managed available groundwater (MAG). For purposes of the 2011 Brazos G plan, groundwater
availability of the Blaine is assumed to be equal to the amount of net recharge to the aquifer and

is calculated by multiplying the rate of net recharge times the area of the outcrop, as mapped by

2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan
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the TWDB. Net recharge was estimated during the development of the Seymour GAM (Ewing,
J.D., Jones, T.L., Pickens, J.F. and others, 2004). Based on their research and model calibration, the
estimated long-term recharge rate to the Blaine Aquifer is 0.38 inches per year. The estimated

annual groundwater availability, by county, is presented in the following table.

Blaine Aquifer

Groundwater Availability
Estimates
County (acftlyr)
Fisher 3,600
Knox 700
Nolan 100
Stonewall 8,700
Total 13,100

Well Yields and Water Quality

Any extensive development of this aquifer is unlikely because of the frequent occurrence

of poor quality water and low well yields.

Resource Considerations

Counties in groundwater districts include: Knox (Rolling Plains Groundwater
Conservation District GCD), Fisher (Clear Fork GCD), and Nolan (Wes-Tex GCD).

References

Duffin, G.L., and Beynon, B.E., 1992, Evaluation of water resources in parts of the Rolling Prairies
region of North-Central Texas: TWDB Report 337.

Muller, Daniel A., and Price, Robert D., 1979, Ground-water availability in Texas: TDWR Report 238.

Ogilbee, William and Osborne, F.L., 1962, Ground-water resources of Haskell and Knox Counties,
Texas: TWC Bulletin 62009.

Ewing, J.D., Jones, T.L., Pickens, J.F. and others, 2004, Groundwater Availability for the Seymour
Aquifer: Texas Water Development Board Contract Report.

http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/gam/symr/symr.htm
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Figure B-1. Location of Blaine Aquifer in BGRWPA
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Brazos River Alluvium Aquifer

Location

The Brazos River Alluvium Aquifer is a minor aquifer and occurs along the floodplain
and terrace deposits of the Brazos River downstream of Hill and Bosque Counties. The width of
the aquifer ranges from one to almost seven miles. The Brazos River Alluvium Aquifer in
BGRWPA occurs in parts of Hill, Bosque, McLennan, Falls, Milam, Robertson, Burleson,
Brazos, Washington and Grimes Counties. It is limited to the valley area along the Brazos River
(Figure B-2).

Geohydrology

The river alluvium forms a floodplain and a series of terraces. The floodplain is of
primary significance as a source of groundwater locally, however, groundwater also may occur
in the terrace deposits that are outside the floodplain. The alluvium consists of layers of clay, silt,
sand and various mixtures. The coarsest and best water-bearing zones are in the lower part of the
aquifer. Water in the floodplain alluvium usually exists under water table conditions, although
leaky artesian conditions may occur locally where there are extensive lenses of clay. The
maximum saturated thickness of the alluvium is about 85 feet. The primary source of recharge is
precipitation on the floodplain. Lesser amounts of recharge are losses of runoff in streams
crossing the floodplain, groundwater discharge from adjacent aquifers and return flow from
irrigation water. Discharge is mostly by seepage to the Brazos River, evapotranspiration, and

wells.

Development and Use

The year 2000 BGRWPA groundwater use for the Brazos River Alluvium Aquifer was
estimated to be 23,070 acft with approximately 99 percent for irrigation, 0.5 percent for mining

and 0.5 percent for livestock watering.

Availability

Estimated groundwater availability from the Brazos River Alluvium Aquifer was
determined separately for two segments. In the GMA-8 area which includes the counties of

Bosque, Hill, McLennan, Falls, and western Milam Counties, the MAG has been determined by

2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan B-5 m
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the TWDB. In the GMA-12 and 14, which includes Brazos, Burleson, Grimes, Robertson and

Washington Counties, the estimates of groundwater availability have not been determined by the
DFC and MAG process. Based on discussions with the chairmen of GMA-12 and GMA-14

representatives, they suggested retaining the 2006 Brazos G estimates. These estimates were

equal to the amount of effective recharge that was presented by the TWDB in the 1997 Water

Plan.

The approach used for the GMA-8 counties to determine the MAG includes:

(1) Establishing a DFC that is based on maintaining a saturated thickness of 82 percent in
McLennan County, 90 percent in Bosque and Hill Counties, and 100 percent in Falls
County,

(2) Calculating the volume of water in storage by county,

(3) Calculating the annual net recharge from annual precipitation (7.5 percent of
precipitation),

(4) Calculating the average saturated thickness,

(5) Prorating the allowable depletion in saturated thickness over 50 years, and

(6) Summing the allowable annual depletion and annual net recharge. Details of the
approach, parameters and assumptions are presented in TWDB’s GTA Aquifer
Assessment 07-05mag document.

The groundwater availability estimates, by county, follow:

Brazos River Alluvium Aquifer

Groundwater Availability
Estimates
County (acftlyr)
Bosque 830
Brazos 12,500
Burleson 9,400
Falls 16,684
Grimes 1,700
Hill 632
McLennan 15,023
Milam 475
Robertson 6,300
Washington 3,100
Total 66,644

2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan B-6 m
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Well Yields

Yields from large supply wells are typically between 250 and 500 gallons per minute
(gpm). Well yields are considerably less at the edges of the alluvium, and where there is minimal

sand thickness or a considerable amount of silt and/or clay is present.

Water Quality

Water quality from the Brazos River Alluvium Aquifer varies widely, even within short
distances. Concentrations of dissolved solids exceed 1,000 milligrams per liter (mg/L) in many
areas; but, water is sufficiently fresh to meet drinking water standards in some areas. Data show
the aquifer generally having 500 to 3,000 mg/L dissolved solids content. Areas with dissolved
solids concentrations less than 500 mg/L or greater than 3,000 mg/L are of limited extent. Local

groundwater contamination from agriculture chemicals is likely in intensively irrigated areas.

Resource Considerations

Any extensive development of this aquifer is likely to cause some reductions of flow in
the Brazos and Little Brazos Rivers.

Counties with groundwater conservation districts in the BGRWPA include: Grimes
(Bluebonnet GCD), Robertson and Brazos (Brazos Valley GCD), McLennan (McLennan County
GCD) and Milam and Burleson (Post Oak Savannah GCD).

References

Cronin, J.G., and Wilson, C.A., 1967, Groundwater in the flood-plain alluvium of the Brazos River,
Whitney Dam to vicinity of Richmond, Texas: TWDB Report 41.

Ward, J.K., 2008, Managed available groundwater estimates for the Brazos River Alluvium Aquifer in
Groundwater Management Area 8: TWDB letter dated Nov 7, 2008 with GTA Aquifer
Assessment 07-05mag attachment.
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Figure B-2. Location of Brazos River Alluvium Aquifer in BGRWPA
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Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer

Location

The Carrizo-Wilcox, a major aquifer within the BGRWPA, is of major significance in
water planning due to a relatively large supply of undeveloped water. It traverses a southeastern
part of the BGRWPA in a northeast-southwest-trending band and extends into adjoining
planning areas (Figure B-3). It occurs within the BGRWPA primarily in parts of Brazos,
Burleson, Lee, Limestone, Milam, and Robertson Counties

Geohydrology

The Carrizo Formation and the underlying Wilcox Group, which is divided into the
Calvert Bluff, Simsboro, and Hooper units, form the Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer. The Simsboro is a
major water-bearing unit across the BGRWPA and also in neighboring planning areas.. Between
the Colorado and Trinity Rivers, the Simsboro sands are uniquely productive and are largely
separated from overlying and underlying geologic units by clays of low permeability. The sands
in the Simsboro and Carrizo are overwhelmingly the two most significant water-bearing zones in
the Carrizo-Wilcox. The Calvert Bluff and Hooper are generally tapped only by shallow wells.

The Carrizo-Wilcox consists of a thick sequence of ancient river and delta deposits,
consisting mostly of sand, silt, and clay. Total thickness is typically between 2,000 and 3,000
feet, and net sand thickness can exceed 50 percent of the total thickness. Some important coal
(lignite) deposits occur primarily within the Calvert Bluff. From surface outcrops (recharge
areas) the Carrizo-Wilcox zones dip coastward beneath younger strata. Water table conditions
occur in recharge areas, and artesian conditions occur in downdip areas. Precipitation is the main
source of recharge. A substantial, but unknown, amount of recharge is rejected by
evapotranspiration in the outcrop. Freshwater sands occur up to 30 miles south of recharge areas
and to depths up to about 3,000 feet in the most permeable sands. Slightly saline water occurs
just to the southeast (coastward) of the fresh water. Faulting within the Mexia-Talco Fault Zone
occurs in about a 5-mile wide belt across parts of Lee, Burleson, Milam, and Robertson
Counties. The faults affect position, continuity, and possibly water quality within the Carrizo-

Wilcox zones in variable and mostly unknown ways.
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Development and Use

The year 2000 groundwater use within the BGRWPA totals 96,156 acft, according to
Texas Water Development Board data. Approximately 43 percent of the total pumped water was
used for municipal purposes, 33 percent for manufacturing, 6 percent for steam-electric power
generation, 16 percent for irrigation, 1 percent for livestock watering, and 1 percent for mining.
The Simsboro is the most productive zone. Relatively large amounts of water use is for
municipal pumping by Bryan, College Station, Texas A&M, Hearne and Rockdale, industrial

(mining) in Milam County and irrigation in Robertson County.

Availability

Estimates of groundwater availability from the Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer range from small
amounts by some local interests to great amounts by water marketers. The selected process in
resolving this issue for water planning, management, and regulatory purposes is outlined by the
TWDB on the basis of HB 1763. GMAs for the Carrizo-Wilcox in Brazos G includes GMA-12
and GMA-14. Counties in GMA-12 include: Brazos, Burleson, Falls, Lee, Limestone, Milam and
Robertson. Counties in GMA-14 include Grimes and Washington.

Currently, the groundwater availability, or MAG, has not been determined in either
GMA. However, the representatives for GMA-12 have reached, or nearly reached, a consensus
with a simulation of specified pumpage in the Queen City-Sparta Groundwater Availability
Model (GAM), which includes the Carrizo-Wilcox. This simulation is called GMA-12 Run-3B.
For purposes of Brazos G, the year 2060 pumpages for the Carrizo, Calvert Bluff, Simsboro, and
Hooper are being recommended as reasonable estimates for a potential MAG for the Carrizo-
Wilcox Aquifer. These values are not official MAG values, but are considered to be more
suitable for planning purposes than values in the 2006 Brazos G plan.

GMA-14 representatives are in the early stages of determining their DFC and do not have
preliminary estimates of their MAG. Based on a conversation with the chairman of GMA-14, the
2011 plan should use estimates from the 2006 Brazos G plan.

The adopted groundwater availability estimates by county follow:
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Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates
County (acft/yr)
Brazos 57,171
Burleson 35,369
Falls 923
Grimes 5,000
Lee 6,042
Limestone 12,178
Milam 22,988
Robertson 44,852
Total 184,523

In comparison, the estimates in the TWDB 1997 Water Plan totaled 278,840 acft/yr;

estimates in the 2001 Brazos G regional water plan totaled 280,936 acft/yr, and estimates in the
2006 Brazos G plan totaled 251,000 acft/yr.

The modeled water levels in year 2060 for the Simsboro layer of the Carrizo-Wilcox
Aquifer are shown in Figure B-4 for pumpage in GMA-12 Run-3B. The calculated drawdown

for the Simsboro from year 2010 to 2060 for this simulation is shown in Figure B-5.

Well Yields

Wide variations occur in individual well yields for the four Carrizo-Wilcox
hydrogeologic units, mostly depending on well depth and local sand thickness. Estimated ranges
for maximum individual well yields are from 500 to 2,000 gpm for the Carrizo, from 100 to 300
gpm for the Calvert Bluff, from 500 to 3,000 gpm for the Simsboro, and from 100 to 300 gpm

for the Hooper.
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Water Quality

Water generally meets drinking water standards, but local exceptions occur. Excessive
iron concentrations are the most common water quality problem, and some water supplies must
be treated. Hydrogen sulfide and methane occurrences are occasionally reported. Water obtained
near the outcrops of the water-bearing zones generally is higher in hardness and lower in total
dissolved solids content. In downdip areas the water is commonly a sodium-bicarbonate-type
water, with total dissolved solids content ranging from about 300 to 800 mg/L and averaging 400
to 500 mg/L. The dissolved solid concentrations tend to be greater at the downdip limit of the

aquifer.

Resource Considerations

Few development problems have occurred to date, and water-level declines have been
relatively small or restricted to pumping centers near larger developments. No important
pollution problems are evident. One potential impact of a very significant drawdown is causing
some wells would fail because they are either too shallow or the casing is too small to lower the
pump as deep as needed.

There are four groundwater conservation districts that oversee the development and
management of the Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer within the BGRWPA. The counties with a
groundwater conservation district include: Bastrop and Lee (Lost Pines GCD), Robertson and
Brazos (Brazos Valley GCD), Milam and Burleson (Post Oak Savannah GCD), and Grimes
(Bluebonnet GCD).

References

Dutton, A.R., 1999, Assessment of groundwater availability in the Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer in Central
Texas--Results of numerical simulations of six groundwater-withdrawal projections (2000-2050),
The University of Texas at Austin, Bureau of Economic Geology.

Dutton, A.R. and Others, 2002, Groundwater Availability Model for the Central Part of the Carrizo-
Wilcox Aquifer in Texas: TWDB Contract Report.

Follett, C.R., 1970, Ground-water resources of Bastrop County, Texas: TWDB Report 109.

Follett, C.R., 1974, Ground-water resources of Brazos and Burleson Counties, Texas: TWDB Report 185.

Harden, R.W. & Associates, Inc., 1986, The most suitable areas for management of the Carrizo/Wilcox

aquifer in Central Texas.

2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan B-15 m
September 2010 ) )



HDR-00044-100499-10 Appendix B

Kelley, V.A. and others, 2004, Groundwater availability models for the Queen City and Sparta Aquifers:
TWDB Contract Report, http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/gam/czwx_c/czwx_c.htm

Rettman, P.L., 1987, Ground-water resources of Limestone County, Texas: TWDB Report 299.

Thompson, G.L., 1966, Ground-water resources of Lee County, Texas: TWDB Report 20.

Thorkildsen, D., and Price, R.D., 1991, Ground-water resources of the Carrizo-Wilcox aquifer in the
Central Texas region: TWDB Report 332.

2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan B-16 m
September 2010 ) )



HDR-00044-100499-10 Appendix B

Dockum Aquifer

Location

The Dockum, a minor aquifer, occurs only along in the western parts of Nolan, Fisher,
and Kent Counties within the BGRWPA (Figure B-6). It’s important to note that there is a
discrepancy in the occurrence of the Dockum as shown in Figure B-6 and in the Shamburger,
1967 report. The Shamburger report shows the Dockum extending into the mid-part of Nolan
County, while the TWDB delineation is limited to the extreme western edge of the county.

Geohydrology

Water is derived largely from sands and gravels in the Santa Rosa Formation of Permian
age or from the Santa Rosa and the overlying Trinity Sands in a western Nolan County. Water

table conditions mostly prevail.

Development and Use

The year 2000 groundwater use within the BGRWPA totaled 4,880 acft, with 85 percent
for irrigation and 14 percent for municipal use. The Dockum provides water over wide areas in
adjacent planning areas, but it is used very sparingly within the BGRWPA, except in Nolan
County. In Nolan County, the Dockum supplies irrigation, municipal and domestic and stock

supplies

Availability

The Dockum Aquifer in BGRWPA is in GMA-6 and 7. As of February 2009, they have
not established the DFC. Thus, there is no preliminary estimate of the MAG. A TWDB GAM
has been completed for Dockum. However, its grid was too coarse for these relatively small
areas and for analysis of Sweetwater’s Champion Well Field.

The groundwater availability estimate in Nolan County has been updated with the
development of a Brazos G (Study 2) GAM for western Nolan and eastern Mitchell Counties.
The model’s focus was on long-term groundwater supplies for City of Sweetwater’s Champion
Well Field. Based on model simulations from 2008 to 2060 when the predictive pumping was
about 3,500 acft/yr in the Champion Well Field and about 2,250 acft/yr in other areas, the water
level declines tended to stabilize, the magnitude of water level drawdown and the saturated
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thickness seems acceptable. These analyses and findings suggest that the estimate of
groundwater availability is 5,750 acft/yr in Nolan County. The 2007-2060 drawdown for
Scenario C, which spreads out the wells in the Champion Well Field, is shown in Figure B-7.
The saturated thickness for 2060 is shown in Figure B-8. Groundwater availability in Kent and
Fisher Counties is very limited and is set to 100 acft/yr for each of the two counties. This is the
amount estimated in 2006 Brazos G plan.

The groundwater availability estimates by county follow:

Dockum Aquifer

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates
County (acft/yr)

Fisher 100

Kent 100
Nolan 5,750
Total 5,950

Well Yields and Water Quality

Well yields vary widely, ranging from less than 10 gpm to 400 gpm and averaging
200 gpm.

Water from the aquifer typically meets drinking water standards and contains 500 to 600
mg/L dissolved solids content. However, in heavily irrigated areas, elevated concentrations of
nitrates have been reported. Few undeveloped supplies appear available, but it appears that

recent levels of use will continue to be available in the future.

Resource Considerations

There are three groundwater conservation districts in BGRWPA counties where the
Dockum Aquifer is present. Groundwater management in Nolan County is by Wes-Tex GCD.
There is little pumpage from the Dockum in the Kent County (Salt Fork UWCD) and Fisher
County (Clear Fork GCD).
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Edwards (Balcones Fault Zone) Aquifer

Location

The northern segment of the Edwards (Balcones Fault Zone (BFZ)) Aquifer, a major
aquifer, occurs in part of central BGRWPA. This segment of the aquifer also extends into the
adjacent planning area to the south (northern Travis County, but only to the Colorado River).
The northern segment of the Edwards (BFZ) is hydraulically separate from the Edwards (BFZ)
occurring south of the Colorado River (the Barton Springs segment) and the Edwards (BFZ)
even further south (San Antonio segment). The northern segment of the Edwards (BFZ) appears
to be overdeveloped except during average and wet times, and some supplies are subject to
shortages in larger droughts.

The Edwards (BFZ) in the BGRWPA occurs in a narrow north-south-trending belt across
parts of Williamson and Bell Counties (Figure B-9), essentially extending from Round Rock to
Salado.

Geohydrology

The Edwards (BFZ) Aquifer consists of the Edwards and associated limestone, including
the Comanche Peak, Kiamichi and Georgetown. However, significant water-bearing zones are
normally restricted to the Edwards (BFZ), with associated limestone commonly yielding little to
no water according to test drilling records (Harden, 1999). The source of the water is infiltration
of rainfall and seepage from streams. The water moves primarily in honeycombed, solution-
enlarged voids and other enlarged secondary porosity zones along joints and faults. The
formation dips to the east beneath younger strata. Water table conditions occur in recharge areas
(mostly west of 1H-35), and artesian conditions occur further east. At the eastern boundary of the
aquifer the water quality becomes more mineralized and eventually unusable for most purposes.
The water moves from recharge areas to natural spring discharge points and to wells. The three
largest springs (and their approximate high and low flows) include San Gabriel Springs at
Georgetown (zero to 25 cubic feet per second (cfs)), Berry Springs north of Georgetown (zero to
48 cfs) and Salado Springs at Salado (5 to 59 cfs). The Edwards (BFZ) responds more quickly
than most other aquifers to drought and wet cycles. With adequate rainfall, the aquifer is able to
supply substantial water to current users and sustain substantial springflow at the three main

locations. In times of below-average rainfall or drought, discharge exceeds recharge with the
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result being most springflow decreases greatly or dries up and some wells begin to fail. Over
the years more and more wells have been drilled and increasingly diminished springflow has
occurred. Introduction of surface water supplies has slowed the trend, but competition for

Edwards (BFZ) water in the area is continuing.

Development and Use

The year 2000 groundwater use within the BGRWPA totaled 34,370 acft, of which
94 percent was municipal, 5 percent for mining and 1 percent for manufacturing. The cities of
Round Rock and Georgetown are the main users along with many smaller public suppliers.

Williamson County users accounted for 97 percent of the year 2000 pumpage.

Availability

An official MAG for the Northern Edwards (BFZ) Aquifer was determined by the
TWDB using DFCs defined by GMA-8 representatives. The DFCs were defined as follows:

e Maintain at least 100 acft/mo (1.66 cfs) of stream/springflow in Salado Creek during
a repeat of the drought of record;

e Maintain at least 42 acft/mo (0.70 cfs) of stream/springflow in Travis County during a
repeat of the drought of record; and

e Maintain at least 100 acft/mo (1.66 cfs) of stream/springflow in Williamson County
during a repeat of the drought of record.

Using the GAM for the Northern Segment of the Edwards (BFZ) Aquifer, the TWDB
utilized pumpage distributions provided by GMA-8 to make predictive simulations from year
2000 to 2020. Pumpage was uniformly adjusted to produce the desired discharges in the streams
and springs during drought of record conditions. Details of the approach, parameters and

assumptions are presented in TWDB’s GAM Run 08-10mag document.

Based on the DFC and MAG analysis, the estimated groundwater availability follows:

Edwards (BFZ) Aquifer

Appendix B

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates
County (acft/yr)
Bell 6,469
Williamson 3,452
Total 9,921
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Well Yields

Wide variations occur in individual well yields obtainable from the Edwards (BFZ). Well
yields depend upon boreholes encountering secondary, solution-enlarged openings in the

limestone. Wells used for public supply range from 200 to about 2,000 gpm.

Water Quality

Water, although hard, meets drinking water standards with dissolved solids content
mostly less than 500 mg/L in developed areas. Further east, the water becomes more

mineralized. The fluoride content is high in some of the downdip eastern areas.

Resource Considerations

Groundwater resources appear to be overdeveloped during record drought conditions.
Existing local plans of the larger users have long included conjunctive use plans with surface
waters from Lakes Georgetown, Travis, and/or Stillhouse Hollow. Significant groundwater
pumpage can reduce springflow, and the aquifer is locally subject to pollution from surface
sources. The higher withdrawals by wells can directly affect springflow and downstream surface
water supplies.

A groundwater district exists in Bell County (Clearwater UWCD).
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Edwards-Trinity (Plateau) Aquifer

Location

The Edwards-Trinity (Plateau) Aquifer is a major aquifer in Texas due to its expansive
coverage and available water supplies. In the BGRWPA, this aquifer is found only in parts of
Nolan and Taylor Counties (Figure B-10). It provides only a very small water supply to the

planning region.

Geohydrology

Water from the Edwards-Trinity (Plateau) is derived largely from Cretaceous sands
(Trinity) in Nolan County in combination with the underlying Dockum, which exists in some
areas. Water-table conditions are typical. Maximum well yields typically are less than 50 gallons
per minute. In western Nolan County, much of the water production is associated with the
Edwards-Trinity (Plateau) because of the surface geology, but the major water-bearing zone of

higher capacity wells is the underlying Dockum.

Availability

An attempt by members of GMA-7 to utilize TWDB’s Edwards-Trinity (Plateau)
groundwater availability model (GAM) was determined to be unsuitable determining a MAG
from a proposed DFC. An alternate method has not yet been devised by GMA-7 and TWDB.
Thus, the groundwater availability estimates in Nolan and Taylor Counties are set to the values
that were determined for 2006 Brazos G plan. These estimates are based on the response of water
levels to annual precipitation and pumping and on the TWDB’s 1997 State Water Plan.

Based on this hydrologic analysis, the estimated groundwater availability follows:

Edwards-Trinity (Plateau) Aquifer

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates
County (acft/yr)
Nolan 1,000
Taylor 500
Total 1,500
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Well Yields and Water Quality

Potential well yields are generally less than 100 gpm. Typical waters meet drinking water
standards and contain 400 to 500 mg/L dissolved solids content.

Resource Consideration

Groundwater availability was estimated in the 2006 Brazos G plan, which was based on
historical pumpage and water level drawdowns in Nolan County with a proportional amount for
Taylor County per aquifer area. Few undeveloped supplies appear available, but it is considered
reasonable to assume that existing supplies will continue to be available in the future.

Groundwater in Nolan County is regulated by Wes-Tex GCD.
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Ellenburger-San Saba Aquifer

Location

The Ellenburger-San Saba Aquifer, a minor aquifer, occurs in the BGRWPA, but only in
the southwestern part of Lampasas County (Figure B-11). It primarily occurs in adjacent

planning area to the south and west.

Geohydrology

The aquifer consists of limestone and dolomites with secondary solutioning along
fractures and faults. The aquifer extends from outcrops and dips to depths of perhaps 2,000 feet.
Little is known about conditions in the deeper parts of the aquifer. In some areas the aquifer is
believed to be connected to the Marble Falls Aquifer. Faults are believed to function as an
important part in controlling groundwater flow and water levels. The aquifer supports numerous

springs, is lightly used, and usually has less than 1,000 mg/L dissolved solids.

Development and Use

Use is very limited. No withdrawals in the BGRWPA are included in TWDB pumpage
files for year 2000.

Availability

GMA-8 has adopted DFC and made a preliminary estimate of future groundwater
availability from the Ellenburger-San Saba Aquifer. However, the TWDB has not formally
reviewed the approach nor made an official MAG determination.

The approach which was adopted by GMA-8, includes:

(1) Estimate a DFC that is based on maintaining 90 percent saturated thickness after 50
years,

(2) Calculating the volume of water in storage within Lampasas County,

(3) Calculating the annual net recharge from annual precipitation and estimated recharge
rates (2 percent of precipitation),

(4) Calculating the average saturated thickness,
(5) Prorating the allowable depletion over 50 years, and
(6) Summing the allowable depletion from storage and net recharge.
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The preliminary groundwater availability estimates by GMA-8 for the Ellenburger-San
Saba Aquifer in Lampasas County is 2,341 acft/yr.

Resource Considerations

Groundwater resources are large in relation to current use and future local demand. The

Saratoga Underground Water Conservation District has jurisdiction in Lampasas County.
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Gulf Coast Aquifer

Location

The Gulf Coast Aquifer, a major aquifer, occurs in a limited area in the southeastern part
of the BGRWPA. It occurs in a northeast-southwest-trending band and extends into adjoining
planning areas (Figure B-12). In the BGRWPA the aquifer is present primarily in Washington
and in the southern two-thirds of Grimes Counties. A small part of the aquifer exists in the
extreme southernmost part of Brazos County, but is not considered to be sufficiently great for

regional planning purposes.

Geohydrology

The Gulf Coast Aquifer consists primarily of four water-bearing zones, the deepest being
the Catahoula. The Catahoula is overlain by the Jasper Aquifer (mostly within the Oakville
Sandstone). The Burkeville confining layer separates the Jasper from the overlying Evangeline
Aquifer, which is contained within the Fleming and Goliad Sands. The Chicot Aquifer overlies
the Evangeline and is the uppermost component of the Gulf Coast Aquifer. The Chicot consists
of the Lissie, Willis and younger formations.

The water-bearing zones present consist of a complex sequence of ancient river and delta
deposits, consisting mostly of interbedded and interfingering sands, silts and clays which thicken
coastward. The strata form a leaky artesian aquifer system of large extent along the Texas
Coastal Plain. Total thickness in the BGRWPA is up to 1,200 feet, and net sand thickness is
about 20 percent of the total thickness. From surface outcrops (recharge areas) the sand zones dip
coastward beneath younger strata. Water table conditions occur in recharge areas, and artesian
conditions occur in downdip areas. Precipitation is the main source of recharge, and large
amounts of recharge are rejected by evapotranspiration in the outcrop. Mostly only freshwater
sands occur in the BGRWPA, and they extend to depths as great as 1,200 feet. However, some

slightly saline water sands occur in the deeper extents of the Catahoula.
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Development and Use

The year 2000 BGRWPA groundwater use totaled 7,250 acft/yr, of which 65 percent was
municipal, 6 percent manufacturing, 21 percent agriculture, 2 percent mining, and 7 percent

livestock watering.

Availability

Grimes and Washington Counties are in GMA-14. As of February 2009, they have not
established the DFC. Thus, there is no official or preliminary estimate of MAG. Groundwater
availability is based on values used in the 2006 Brazos G plan, which were taken from the
TWDB’s 1997 State Water Plan. Within the BGRWPA the best areas for development are in the
southern parts of Washington and Grimes Counties. Those areas are 10 to 20 miles north of the
location of the 100-foot drawdown constraint that was used in the TWDB original method, and a
larger availability seems reasonable in the southern parts of the two counties. Even so, the
availability value of 28,296 acft/yr is approximately four times larger than the year 2000
withdrawals and is considered satisfactory for current planning. If and when pumpage or
demands increase substantially, it will be appropriate to re-evaluate the availability for the Gulf
Coast Aquifer with the northern Gulf Coast Aquifer GAM.

The availability estimates, by county, follow:

Gulf Coast Aquifer

Appendix B

Well Yields

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates

County (acftl/yr)
Brazos 1,177

Grimes 14,083

Washington 13,036

Total 28,296

Wide variations occur in individual well yields obtainable from the primary water-

bearing sands, depending on area, depth, and local sand thickness. Estimated ranges for

maximum individual well yields are 300 to 800 gpm.
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Water Quality

Water generally meets drinking water standards, but local exceptions occur. Iron content
is occasionally a problem. Waters obtained near the outcrops of the water-bearing zones are
generally higher in hardness and lower in total dissolved solids content. In downdip areas the
water is commonly a calcium-bicarbonate-type water, with total dissolved solids content ranging
up to 1,000 mg/L.

Resource Considerations

Groundwater resources are largely undeveloped, few development problems have
occurred to date and water-level declines are minimal to none. Few and limited water pollution
problems are apparent. Counties with groundwater conservation districts include: Grimes
(Bluebonnet GCD) and Robertson and Brazos (Brazos Valley GCD).
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Hickory Aquifer

The Hickory Aquifer, a minor aquifer, occurs in parts of Lampasas and Williamson
Counties in the BGRWPA. The aquifer primarily occurs in an adjacent planning area to the south
and west.

The aquifer consists of sandstones which dip northeast away from the Llano Uplift. No
pumpage is included for Lampasas County in TWDB data files for year 2000, and no Hickory
wells are known to exist within the BGRWPA. Geophysical log data suggest that the aquifer is
deeper than 3,500 feet. Water-bearing properties are unknown, and water quality with excessive
radiological parameters is likely. For these reasons, it is not considered in planning for the
BGRWPA.

At the time that groundwater availability estimates were determined in this process,
MAG estimates for the Hickory Aquifer had not been made. As a result, the groundwater
resources are too unknown to be considered in planning for the BGRWPA.

The Saratoga Underground Water Conservation District encompasses Lampasas County.
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Marble Falls Aquifer

Location

The Marble Falls Aquifer, a minor aquifer, occurs in the BGRWPA only in Lampasas

County (Figure B-13). It primarily occurs in an adjacent planning area to the south and west.

Geohydrology

The Marble Falls Aquifer occurs in discontinuous outcrops in the southwestern part of
Lampasas County. Water occurs in secondary solution fractures, cavities and channels in the
Marble Falls Limestone. The aquifer is connected to the Ellenburger-San Saba Aquifer where
intervening beds are thin or absent and via faults. The aquifer supports numerous springs. The
larger ones include the springs at Lampasas, which average about 9 cfs.

Development and Use

Use is limited. No withdrawals are included for the BGRWPA in TWDB pumpage files
for year 2000.

Availability

GMA-8 has adopted a DFC and made a preliminary estimate of future groundwater
availability from the Marble Falls Aquifer. However, the TWDB has not formally reviewed the
approach nor determined the official MAG.

The approach developed by consultant for GMA-8, which was adopted by GMA-8,

includes:

(1) Establishing a DFC that is based on maintaining 90 percent saturated thickness after
50 years,

(2) Calculating the volume of water in storage within Lampasas County,

(3) Calculating the annual net recharge from annual precipitation and estimated recharge
rates (5 percent of precipitation),

(4) Calculating the average saturated thickness,
(5) Prorating the allowable depletion over 50 years, and
(6) Summing the allowable depletion from storage and net recharge.

GMA-8’s groundwater availability estimate from the Marble Falls Aquifer in Lampasas
County is 2,872 acft/yr.
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Well Yields and Water Quality

Aquifer use is limited to shallow, small wells. Water quality is suitable for most purposes

near the outcrop area.

Resource Considerations

Groundwater resources are large in relation to current use and future local demand.
Regulation is provided by the Saratoga Underground Water Conservation District for Lampasas

County.

References
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Queen City Aquifer

Location

The Queen City Aquifer, a minor aquifer, occurs in the southeastern part of the
BGRWPA and in adjoining planning areas. It forms a northeast-southwest-trending band
primarily across parts of Robertson, Brazos, Grimes, Milam, Burleson and Lee Counties
(Figure B-14).

Geohydrology

The water-bearing zones consist of sands interbedded with silts and clays. Total sand
thickness ranges up to 300 feet. From their surface outcrop (recharge area) the sands dip
coastward beneath younger strata. Freshwater occurs to depths up to 2,000 feet or more. Water
table conditions occur in recharge areas, and artesian conditions exist in downdip areas.
Precipitation and vertical leakage are the main sources of recharge. A large amount of recharge is

rejected by evapotranspiration in the outcrop.

Development and Use

The year 2000 groundwater use within the BGRWPA totaled 2,130 acft. Two-thirds of
that use was in Lee County. Total use was about 74 percent municipal and 26 percent livestock
watering. The small use is partly due to the presence and development of the Sparta Aquifer at
shallower depths over most of the area where the Queen City is present.

Availability

The process in establishing groundwater availability estimates for the Queen City Aquifer
is concurrently being performed with the Carrizo-Wilcox and Sparta Aquifers in that the GMA-
12 officials used the Queen-City and Sparta GAM and a consensus on pumping to define the
DFCs. The consensus pumping is in a simulation called GMA-12 Run-3B. However, this process
only applies to counties in GMA-12, including Brazos, Burleson, Lee, and Robertson. The
Queen City Aquifer within BGRWPA also exists in Grimes County, which is in GMA-14.

Currently, an official MAG has not been determined by the TWDB in either GMA.
However, the officials for GMA-12 have reached, or nearly reached, a consensus on acceptable

pumping. For purposes of 2011 Brazos G plan, the year 2060 pumpages for the Queen City
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Aquifer are being accepted as the groundwater availability for the Queen City. While these
values are not official MAG, they are considered to be more suitable for planning purposes than
values in the 2006 Brazos G plan. GMA-14 officials are in the early stages of determining their
DFCs and do not have preliminary estimates of their MAG. Based on a conversation with the
chairman of GMA-14, Brazos G is to use groundwater availability estimates from the 2006
Brazos G plan.

The availability estimates, by county, follow:

Appendix B

Queen City Aquifer

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates
County (acftlyr)
Brazos 531
Burleson 293
Grimes 462
Lee 99
Milam 51
Robertson 356
Total 1,792

Well Yields

Estimated ranges for maximum individual well yields are 200 to 500 gpm. Wide
variations can occur in individual well yields obtainable from the Queen City sands, depending
on area, depth and local sand thickness.

Water Quality

Water typically meets drinking water standards, except for iron. High iron content is a
common, but treatable, problem. Hydrogen sulfide or methane gas is reported occasionally.
Waters obtained near the outcrops of the water-bearing zones generally are higher in hardness
and lower in total dissolved solids content. In downdip areas the water is commonly a
calcium/sodium- or sodium-bicarbonate-type water with total dissolved solids content ranging

from 300 mg/L up to 1,000 mg/L or more.
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Resource Considerations

Groundwater resources are partly undeveloped, and few development problems have
occurred to date. Water level declines are minimal to none. Few and limited water pollution
problems are apparent.

Counties with groundwater districts include: Grimes (Bluebonnet GCD), Robertson and
Brazos (Brazos Valley GCD), Lee (Lost Pines GCD), and Milam and Burleson (Post Oak
Savannah GCD).
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Seymour Aquifer

Location

The Seymour Aquifer is classified as a major aquifer in Texas and occurs in scattered,
isolated areas in the western part of the BGRWPA and in three other planning areas to the north.
The Seymour is a shallow, alluvial aquifer used almost exclusively for irrigation.

The largest area of the Seymour Aquifer is in Haskell and Knox Counties where nearly
90 percent of the Seymour pumpage in BGRWPA occurs. Other scattered areas of the aquifer
extend over parts of Jones, Fisher, Kent, Stonewall, and Throckmorton Counties (Figure B-15).
While the Seymour has a large surficial extent in these four counties, the aquifer generally has a
relatively thin saturated thickness, is less productive and does not support widespread irrigation
as it does in Knox and Haskell Counties.

Geohydrology

The Seymour consists of isolated areas of alluvium and is composed of gravel, sand and
silty clay. The gravels, deposited by eastward flowing streams in geologic times, are mostly in
the lower part of the Seymour. Total formation thickness is generally less than 100 feet. Water
table conditions predominate. Direct infiltration of precipitation is the main source of recharge
and is reasonably high. The historical pumpage in Knox and Haskell Counties is equivalent to
capturing about 2.0 inches, or over 8 percent, of the annual precipitation. Recharge amounting of
over 20 percent of precipitation has been observed for some seasons near Rochester in Haskell
County. Water levels have fluctuated mostly in response to variations in rainfall and irrigation
pumpage. Continuing water level declines have not occurred in most areas in Haskell and Knox
Counties, and some rises have been noted. In all the other counties most water levels show a
level or declining trend; and, few rises have been noted.

Development and Use

Within the BGRWPA, well supplies are largely for irrigation. The groundwater use is
relatively small for municipal, mining, rural domestic and livestock. However, this aquifer is an
important resource for several municipal water users in the northern part of the region. In Kent
County, groundwater from the Seymour accounts for nearly all of the municipal supplies. The
year 2000 groundwater pumpage within the BGRWPA totaled 101,700 acft, with about
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97 percent used for irrigation, 1 percent for mining, and 1 percent for municipal purposes.
Haskell and Knox Counties accounted for 95,475 acft/yr, or 94 percent, of the total withdrawals
in year 2000.

Availability

An attempt by GMA-6 representatives and TWDB officials to utilize TWDB’s Seymour
Groundwater Availability Model (GAM) was unsuccessful in determining a reasonable MAG
estimate from a proposed DFC. Because of this finding, a part of the Seymour GAM is currently
being refined. Thus, the groundwater availability estimates in Brazos G are set to the values that
were determined for 2006 Brazos G. These estimates were revised in 2006 Brazos G on the basis
of historical data on water levels, pumpage and precipitation and in consideration of estimates
made for the 2001 Brazos G plan. Based on a conversation with the chairman of GMA-7, Brazos
G is to use estimates from the 2006 Brazos G plan.

Until a MAG is determined for the Seymour, the following groundwater availability

estimates from the 2006 Brazos G plan are to be utilized.

Seymour Aquifer

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates

County (acftl/yr)
Fisher 7,000
Haskell 20,000
Jones 8,000
Kent 5,700
Knox 24,000
Stonewall 2,300
Total 67,000

Well Yields

Well yields average 270 gpm and are as high as 1,300 gpm. Wide variations occur in
individual well yields obtainable from the Seymour, depending on area, depth and local character

and thickness of gravels.
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Water Quality

Water quality is variable for many reasons. The dissolved solids content of natural water
ranges from 300 to 3,000 mg/L with most values between 400 and 1,000 mg/L. Most water
meets drinking water standards, except for nitrate content which typically ranges from 30 to 90
mg/L and commonly exceeds the limit of 45 mg/L for public supplies. Past oil field practices
have impacted water quality locally. Many detailed maps of individual water quality parameters
for Haskell and Knox Counties are in included in the TDWR Report 226 (Harden, 1978).

Resource Considerations

Groundwater resources, while significant, are essentially fully developed, although some
added supplies could be developed in some areas of water level rises or in other areas in average
to wet times. Counties with groundwater conservation districts include: Kent (Salt Fork UWCD)
and Haskell and Knox (Rolling Plains GCD). There may be additional opportunities for
conjunctive use or for recharge and conservation projects in the region, depending on surface

water availability and cost effectiveness.
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Sparta Aquifer

Location

The Sparta Aquifer, a minor aquifer, occurs in the southeastern part of the BGRWPA and
in adjoining planning areas. It occurs in a northeast-southwest-trending band primarily across
parts of Brazos, Burleson, Grimes, Lee, Milam and Robertson Counties (Figure B-16). Its
location is a short distance southeast of the Queen City Aquifer. Some users have wells screened
across both zones.

Geohydrology

The water-bearing zones consist of sands interbedded with silts and clays. Total sand
thickness ranges from about 100 to 200 feet. From their surface outcrop (recharge area) the sands
dip coastward beneath younger strata. Freshwater occurs to depths up to 2,000 feet or more.
Water table conditions occur in recharge areas, and artesian conditions occur in downdip areas.
Precipitation and vertical leakage are the main sources of recharge. A large amount of recharge is
rejected by evapotranspiration in the outcrop.

Development and Use

The 2000 groundwater use within the BGRWPA totaled 1,600 acft/yr, with
approximately 69 percent used for municipal purposes, 7 percent for manufacturing, 1 percent
for mining, and 23 percent for livestock watering. About 60 percent of the use was in Burleson

County.

Availability

The process in establishing groundwater availability estimates for the Sparta Aquifer is
concurrently performed with the Carrizo-Wilcox and Queen City Aquifers in that the GMA-12
representatives are using a TWDB GAM and a consensus on pumping to define the DFCs. The
consensus pumping is in a simulation called GMA-12 Run-3B. However, this process only
applies to counties in GMA-12, including Brazos, Burleson, Lee, and Robertson. The Sparta
Aquifer within BGRWPA also exists in GMA-14, which includes Grimes County.

Currently, the MAG has not been officially determined in either GMA. However, the
officials for GMA-12 have reached, or nearly reached, a consensus on acceptable pumping. For
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purposes of the 2011 Brazos G plan, the 2060 pumpages for the Sparta Aquifer are being
accepted as the groundwater availability for the Sparta. These preliminary MAG values are
considered to be more suitable for planning purposes than values in the 2006 Brazos G plan.

GMA-14 officials are in the early stages of determining their DFC and do not have
preliminary estimates of their MAG. Based on a conversation with the chairman of GMA-14,
Brazos G is to use groundwater availability estimates from the 2006 Brazos G plan.

The availability estimates, by county, follow:

Sparta Aquifer

Appendix B

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates

County (acft/yr)
Brazos 10,483
Burleson 1,107
Grimes 2,044

Lee 295
Robertson 0

Total 13,929

Well Yields

Estimated ranges for maximum individual well yields are 200 to 600 gpm. Wide
variations can occur in individual well yields obtainable from the Sparta, depending on area,
depth and local sand thickness.

Water Quality

Water typically meets drinking water standards, except for iron. High iron content is a
common problem, and hydrogen sulfide gas is reported occasionally. Waters obtained near the
outcrops of the water-bearing zones generally are higher in hardness and lower in total dissolved
solids content. In downdip areas the water is commonly a calcium/sodium- or sodium-
bicarbonate-type water with total dissolved solids content ranging from about 300 up to 1,000

mg/L or more.

Resource Considerations

Groundwater resources are largely undeveloped, except in the vicinity of College Station

and Texas A&M well fields. Few development problems have occurred to date, and water level
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declines have been limited except near these well fields and the former Bryan well fields. Few
and limited water pollution problems are apparent. Counties with groundwater conservation
districts include: Lee (Lost Pines GCD), Robertson and Brazos (Brazos Valley GCD), Milam
and Burleson (Post Oak Savannah GCD), and Grimes (Bluebonnet GCD).
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Trinity Aquifer

Location

The Trinity Aquifer, a major aquifer, occurs in a north-south-trending band that extends
in BGRWPA from Williamson County in the south to Hood and Johnson Counties in the north.
The aquifer supplies drinking water to numerous communities, homes and farms in Central
Texas and irrigation water to many farms, especially in Comanche and Erath Counties.
Considering the trends in water level declines as a reference, the aquifer appears to be
overdeveloped in a large part of the confined area.

The outcrop of the Trinity Aquifer in BGRWPA occurs mostly in Callahan, Eastland,
Erath, Hood, Somervell, Comanche, Hamilton, Coryell and Lampasas Counties. The confined
area is mostly in Johnson, Hill, Bosque, McLennan, Coryell, Bell and Williamson Counties
(Figure B-17).

Geohydrology

The aquifer is composed of the Paluxy, Glen Rose and Travis Peak Formations. The
Travis Peak Formation is subdivided into the Hensell, Pearsall/CowCreek/Hamett, and
Hosston/Sligo members. Updip where the Glen Rose thins or is missing, the Paluxy and Travis
Peak Formations coalesce to form the Antlers Formation. The uppermost water-bearing zone is
the Paluxy Formation. The lower water-bearing zone consists of Travis Peak Formation and is
divided into the Hensell and Hosston Members in much of the eastern part of BGRWPA.
Groundwater is much more abundant in the lower zones than the upper zone.

The water-bearing zones consist of a sand and limestone and are often interbedded with
clay and shale. The aquifer outcrops in the western part of the north-south-trending band and is
confined in the eastern part. The rocks dip east-southeast at a rate of about 15 feet per mile in the
northwest part of BGRWPA, gradually increase in dip to 40 feet per mile in the central part, and
then rapidly increase in dip to 80 to 100 feet per mile east of the Luling-Mexia-Talco Fault Zone.
Water table conditions occur in outcrop (recharge) areas, and confined (artesian) conditions
occur in downdip areas. The aquifer is naturally recharged by precipitation in the outcrop area
where soils have layers of sand and sandy loam. In the downdip area, some recharge to the

heavily pumped water-bearing zones probably includes a very modest amount of leakage from
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over- and underlying formations. Discharge is mostly to wells, springs, seeps and

evapotranspiration in the outcrop area, and to wells in the confined zone.

Development and Use

The year 2000 BGRWPA groundwater use totaled 90,180 acft, of which 44 percent was
municipal use, 3 percent manufacturing, 41 percent irrigation, 2 percent mining, and 10 percent

livestock.

Availability

Preliminary estimates of future groundwater availability, or managed available
groundwater (MAG), from the Trinity Aquifer has been determined by GMA-8. The general
approach by GMA-8 representatives was for each of the representative groundwater districts to
propose pumping levels in their counties or adjustments to pumping in the Northern
Trinity/Woodbine Aquifer GAM. Following several trials, GAM Run 08-06 with specified
pumping was selected as producing an acceptable level of drawdown. The resulting water levels
for the Hosston layer in the Trinity GAM are shown in Figure B-18; and the resulting drawdown
from 2000 to 2060 is shown in Figure B-19. From the run, GMA-8 calculated a maximum
average drawdown for each county and aquifer since year 2000 was set as the DFC. The TWDB
has not formally made the necessary model runs, thus, the MAG determined by GMA-8 is
considered preliminary, but are considered to be the best available estimates for the 2011 Brazos

G plan.
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The availability estimates, by county, follow:

Well Yields

Trinity Aquifer

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates
County (acftl/yr)
Bell 7,075
Bosque 5,823
Callahan 3,787
Comanche 23,294
Coryell 3,722
Eastland 4,713
Erath 29,536
Falls 161
Hamilton 2,146
Hill 3,148
Hood 11,064
Johnson 12,870
Lampasas 3,146
Limestone 66
McLennan 20,689
Milam 321
Palo Pinto 12
Somervell 2,485
Taylor 431
Williamson 1,811
Total 136,300

Well yields have a wide variation in the Trinity Aquifer. In general, yields for large

supply wells in the western part of the aquifer where the outcrop occurs are between 50 and

250 gpm. In the confined part, large wells usually produce between 200 and 700 gpm. Well

yields are mostly related to the cumulative thickness of sand layers and water level in the water-

bearing zone at the well. Potential well yields have declined substantially in areas with large

declines in water levels from a combination of increased lift and the inability to create a cone of

depression around the well.
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Water Quality

Water quality from the Trinity Aquifer is acceptable for most municipal and industrial
purposes; however, excess concentrations of certain constituents in some areas exceed drinking
water standards. One concern is relatively high concentrations of bacteria and nutrients that have
been found in some wells in Callahan, Eastland, Erath and Comanche Counties. Another concern
is contamination from brines associated with oil and gas operations. Finally, limited areas are

impacted by leakage of poor quality water from overlying formations.

Resource Considerations

Groundwater resources are considered to be within or less than development limits in the
outcrop area and generally overdeveloped in the confined areas. The Trinity Aquifer in
BGRWPA is overseen by five groundwater conservation districts, but these districts do not cover
the entire aquifer area within the BGRWPA. Counties with groundwater conservation districts
include: Lampasas (Saratoga UWCD), Bell (Clearwater UWCD), Comanche and Erath (Middle
Trinity GCD), McLennan (McLennan County GCD), and Coryell (Tablerock GCD).
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Williams, C.R., 2008, Desired Future Conditions of N. Trinity Aquifer: Memorandum dated December

15, 2008 to Cheryl Maxwell, Administrative Agent for Groundwater Management Area 8.

Source: Texas Water Development Board
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Aquifer with Pumping in GAM Run-08-06, 2000 — 2060

2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan
September 2010

B-63

bBXR



HDR-00044-100499-10 Appendix B

(This page intentionally left blank.)

2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan B-64 m
September 2010 B A



HDR-00044-100499-10 Appendix B

Yegua-Jackson Aquifer

Location

The Yegua-Jackson Aquifer, recently classified by the TWDB as a minor aquifer, occurs
in the southeastern part of the BGRWPA and in adjoining planning areas. It occurs in a
northeast-southwest-trending band that is 15-20 miles wide and primarily across parts of Brazos,
Burleson, Grimes, Lee, and Washington Counties (Figure B-20). Its location is a short distance

downdip of the Sparta Aquifer and is covered by younger sediments in much of the area.

Geohydrology

The Yegua Formation consists of fine to medium sand that is interbedded with indurated
fine-grained sandstone and clay. It has a maximum thickness in Grimes County of nearly 1,200
ft. The Jackson Group consists of fine to medium sand, clay, and siltstone. Its maximum
thickness is about 1,600 ft. From their surface outcrop (recharge area) the sands dip coastward
beneath younger strata. Water table conditions occur in recharge areas, and artesian conditions
occur in downdip areas. Precipitation is the main source of recharge. A large amount of recharge
is rejected by evapotranspiration in the outcrop.

Development and Use

Development is mostly limited to local use for household and livestock purposes.

Availability

Because the Yegua-Jackson has only recently been delineated as a minor aquifer and a
groundwater availability model is in draft stages; and, groundwater availability for planning
purposes has not been made. For purposes of the 2011 Brazos G plan, groundwater availability
of the Yegua-Jackson is assumed to be equal to the amount of net recharge to the aquifer and is
calculated by multiplying the rate of net recharge times the outcrop of the aquifer as mapped by
the TWDB. Estimates of the net recharge rates are taken from Baker and others (1974) for
Grimes County and is assumed to be representative for all the counties. The net recharge rates
are based on the groundwater that originally moved through the aquifer as recharge prior to well
development. The original hydraulic gradient in the Yegua Formation in Grimes County was

assumed to be 5 ft/mi and the transmissivity of sands containing fresh to slightly saline water

2011 Brazos G Regional Water Plan B-65 m
September 2010 ) )




HDR-00044-100499-10

was estimated to be 3,100 ft squared per day. In Grimes County, this quantity of net recharge
was estimated to be about 3 MGD, which is equivalent to about 0.3 inches per year. For the
Jackson Group, the estimated hydraulic gradient is 5 ft/mi; transmissivity is 2,500 ft/day; and the
resulting net recharge is 2.2 MGD.

The availability estimates, by county, follow:

Yegua-Jackson Aquifer

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates

County (acft/yr)
Brazos 6,100
Burleson 5,900
Grimes 5,800
Lee 3,700
Washington 1,400
Total 22,900

Well Yields

Estimated maximum individual well yields are about 500 gpm. Wide variations can occur
in individual well yields obtainable from the Yegua-Jackson, depending on area, depth and local

sand thickness.

Water Quality

Relatively shallow wells yield water that typically meets drinking water standards..
Waters obtained near the outcrops of the water-bearing zones generally are higher in hardness
and lower in total dissolved solids content. In downdip areas, water with total dissolved solids
content ranges from about 300 up to 1,000 mg/L or more.

Resource Considerations
Counties with groundwater conservation districts include: Lee (Lost Pines GCD),
Robertson and Brazos (Brazos Valley GCD), and Grimes (Bluebonnet GCD).

References

Baker, E.T., Jr., Follett, C.D., McAdoo, G.D., and Bonnet, C.W., 1974, Ground-water resources of
Grimes County, Texas: TWDB Report 186.
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Follett, C.R., 1974, Ground-water resources of Brazos and Burleson Counties, Texas: TWDB Report 185.

Thompson, G.L., 1966, Ground-water resources of Lee County, Texas: TWDB Report 20.
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Figure B-20. Location of Yegua-Jackson Aquifer in BGRWPA
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Woodbine Aquifer

Location

The Woodbine Aquifer, a minor aquifer, is in the north-central part of the BGRWPA and
in an adjacent planning areas to the north. It occurs in a north-south-trending belt primarily

across parts of Johnson and Hill Counties (Figure B-21).

Geohydrology

The Woodbine consists of water-bearing sandstone interbedded with shale. The
sandstone tends to be thicker in the lower part of the formation. The upper part of the Woodbine
has distinctly poorer water quality. Total formation thickness ranges up to slightly over 200 feet
and sand thickness up to 100 feet. From their surface outcrop (recharge area) the water-bearing
sands dip eastward beneath younger strata. Water table conditions occur in recharge areas, and
artesian conditions occur in downdip areas. Precipitation is the main source of recharge.
Maximum estimated transmissivities for the best yielding zones in the lower Woodbine are about
250 to 500 square ft per day.

Development and Use

Use is limited to a few public supplies, some mining and rural domestic and livestock
use. The year 2000 groundwater use within the BGRWPA totaled 1,360 acft, with approximately
42 percent municipal use, 8 percent mining and 50 percent livestock watering. The Hillsboro

area in Johnson County has the greatest current use.

Availability

An official MAG for the Woodbine Aquifer has been determined by the TWDB on the
basis of DFCs established by GMA-8. The general approach by GMA-8 officials was for each of
the representative groundwater districts to propose pumping levels in their counties, or
adjustments to the pumping, in the Northern Trinity/Woodbine Aquifer GAM. Following several
trials, GAM Run 08-06 with specified pumping was selected as producing an acceptable level of
drawdown. From the run, GMA-8 calculated a maximum average drawdown for each county

since year 2000 and set this value as the DFC. The TWDB has formally made the necessary
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model runs and has defined a MAG for each county. Details of the approach, parameters and
assumptions are presented in TWDB’s GAM Run 08-14mag document.

The managed available groundwater, by county, follows:

Woodbine Aquifer

Groundwater
Availability
Estimates
County (acft/yr)
Hill 2,261
Johnson 4,732
Limestone 34
McLennan 5
Total 7,032

Well Yields

Estimated ranges for maximum individual well yields are 50 to 150 gpm. Wide variations
occur in individual well yields obtainable from Woodbine sands, depending on area, depth, and

local sand thickness.

Water Quality

Water typically meets drinking water standards. Waters obtained near the outcrop of the
water-bearing zones generally are higher in hardness and lower in total dissolved solids content.
In confined areas the water is commonly a sodium-bicarbonate-type water with total dissolved
solids content ranging from 500 to over 1,000 mg/L. The higher mineralized waters contain

appreciably higher sulfate content. High iron concentrations are common in the outcrop areas.

Resource Considerations

The Woodbine is a relatively weak aquifer, supports little development and has minimal
potential within the BGRWPA. Few development problems have occurred to date, but large
water level declines can be expected from any significant added development. Care must be
taken in well construction to seal off the higher mineralized water in the upper part of the

formation and to screen the best water-bearing zones in the lower part. No existing local plans
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are known. The only groundwater conservation district regulating the Woodbine in the
BGRWPA is the McLennan County GCD.

References

Hopkins, Janie, 1996, Water quality in the Woodbine Aquifer, TWDB Hydrologic Atlas No. 4.

Bene’, J. and Harden, B. and others, 2004, Northern Trinity/Woodbine Aquifer Groundwater Availability
Model: TWDB Contract Report, http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/gam/trnt_n/trnt_n.htm

Klemt, W.B., Perkins, R.D., and Alvarez, H.J., 1975, Ground-water resources of part of Central Texas,
with emphasis on the Antlers and Travis Peak Formations: TWDB Report 195.

Muller, Daniel A., and Price, Robert D., 1979, Ground-water availability in Texas: TDWR Report 238.

Nordstrom, P.L., 1982, Occurrence, availability, and chemical quality of ground water in the Cretaceous
aquifers of North-Central Texas: TDWR Report 269.

Thompson, Gerald L., 1969, Ground water resources of Johnson County, Texas: TWDB Report 94.
Williams, C.R., 2008, Desired Future Conditions of N. Trinity Aquifer: Memorandum dated December
15, 2008 to Cheryl Maxwell, Administrative Agent for Groundwater Management Area 8.

Ward, J.K., Managed available groundwater estimates for the Woodbine Aquifer in Groundwater
Management Area 8: TWDB letter dated Nov 10, 2008 with GAM Run 08-14mag attachment
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5 Woodbine
OUTCROP (That part of a water-bearing
rock layer which appears at the land
surface.)

* DOWNDIP (That part of a water-bearing
rock layer which dips below other rock
layers.)

Hood
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Somervell
Bosque
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Source: Texas Water Development Board Falls

Figure B-21. Location of Woodbine Aquifer in BGRWPA
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Table C-1
Bell County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
237,974 289,672 327,610 364,632 396,478 424,255 | 449,460
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 48,665 60,039 70,010 76,412 81,485 85,999 90,422
_ |Contractual Demand 506 506 506 506 506 506 506
8 IMunicipal Existing Supply
g Groundwater 2,996 2,996 2,996 2,996 2,996 2,996 2,996
§ Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 113,105 72,407 79,831 83,542 86,571 89,027 91,402
Total Existing Municipal Supply 116,101 75,403 82,827 86,538 89,567 92,023 94,398
Municipal Balance 67,436 15,364 12,817 10,126 8,082 6,024 3,976
Manufacturing Demand 800 980 1,085 1,180 1,273 1,355 1,463
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 1,463 1,463 1,463 1,463 1,463 1,463 1,463
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 1,463 1,463 1,463 1,463 1,463 1,463 1,463
Manufacturing Balance 663 483 378 283 190 108 0
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 3,674 4,296 5,053 5,977 7,102
< |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 (3,674) (4,296) (5,053) (5,977) (7,102)
Mining Demand 174 155 150 147 144 141 139
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 181 181 181 181 181 181 181
Surface water 1 1 1 2 2 2 2
Total Mining Supply 182 182 182 183 183 183 183
Mining Balance 8 27 32 36 39 42 44
Irrigation Demand 1,679 1,656 1,634 1,611 1,591 1,569 1,546
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 764 764 764 764 764 764 764
Surface water 5,561 5,606 5,650 5,695 5,739 5,784 5,829
g Total Irrigation Supply 6,325 6,370 6,414 6,459 6,503 6,548 6,593
= Irrigation Balance 4,646 4,714 4,780 4,848 4,912 4,979 5,047
2 |Livestock Demand 953 953 953 953 953 953 953
2 [Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 953 953 953 953 953 953 953
Total Livestock Supply 953 953 953 953 953 953 953
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 49,639 61,174 74,919 82,035 87,955 93,472 99,126
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 4,640 4,640 4,640 4,640 4,640 4,640 4,640
Surface water 113,105 72,408 79,832 83,544 86,572 89,029 91,404
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 117,745 77,048 84,472 88,184 91,212 93,669 96,044
Municipal & Industrial Balance 68,106 15,874 9,553 6,149 3,257 197 (3,082)
Agriculture Demand 2,632 2,609 2,587 2,564 2,544 2,522 2,499
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 764 764 764 764 764 764 764
2 Surface water 6,514 6,559 6,603 6,648 6,692 6,737 6,782
Total Agriculture Supply 7,278 7,323 7,367 7,412 7,456 7,501 7,546
Agriculture Balance 4,646 4,714 4,780 4,848 4,912 4,979 5,047
Total Demand 52,271 63,783 77,506 84,599 90,499 95,994 101,625
Total Supply
Groundwater 5,404 5,404 5,404 5,404 5,404 5,404 5,404
Surface water 119,620 78,967 86,435 90,191 93,265 95,766 98,186
Total Supply 125,024 84,371 91,839 95,595 98,669 101,170 103,590
Total Balance 72,753 20,588 14,333 10,996 8,170 5,176 1,965

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and supplies
available within a County.




Table C-2

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Bell County

439 WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

BARTLETT (P)
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

BELL-MILAM FALLS WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

BELTON
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

CHISHOLM TRAIL SUD
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

DOG RIDGE WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.
Dash represents a value of zero (0)

2000

649
1,945
1,945

1,296

165
126
126

(39)

299
351
155
196

52

2,412
6,066
6,066
3,654
56
383
16
367
327
586
2,171
2,171

1,585

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2010

803
1,195

NC
1,195

NC
392

184

126

126
NC

NC
(58)

342
351
155
NC
196
NC

2,824
2,824

NC
2,824
NC

103
382
16
NC
366
NC
279

715
2,171

NC
2,171

NC
1,456

2020

909
1,195

NC
1,195

NC
286

196

126

126
NC

NC
(70)

371
351
155
NC
196
NC
(20)

3,199
3,199

NC
3,199
NC

127
382
16
NC
366
NC
255

799
2,171

NC
2,171

NC
1,372

2030

999
1,195

NC
1,195

NC
196

206

126

126
NC

NC
(80)

398
351
155
NC
196
NC
(47)

3,542
3,542

NC
3,542
NC

149
381
16
NC
365
NC
232

876
2,171

NC
2,171

NC
1,295

2040

1,057
1,195

NC
1,195

NC
138

211

126

126
NC

NC
(85)

415
351
155
NC
196
NC
(64)

3,723
3,723

NC
3,723
NC

166
381
16
NC
365
NC
215

926
2,171

NC
2,171

NC
1,245

2050

1,090
1,195

NC
1,195

NC
105

216

126

126
NC

NC
(90)

425
351
155
NC
196
NC
(74)

3,875
3,875

NC
3,875
NC

176
380
16
NC
364
NC
204

955
2,171

NC
2,171

NC
1,216

2060

1,122
1,195

NC
1,195

NC

73

220

126

126
NC

NC
(94)

435
351
155
NC
196
NC
(84)

3,920
3,920

NC
3,920
NC

183
380
16
NC
364
NC
197

982
2,171

NC
2,171

NC
1,189
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Table C-2

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

EAST BELL COUNTY WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

ELM CREEK WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

FORT HOOD (P)
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

HARKER HEIGHTS
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

HOLLAND
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

JARRELL-SCHWERTNER WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

KEMPNER WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.
Dash represents a value of zero (0)

2000

250
362
127
235
112
154
110

73

37

(44)

3,822
6,144
6,144

2,322

2,908
8,262
8,262

5,354

130
258
258
128
256
306
42
264
50
913
2,346
2,346

1,433

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2010

263
362
127
NC
235
NC
99

184

251
73
NC

178
NC
67

4,395
6,144

NC
6,144

NC
1,749

3,904
3,904

NC
3,904
NC

125
258

NC
258

NC
133

308

306
42
NC

264
NC

@)

1,142
1,809

NC
1,809

NC
667

2020

271
362
127
NC
235
NC
91

206

288
73
NC

215
NC
82

4,337
6,144

NC
6,144

NC
1,807

4,959
4,959

NC
4,959
NC

121
258

NC
258

NC
137

344
306
42
NC
264
NC
(38)

1,297
1,781

NC
1,781

NC
484

2030

276
362
127
NC
235
NC
86

224

320
73
NC

247
NC
96

4,279
6,144

NC
6,144

NC
1,865

5,800
5,800

NC
5,800
NC

117
258

NC
258

NC
141

376
306
42
NC
264
NC
(70)

1,443
1,713

NC
1,713

NC
270

2040

279
362
127
NC
235
NC
83

236
348
73
NC
275
NC
112

4,221
6,144

NC
6,144

NC
1,923

6,507
6,507

NC
6,507
NC

114
258

NC
258

NC
144

395
306
42
NC
264
NC
(89)

1,535
1,654

NC
1,654

NC
119

2050

282
362
127
NC
235
NC
80

243
366
73
NC
293
NC
123

4,182
6,144

NC
6,144

NC
1,962

6,698
6,698

NC
6,698
NC

111
258

NC
258

NC
147

409
306
42
NC
264
NC
(103)

1,591
1,667

NC
1,667

NC

76

2060

286
362
127
NC
235
NC
76

249
390
73
NC
317
NC
141

4,182
6,144

NC
6,144

NC
1,962

6,815
6,815

NC
6,815
NC

111
258

NC
258

NC
147

420
280
42
NC
238
NC
(140)

1,636
1,636

NC
1,636
NC
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Table C-2

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

KILLEEN
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

LITTLE RIVER-ACADEMY
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

MOFFAT WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

MORGANS POINT RESORT
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

NOLANVILLE
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

PENDLETON WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

ROGERS
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

12,882
39,964

39,964
27,082
260
274
206

68

14

351
913

138
775

562

348
201

291

(67)

299
740

740

441

231
231

231

199
368

368

169

2010

19,530

19,530
NC

19,530
NC

275

274

206
NC
68
NC
)

402
964
138
NC
826
NC
562

473
201

NC
291

NC

(182)

348
349

NC
349
NC

250
250

NC
250
NC

195
368

NC
368

NC
173

2020

25,462
25,462

NC
25,462
NC

285
274
206
NC
68
NC
(11

430
992
138
NC
854
NC
562

520
2901

NC
291

NC

(229)

359
359

NC
359
NC

265
265

NC
265
NC

191
368

NC
368

NC
177

2030

27,985
27,985

NC
27,985
NC

292
274
206
NC
68
NC
(18)

457
1,019
138
NC
881
NC
562

563
291

NC
291

NC

(272)

365
365

NC
365
NC

273
273

NC
273
NC

188
368

NC
368

NC
180

2040

30,141

30,141
NC

30,141
NC

294
274
206
NC
68
NC
(20)

468
1,030
138
NC
892
NC
562

591
291

NC
291

NC

(300)

365
365

NC
365
NC

278
278

NC
278
NC

184
368

NC
368

NC
184

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

32,207
32,207

NC
32,207
NC

297
274
206
NC
68
NC
(23)

477
1,039
138
NC
901
NC
562

607
201

NC
291

NC

(316)

369
369

NC
369
NC

282
282

NC
282
NC

181
368

NC
368

NC
187

2060

34,432

34,432
NC

34,432
NC

301
274
206
NC
68
NC
@7)

488
1,050
138
NC
912
NC
562

623
201

NC
291

NC

(332)

374
374

NC
374
NC

287
287

NC
287
NC

181
368

NC
368

NC
187
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Table C-2

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

SALADO WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

TEMPLE
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

TROY
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

WEST BELL COUNTY WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

987
3,610
2,010
1,600

2,623

19,357
506
38,151

38,151

18,288

191
214

90
124

23
678
921

921

243
282
2,101
13

2,088

1,819

2010

1,195
3,610
2,010
NC
1,600
NC
2,415

21,033
506
27,955
NC
38,248
27,955
6,416

185

214
90
NC

124
NC
29

660
921

NC
921

NC
261

200
1,101
13
NC
1,088
NC
901

2020

1,334
3,610
2,010
NC
1,600
NC
2,276

23,018
506
27,955

NC

38,344

27,955
4,431

181

214
90
NC

124
NC
33

642
921

NC
921

NC
279

187
1,101
13
NC
1,088
NC
914

2030

1,461
3,610
2,010
NC
1,600
NC
2,149

25,170
506
27,955

NC
38,441
27,955

2,279

176

214
90
NC

124
NC
38

623
921

NC
921

NC
298

174
1,101
13
NC
1,088
NC
927

2040

1,544
3,610
2,010
NC
1,600
NC
2,066

26,892
506
27,955

NC
38,538
27,955

557

171

214
90
NC

124
NC
43

605
921

NC
921

NC
316

167
1,101
13
NC
1,088
NC
934

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

1,594
3,610
2,010
NC
1,600
NC
2,016

28,804
506
27,955
NC
38,634
27,955
(1,355)

168

214
90
NC

124
NC
46

599
921

NC
921

NC
322

161
1,101
13
NC
1,088
NC
940

2060

1,636
3,610
2,010
NC
1,600
NC
1,974

30,613
506
27,955

NC
38,731
27,955

(3,164)

168

214
90
NC

124
NC
46

599
921

NC
921

NC
322

159
1,101
13
NC
1,088
NC
942

8/27/2010

1:11 PM



Table C-3
Bosque County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
17,204 19,831 22,646 24,622 25,364 25,667 26,032
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 2,539 2,839 3,159 3,369 3,410 3,418 3,468
__]Contractual Demand 112 112 112 112 112 112 112
s Municipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 3,528 3,775 3,775 3,775 3,691 3,691 3,554
§ Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 463 463 463 463 461 457 454
Total Existing Municipal Supply 3,991 4,238 4,238 4,238 4,152 4,148 4,008
Municipal Balance 1,452 1,399 1,079 869 742 730 540
Manufacturing Demand 794 1,005 1,151 1,285 1,417 1,531 1,664
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 1,663 1,663 1,663 1,663 1,663 1,663 1,663
Surface water 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total Manufacturing Supply 1,664 1,664 1,664 1,664 1,664 1,664 1,664
Manufacturing Balance 870 659 513 379 247 133 0
Steam-Electric Demand 521 4,323 6,188 7,235 8,510 10,065 11,961
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
E Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Surface water 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500
Steam-Electric Balance 5,979 2,177 312 (735) (2,010) (3,565) (5,461)
Mining Demand 276 210 197 189 182 176 172
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 345 345 345 345 345 345 345
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 345 345 345 345 345 345 345
Mining Balance 69 135 148 156 163 169 173
Irrigation Demand 2,543 2,504 2,466 2,427 2,388 2,352 2,316
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 11,176 11,170 11,164 11,158 11,152 11,146 11,140
g Total Irrigation Supply 11,176 11,170 11,164 11,158 11,152 11,146 11,140
= Irrigation Balance 8,633 8,666 8,698 8,731 8,764 8,794 8,824
2 [Livestock Demand 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
g’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Total Livestock Supply 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 4,130 8,377 10,695 12,078 13,519 15,190 17,265
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 5,536 5,783 5,783 5,783 5,699 5,699 5,562
Surface water 6,964 6,964 6,965 6,965 6,962 6,958 6,955
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 12,500 12,747 12,748 12,748 12,661 12,657 12,517
Municipal & Industrial Balance 8,370 4,370 2,053 670 (858) (2,533) (4,748)
Agriculture Demand 3,591 3,552 3,514 3,475 3,436 3,400 3,364
Existing Agricultural Supply
< Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
;9 Surface water 12,224 12,218 12,212 12,206 12,200 12,194 12,188
Total Agriculture Supply 12,224 12,218 12,212 12,206 12,200 12,194 12,188
Agriculture Balance 8,633 8,666 8,698 8,731 8,764 8,794 8,824
Total Demand 7,721 11,929 14,209 15,553 16,955 18,590 20,629
Total Supply
Groundwater 5,536 5,783 5,783 5,783 5,699 5,699 5,562
Surface water 19,188 19,183 19,177 19,171 19,162 19,153 19,143
Total Supply 24,724 24,966 24,960 24,954 24,861 24,852 24,706
Total Balance 17,003 13,037 10,751 9,401 7,906 6,262 4,077

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and supplies
available within a County.




Table C-4

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Bosque County

CHILDRESS CREEK WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

CLIFTON
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

CROSS COUNTRY WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

LAKE WHITNEY WATER COMPANY
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

MERIDIAN
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

MORGAN
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

283
506
506

223

647
112
1,088
683
405
329
30

84
84

54

391
525
467

58

134

217
487
375
112

270

2010

322

506

506
NC

NC
184

709
112
1,088
683
NC
405
NC
267

36
84
84
NC

NC
48

389
525
467
NC
58
NC
136

229
487
375
NC
112
NC
258

74
247
247

NC

NC
173

N
o
N
o

361

506

506
NC

NC
145

773
112
1,088
683
NC
405
NC
203

44
84
84
NC

NC
40

387
525
467
NC
58
NC
138

242
487
375
NC
112
NC
245

86
247
247

NC

NC
161

2030

389

506

506
NC

NC
117

819
112
1,088
683
NC
405
NC
157

49
63
63
84

NC
14

382
525
467
NC
58
NC
143

249
487
375
NC
112
NC
238

99
247
247

NC

NC
148

2040

395

506

506
NC

NC
111

824
112
1,088
683
NC
405
NC
152

50

84

NC
(50)

373
523
467
NC
56
NC
150

247
487
375
NC
112
NC
240

115

247

247
NC

NC
132

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050 2060
396 402
506 506
506 506
NC NC
NC NC
110 104
827 837
112 112
1,088 951
683 683
NC 546
405 405
NC NC
149 2
51 52
84 84
NC NC
(51) (52
366 367
519 516
467 467
NC NC
52 49
NC NC
153 149
247 250
487 487
375 375
NC NC
112 112
NC NC
240 237
133 156
247 247
247 247
NC NC
NC NC
114 91
8/27/2010

1:11 PM



Table C-4

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

VALLEY MILLS (P)
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

WALNUT SPRINGS
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.
Dash represents a value of zero (0)

2000

236
311
311

75

94
111
111

17

641
991
991

350

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2010

265

311

311
NC

NC
46

97
111
111

NC

NC
14

718

991

991
NC

NC
273

N
o
N
o

295

311

311
NC

NC
16

100

111

111
NC

NC
11

871

991

991
NC

NC
120

2030

313

311

311
NC

NC
@

101

111

111
NC

NC
10

968

991

991
NC

NC
23

2040

316

311

311
NC

NC
®)

100

111

111
NC

NC
11

990

991

991
NC

NC

2050

319

311

311
NC

NC
®)

99
111
111

NC

NC
12

980

991

991
NC

NC
11

2060

323

311

311
NC

NC
(12)

100

111

111
NC

NC
11

981

991

991
NC

NC
10

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-5
Brazos County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
152,415 178,187 205,099 229,850 248,962 271,608 | 279,182
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 30,317 34,992 39,587 43,776 46,937 50,976 52,417
__[Contractual Demand 0 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120
e Municipal Existing Supply
Ig Groundwater (Less Contractual Demand)* 47,570 48,183 48,183 48,183 48,183 48,183 48,183
§ Surface water 4,000 2,880 2,880 2,880 2,880 2,880 2,880
Total Existing Municipal Supply 51,570 51,063 51,063 51,063 51,063 51,063 51,063
Municipal Balance 21,253 16,071 11,476 7,287 4,126 87 (1,354)
Manufacturing Demand 244 316 365 413 462 506 549
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 2,475 2,475 2,475 2,475 2,475 2,475 2,475
Surface water 14,720 14,720 14,720 14,720 14,720 14,720 14,720
Total Manufacturing Supply 17,195 17,195 17,195 17,195 17,195 17,195 17,195
Manufacturing Balance 16,951 16,879 16,830 16,782 16,733 16,689 16,646
Steam-Electric Demand 545 526 488 394 446 303 393
< |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 460 460 460 460 460 460 460
a3 Surface water 85 85 85 85 85 85 85
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 545 545 545 545 545 545 545
Steam-Electric Balance 0 19 57 151 99 242 152
Mining Demand 25 27 28 29 30 31 31
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 32 32 32 32 32 32 32
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 32 32 32 32 32 32 32
Mining Balance 7 5 4 3 2 1 1
Irrigation Demand 6,918 6,584 6,267 5,964 5,676 5,403 5,142
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 12,133 12,133 12,133 12,133 12,133 12,133 12,133
Surface water 4,359 4,379 4,399 4,420 4,440 4,460 4,480
33’ Total Irrigation Supply 16,492 16,512 16,532 16,553 16,573 16,593 16,613
= Irrigation Balance 9,574 9,928 10,265 10,589 10,897 11,190 11,471
-2 JLivestock Demand 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032
Total Livestock Supply 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 31,131 35,861 40,468 44,612 47,875 51,816 53,390
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 50,537 51,150 51,150 51,150 51,150 51,150 51,150
Surface water 18,805 17,685 17,685 17,685 17,685 17,685 17,685
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 69,342 68,835 68,835 68,835 68,835 68,835 68,835
Municipal & Industrial Balance 38,211 32,974 28,367 24,223 20,960 17,019 15,445
Agriculture Demand 7,950 7,616 7,299 6,996 6,708 6,435 6,174
Existing Agricultural Supply
E Groundwater 12,133 12,133 12,133 12,133 12,133 12,133 12,133
|9 Surface water 5,391 5,411 5,431 5,452 5,472 5,492 5,512
Total Agriculture Supply 17,524 17,544 17,564 17,585 17,605 17,625 17,645
Agriculture Balance 9,574 9,928 10,265 10,589 10,897 11,190 11,471
Total Demand 39,081 43,477 47,767 51,608 54,583 58,251 59,564
Total Supply
Groundwater 62,670 63,283 63,283 63,283 63,283 63,283 63,283
Surface water 24,196 23,096 23,116 23,137 23,157 23,177 23,197
Total Supply 86,866 86,379 86,399 86,420 86,440 86,460 86,480
Total Balance 47,785 42,902 38,632 34,812 31,857 28,209 26,916

1 Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and
supplies available within a County.




Table C-6

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Brazos County

BRYAN
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COLLEGE STATION
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

WELLBORN SUD
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

WICKSON CREEK SUD
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

10,812

18,304
18,304

7,492

17,110
25,711
25,711

8,601

858
5,135
1,135
4,000
4,277

624

1,437
1,437

813

913
983
983

70

2010

11,957

1,120

18,304

18,304
NC

NC
5,227

20,032

25,711

25711
NC

NC
5,679

1,069
5,695
1,695
NC
4,000
NC
4,626

1,126

2,050

2,050
NC

NC
924

808
1,543
1,543

NC

NC
735

2020

13,179

1,120

18,304

18,304
NC

NC
4,005

22,977

25,711

25,711
NC

NC
2,734

1,285
5,695
1,695
NC
4,000
NC
4,410

1,451

2,050

2,050
NC

NC
599

695
1,543
1,543

NC

NC
848

2030

14,221

1,120

18,304

18,304
NC

NC
2,963

25,779

25,711

25,711
NC

NC
(68)

1,482
5,695
1,695
NC
4,000
NC
4,213

1,701

2,050

2,050
NC

NC
349

593
1,543
1,543

NC

NC
950

2040

15,022

1,120

18,304

18,304
NC

NC
2,162

27,844

25,711

25711
NC

NC
(2,133)

1,637
5,695
1,695
NC
4,000
NC
4,058

1,924

2,050

2,050
NC

NC
126

510
1,543
1,543

NC

NC
1,033

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

16,096

1,120

18,304

18,304
NC

NC
1,088

30,432
25,711
25,711
NC
NC
(4,721)

1,820
5,695
1,695
NC
4,000
NC
3,875

2,206
2,050
2,050
NC
NC
(156)

422
1,543
1,543

NC

NC
1,121

2060

16,493

1,120

18,304

18,304
NC

NC
691

31,342

25,711

25711
NC

NC
(5,631)

1,886
5,695
1,695
NC
4,000
NC
3,809

2,301

2,050

2,050
NC

NC
(251)

395
1,543
1,543

NC

NC
1,148

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-7

Burleson County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
16,470 18,477 20,663 22,249 23,465 24,358 25,146
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 2,320 2,656 2,863 3,003 3,095 3,175 3,270
_ |Contractual Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s Municipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 4,864 5,020 5,020 5,020 5,025 5,025 5,025
§ Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Existing Municipal Supply 4,864 5,020 5,020 5,020 5,025 5,025 5,025
Municipal Balance 2,544 2,364 2,157 2,017 1,930 1,850 1,755
Manufacturing Demand 150 196 233 270 307 340 370
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 291 291 291 291 291 291 291
Surface water 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Total Manufacturing Supply 386 386 386 386 386 386 386
Manufacturing Balance 236 190 153 116 79 46 16
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ JTotal Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 29 25 24 24 24 24 24
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
Mining Balance 0 4 5 5 5 5 5
Irrigation Demand 18,239 17,480 16,749 16,052 15,431 14,741 14,082
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 9,400 9,400 9,400 9,400 9,400 9,400 9,400
Surface water 8,840 8,840 8,840 8,840 8,840 8,840 8,840
g Total Irrigation Supply 18,240 18,240 18,240 18,240 18,240 18,240 18,240
= Irrigation Balance 1 760 1,491 2,188 2,809 3,499 4,158
-2 JLivestock Demand 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422
Total Livestock Supply 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 2,499 2,877 3,120 3,297 3,426 3,539 3,664
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 5,184 5,340 5,340 5,340 5,345 5,345 5,345
Surface water 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 5,279 5,435 5,435 5,435 5,440 5,440 5,440
Municipal & Industrial Balance 2,780 2,558 2,315 2,138 2,014 1,901 1,776
Agriculture Demand 19,661 18,902 18,171 17,474 16,853 16,163 15,504
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 9,400 9,400 9,400 9,400 9,400 9,400 9,400
e Surface water 10,262 10,262 10,262 10,262 10,262 10,262 10,262
Total Agriculture Supply 19,662 19,662 19,662 19,662 19,662 19,662 19,662
Agriculture Balance 1 760 1,491 2,188 2,809 3,499 4,158
Total Demand 22,160 21,779 21,291 20,771 20,279 19,702 19,168
Total Supply
Groundwater 14,584 14,740 14,740 14,740 14,745 14,745 14,745
Surface water 10,357 10,357 10,357 10,357 10,357 10,357 10,357
Total Supply 24,941 25,097 25,097 25,097 25,102 25,102 25,102
Total Balance 2,781 3,318 3,806 4,326 4,823 5,400 5,934




Table C-8

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Burleson County

CALDWELL
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

MILANO WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

SNOOK
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

SOMERVILLE
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

SOUTHWEST MILAM WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

630
2,352
2,352

1,722

160
111
111

(49)

137
300
300

163

315
563
563

248

49
30
30

(19)

1,029
1,508
1,508

479

2010

807
2,352
2,352

NC

NC
1,545

177

234

234
NC

NC
57

147

300

300
NC

NC
153

328

563

563
NC

NC
235

58
63
63
NC

NC

1,139

1,508

1,508
NC

NC
369

N
o
N
o

835
2,352
2,352

NC

1,517

194

234

234
NC

NC
40

160

300

300
NC

NC
140

344

563

563
NC

NC
219

67
63
63
NC

NC
4)

1,263

1,508

1,508
NC

NC
245

2030

854
2,352
2,352

NC

NC
1,498

207

234

234
NC

NC
27

167

300

300
NC

NC
133

353

563

563
NC

NC
210

73
63
63
NC

NC
(10)

1,349

1,508

1,508
NC

NC
159

2040

865
2,352
2,352

NC

NC
1,487

216

238

238
NC

NC
22

173

300

300
NC

NC
127

358

563

563
NC

NC
205

79
64
64
NC

NC
(15)

1,404

1,508

1,508
NC

NC
104

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

878
2,352
2,352

NC

NC
1,474

223

238

238
NC

NC
15

178

300

300
NC

NC
122

364

563

563
NC

NC
199

82
64
64
NC

NC
(18)

1,450

1,508

1,508
NC

NC
58

2060

894
2,352
2,352

NC

NC
1,458

231
238
238

183

300

300
NC

NC
117

372

563

563
NC

NC
191

86
64
64
NC

NC
(22)

1,504

1,508

1,508
NC

NC

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-9
Callahan County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
12,905 12,829 12,980 12,750 12,492 12,206 11,968
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 1,500 1,445 1,417 1,351 1,296 1,245 1,224
_|Contractual Demand 221 221 221 221 221 221 221
8 [Municipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 1,071 1,071 1,071 1,071 1,071 1,071 1,071
§ Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 831 839 841 834 828 821 816
Total Existing Municipal Supply 1,902 1,910 1,912 1,905 1,899 1,892 1,887
Municipal Balance 402 465 495 554 603 647 663
Manufacturing Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
< |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ ITotal Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 81 92 96 98 100 101 103
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 103 103 103 103 103 103 103
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 103 103 103 103 103 103 103
Mining Balance 22 11 7 5 3 2 0
Irrigation Demand 819 806 793 780 767 755 742
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 1,175 1,175 1,175 1,175 1,175 1,175 1,175
Surface water 49 49 49 49 49 49 49
9_3’ Total Irrigation Supply 1,224 1,224 1,224 1,224 1,224 1,224 1,224
= Irrigation Balance 405 418 431 444 457 469 482
-2 JLivestock Demand 976 976 976 976 976 976 976
& |Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 976 976 976 976 976 976 976
Total Livestock Supply 976 976 976 976 976 976 976
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 1,581 1,537 1,513 1,449 1,396 1,346 1,327
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 1,174 1,174 1,174 1,174 1,174 1,174 1,174
Surface water 831 839 841 834 828 821 816
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 2,005 2,013 2,015 2,008 2,002 1,995 1,990
Municipal & Industrial Balance 424 476 502 559 606 649 663
Agriculture Demand 1,795 1,782 1,769 1,756 1,743 1,731 1,718
Existing Agricultural Supply
] Groundwater 1,175 1,175 1,175 1,175 1,175 1,175 1,175
2 Surface water 1,025 1,025 1,025 1,025 1,025 1,025 1,025
Total Agriculture Supply 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200
Agriculture Balance 405 418 431 444 457 469 482
Total Demand 3,376 3,319 3,282 3,205 3,139 3,077 3,045
Total Supply
Groundwater 2,349 2,349 2,349 2,349 2,349 2,349 2,349
Surface water 1,856 1,864 1,866 1,859 1,853 1,846 1,841
Total Supply 4,205 4,213 4,215 4,208 4,202 4,195 4,190
Total Balance 829 894 933 1,003 1,063 1,118 1,145

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and supplies
available within a County.




Table C-10
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)
City/County 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
Callahan County
BAIRD
Demand 396 389 384 378 373 369 369
Supply 137 137 137 137 137 137 137
Groundwater - - - - - - -
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 137 137 137 137 137 137 137
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance (259) (252) (247) (241) (236) (232) (232)
CLYDE
Demand 285 305 297 278 259 245 238
Contractual Demand 221 221 221 221 221 221 221
Supply 807 807 807 807 807 807 807
Groundwater - - - - - - -
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 807 807 807 807 807 807 807
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 301 281 289 308 327 341 348
COLEMAN COUNTY WSC
Demand 51 49 51 44 38 31 26
Supply 41 49 51 44 38 31 26
Groundwater - - - - - - -
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 41 49 51 44 38 31 26
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance (20) - - - - - -
CROSS PLAINS
Demand 171 167 164 160 157 154 154
Supply 411 411 411 411 411 411 411
Groundwater 411 411 411 411 411 411 411
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 240 244 247 251 254 257 257
POTOSI WSC
Demand 8 8 8 7 6 6 6
Supply 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Groundwater - - - - - - -
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance @ @ @ @ 0 0 )
COUNTY-OTHER
Demand 589 527 513 484 463 440 431
Supply 721 721 721 721 721 721 721
Groundwater 660 660 660 660 660 660 660
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 61 61 61 61 61 61 61
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 132 194 208 237 258 281 290

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained" 8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-11

Comanche County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
14,026 14,273 14,721 14,860 14,816 14,503 14,045
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 1,770 1,830 1,832 1,798 1,745 1,683 1,630
_ |Contractual Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s Municipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095
§ Surface water 1,039 1,115 1,113 1,097 1,071 1,044 1,017
Total Existing Municipal Supply 2,134 2,210 2,208 2,192 2,166 2,139 2,112
Municipal Balance 364 380 376 394 421 456 482
Manufacturing Demand 26 31 34 37 39 41 44
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Manufacturing Balance 19 14 11 8 6 4 1
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ JTotal Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 80 54 51 50 49 48 47
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Mining Balance 20 46 49 50 51 52 53
Irrigation Demand 35,969 35,598 35,230 34,867 34,507 34,151 33,798
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 21,581 21,581 21,581 21,581 21,581 21,581 21,581
Surface water 19,300 19,269 19,239 19,208 19,178 19,147 19,117
g Total Irrigation Supply 40,881 40,850 40,820 40,789 40,759 40,728 40,698
£ |lrrigation Balance 4,912 5,252 5,590 5,922 6,252 6,577 6,900
-2 JLivestock Demand 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253
Total Livestock Supply 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253 4,253
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 1,876 1,915 1,917 1,885 1,833 1,772 1,721
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240
Surface water 1,039 1,115 1,113 1,097 1,071 1,044 1,017
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 2,279 2,355 2,353 2,337 2,311 2,284 2,257
Municipal & Industrial Balance 403 440 436 452 478 512 536
Agriculture Demand 40,222 39,851 39,483 39,120 38,760 38,404 38,051
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 21,581 21,581 21,581 21,581 21,581 21,581 21,581
e Surface water 23,553 23,5622 23,492 23,461 23,431 23,400 23,370
Total Agriculture Supply 45,134 45,103 45,073 45,042 45,012 44,981 44,951
Agriculture Balance 4,912 5,252 5,590 5,922 6,252 6,577 6,900
Total Demand 42,098 41,766 41,400 41,005 40,593 40,176 39,772
Total Supply
Groundwater 22,821 22,821 22,821 22,821 22,821 22,821 22,821
Surface water 24,591 24,637 24,604 24,558 24,501 24,444 24,386
Total Supply 47,412 47,458 47,425 47,379 47,322 47,265 47,207
Total Balance 5,314 5,692 6,025 6,374 6,729 7,089 7,435




Table C-12

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Comanche County

COMANCHE
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

DE LEON
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

552
552

552

286
286

286

932
1,296
1,095

201

364

2010

634
634

NC
634
NC

280
280

NC
280
NC

916
1,296
1,095

NC

201

NC
380

2020

632
632

NC
632
NC

280
280

NC
280
NC

920
1,296
1,095

NC

201

NC
376

2030

622
622

NC
622
NC

274
274

NC
274
NC

902
1,296
1,095

NC

201

NC
394

2040

605
605

NC
605
NC

265
265

NC
265
NC

875
1,296
1,095

NC

201

NC
421

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

587
587

NC
587
NC

256
256

NC
256
NC

840
1,296
1,095

NC

201

NC
456

2060

568
568

NC
568
NC

248
248

NC
248
NC

814
1,296
1,095

NC

201

NC
482

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-13
Coryell County

Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
74,978 87,707 102,414 116,741 126,878 135,749 | 142,886
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 13,284 15,761 17,969 20,079 21,531 22,836 24,017
__[Contractual Demand 359 452 554 633 691 734 769
8 [Municipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 3,156 3,156 3,156 3,156 3,156 3,156 3,156
§ Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 23,534 19,162 19,579 19,999 20,272 20,475 20,707
Total Existing Municipal Supply 26,690 22,318 22,735 23,155 23,428 23,631 23,863
Municipal Balance 13,406 6,557 4,766 3,076 1,897 795 (154)
Manufacturing Demand 7 9 10 11 12 13 14
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
Manufacturing Balance 7 5 4 3 2 1 0
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
< |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 100 108 111 113 115 117 118
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 125 125 125 125 125 125 125
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 125 125 125 125 125 125 125
Mining Balance 25 17 14 12 10 8 7
Irrigation Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651
9_3’ Total Irrigation Supply 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651
= Irrigation Balance 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651
-2 JLivestock Demand 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339
& |Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339
Total Livestock Supply 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 13,391 15,878 18,090 20,203 21,658 22,966 24,149
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 3,295 3,295 3,295 3,295 3,295 3,295 3,295
Surface water 23,534 19,162 19,579 19,999 20,272 20,475 20,707
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 26,829 22,457 22,874 23,294 23,567 23,770 24,002
Municipal & Industrial Balance 13,438 6,579 4,784 3,091 1,909 804 (147)
Agriculture Demand 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339 1,339
Existing Agricultural Supply
] Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 2,990 2,990 2,990 2,990 2,990 2,990 2,990
Total Agriculture Supply 2,990 2,990 2,990 2,990 2,990 2,990 2,990
Agriculture Balance 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651 1,651
Total Demand 14,730 17,217 19,429 21,542 22,997 24,305 25,488
Total Supply
Groundwater 3,295 3,295 3,295 3,295 3,295 3,295 3,295
Surface water 26,524 22,152 22,569 22,989 23,262 23,465 23,697
Total Supply 29,819 25,447 25,864 26,284 26,557 26,760 26,992
Total Balance 15,089 8,230 6,435 4,742 3,560 2,455 1,504

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and supplies

available within a County.




Table C-14

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Coryell County

COPPERAS COVE
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

ELM CREEK WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

FORT GATES WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

FORT HOOD (P)
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

GATESVILLE
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

KEMPNER WSC
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

3,224
8,771
8,771
5,547

34

24
16

(10

291
291

291

©)

3,633
5,856

5,856
2,223
2,777

121
5,000

5,000
2,102
1,165

238
2,999

2,999

1,596

2010

3,621
3,621

NC
3,621
NC

47
74
16
NC
58
NC
27

322

322
NC

322
NC

©)

4,178
5,856
NC
5,856
NC
1,678

3,409
152
5,000
NC
5,000
NC
1,439

1,699
300
3,789
NC
3,789
NC
1,790

2020

4,122
4,122

NC
4,122
NC

63
83
16
NC
67
NC
20

358
358

NC
358
NC

©)

4,123
5,856

NC
5,856

NC
1,733

4,139
188
5,000

NC
5,000

NC
673

2,311
366
3,762
NC
3,762
NC
1,085

2030

4,567
4,567

NC
4,567
NC

78
90
16
NC
74
NC
12

392

392
NC

392
NC

©)

4,068
5,856
NC
5,856
NC
1,788

4,850
222
5,000
NC
5,000
NC
(72)

2,913
411
3,775
NC
3,775
NC
451

2040

4,864
4,864

NC
4,864
NC

89
96
16
NC
80
NC

415

415
NC

415
NC

©)

4,013
5,856
NC
5,856
NC
1,843

5,356
245
5,000
NC
5,000
NC
(601)

3,334
446
3,780
NC
3,780
NC

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

5,155
5,155

NC
5,155
NC

97
100
16
NC
84
NC

437

437
NC

437
NC

©)

3,976
5,856
NC
5,856
NC
1,880

5,787
267
5,000
NC
5,000
NC
(1,054)

3,608
467
3,709
NC
3,709
NC
(456)

2060

5,436
5,436

NC
5,436
NC

105

105
16
NC
89
NC

457
457

NC

457
NC
©)

3,976
5,856

NC
5,856

NC
1,880

6,163
287
5,000

NC
5,000

NC

(1,450)

4,000
482
3,670

NC
3,670

NC

(812)

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-14
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area

Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

2000

2,160
4,108
3,140

968

1,948

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2010

2,485
4,108
3,140
NC
968
NC
1,623

2020

2,853
4,108
3,140
NC
968
NC
1,255

2030

3,211
4,108
3,140
NC
968
NC
897

2040

3,460
4,108
3,140
NC
968
NC
648

2050

3,686
4,108
3,140
NC
968
NC
422

2060

3,880
4,108
3,140
NC
968
NC
228

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-15
Eastland County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
18,297 18,336 18,382 18,061 17,566 16,989 16,226
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 3,003 2,962 2,909 2,796 2,662 2,535 2,421
_ |Contractual Demand 267 267 267 267 267 267 267
& |Municipal Existing Supply
2| croundwater 120 120 120 120 120 120 120
g Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)" 4,021 3,964 3,961 3,954 3,947 3,940 3,935
Total Existing Municipal Supply 4,141 4,084 4,081 4,074 4,067 4,060 4,055
Municipal Balance 1,138 1,122 1,172 1,278 1,405 1,525 1,634
Manufacturing Demand 36 43 47 50 53 55 59
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 83 83 83 83 83 83 83
Total Manufacturing Supply 83 83 83 83 83 83 83
Manufacturing Balance 47 40 36 33 30 28 24
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ ITotal Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 79 95 102 105 108 111 115
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
Surface water 745 745 745 745 745 745 745
Total Mining Supply 774 774 774 774 774 774 774
Mining Balance 695 679 672 669 666 663 659
Irrigation Demand 16,274 16,302 16,327 16,352 16,370 16,377 16,385
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 4,563 4,563 4,563 4,563 4,563 4,563 4,563
Surface water 2,404 2,404 2,404 2,404 2,404 2,404 2,404
g Total Irrigation Supply 6,967 6,967 6,967 6,967 6,967 6,967 6,967
£ |lrrigation Balance (9,307) (9,335) (9,360) (9,385) (9,403) (9,410) (9,418)
-2 JLivestock Demand 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121
EE’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121
Total Livestock Supply 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 3,118 3,100 3,058 2,951 2,823 2,701 2,595
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 149 149 149 149 149 149 149
Surface water 4,849 4,792 4,789 4,782 4,775 4,768 4,763
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 4,998 4,941 4,938 4,931 4,924 4,917 4,912
Municipal & Industrial Balance 1,880 1,841 1,880 1,980 2,101 2,216 2,317
Agriculture Demand 17,395 17,423 17,448 17,473 17,491 17,498 17,506
Existing Agricultural Supply
| Groundwater 4,563 4,563 4,563 4,563 4,563 4,563 4,563
e Surface water 3,525 3,625 3,625 3,525 3,525 3,525 3,625
Total Agriculture Supply 8,088 8,088 8,088 8,088 8,088 8,088 8,088
Agriculture Balance (9,307) (9,335) (9,360) (9,385) (9,403) (9,410) (9,418)
Total Demand 20,513 20,523 20,506 20,424 20,314 20,199 20,101
Total Supply
Groundwater 4,712 4,712 4,712 4,712 4,712 4,712 4,712
Surface water 8,374 8,316 8,313 8,306 8,299 8,292 8,287
Total Supply 13,086 13,028 13,025 13,018 13,011 13,004 12,999
Total Balance (7,427) (7,495) (7,481) (7,406) (7,303) (7,195) (7,102)

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and supplies
available within a County.




Table C-16

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Eastland County

CIsco
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

EASTLAND
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

GORMAN
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

RANGER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

RISING STAR
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

STEPHENS COUNTY RURAL WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

742
147
1,140

1,140

251

878
120
1,791

1,791

793

143
143

143

327

710

710

383

77
58
58

(19)

16

16

15

2010

731
147
1,089

NC
1,138
1,089

211

918
120
1,791

NC
1,791

NC
753

137
137

NC
137
NC

316
710

NC
710

NC
394

74
58
58
NC
NC

(16)

16

NC
16
NC
14

2020

719
147
1,089

NC
1,137
1,089

223

908
120
1,791

NC
1,791

NC
763

134
134

NC
134
NC

308
710

NC
710

NC
402

71
58
58
NC

NC
(13

16

NC
16
NC
14

2030

694
147
1,089

NC
1,135
1,089

248

878
120
1,791

NC
1,791

NC
793

127
127

NC
127
NC

294
710

NC
710

NC
416

67
58
58
NC

NC
(©)

16

NC
16
NC
14

2040

663
147
1,089

NC
1,133
1,089

279

841
120
1,791

NC
1,791

NC
830

120
120

NC
120
NC

278
710

NC
710

NC
432

63
58
58
NC

NC
®)

16

NC
16
NC
15

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

633
147
1,089

NC
1,132
1,089

309

806
120
1,791

NC
1,791

NC
865

113
113

NC
113
NC

263
710

NC
710

NC
447

59
58
58
NC

NC
@

16

NC
16
NC
15

2060

604
147
1,089

NC
1,130
1,089

338

769
120
1,791

NC
1,791

NC
902

108
108

NC
108
NC

252
710

NC
710

NC
458

56
58
58
NC

NC

16

NC
16
NC
15

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-16
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area

Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)
NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2000

835
550

62
488

(285)

2010

784
550
62
NC
488
NC
(234)

2020

767
550
62
NC
488
NC
(217)

2030

734
550
62
NC
488
NC
(184)

2040

696
550
62
NC
488
NC
(146)

2050

660
550
62
NC
488
NC
(110)

2060

631
550
62
NC
488
NC
(81)

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Erath County

Table C-17

Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
33,001 36,666 40,609 44,160 47,734 57,200 63,155
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 4,619 4,907 5,252 5,554 5,845 6,870 7,547
_ |Contractual Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s Municipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 7,410 7,410 7,410 7,410 7,410 7,410 7,410
§ Surface water 454 2,347 2,378 2,406 2,438 2,544 2,615
Total Existing Municipal Supply 7,864 9,757 9,788 9,816 9,848 9,954 10,025
Municipal Balance 3,245 4,850 4,536 4,262 4,003 3,084 2,478
Manufacturing Demand 57 73 82 90 98 105 114
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 115 115 115 115 115 115 115
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 115 115 115 115 115 115 115
Manufacturing Balance 58 42 33 25 17 10 1
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ JTotal Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation Demand 10,816 10,658 10,502 10,349 10,197 10,048 9,901
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 12,826 12,826 12,826 12,826 12,826 12,826 12,826
Surface water 5,226 5,227 5,228 5,228 5,229 5,230 5,230
g Total Irrigation Supply 18,052 18,053 18,054 18,054 18,055 18,056 18,056
£ |lrrigation Balance 7,236 7,395 7,552 7,705 7,858 8,008 8,155
-2 JLivestock Demand 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321
Total Livestock Supply 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321 9,321
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 4,676 4,980 5,334 5,644 5,943 6,975 7,661
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 7,525 7,525 7,525 7,525 7,525 7,525 7,525
Surface water 454 2,347 2,378 2,406 2,438 2,544 2,615
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 7,979 9,872 9,903 9,931 9,963 10,069 10,140
Municipal & Industrial Balance 3,303 4,892 4,569 4,287 4,020 3,094 2,479
Agriculture Demand 20,137 19,979 19,823 19,670 19,518 19,369 19,222
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 12,826 12,826 12,826 12,826 12,826 12,826 12,826
e Surface water 14,547 14,548 14,549 14,549 14,550 14,551 14,551
Total Agriculture Supply 27,373 27,374 27,375 27,375 27,376 27,377 27,377
Agriculture Balance 7,236 7,395 7,552 7,705 7,858 8,008 8,155
Total Demand 24,813 24,959 25,157 25,314 25,461 26,344 26,883
Total Supply
Groundwater 20,351 20,351 20,351 20,351 20,351 20,351 20,351
Surface water 15,001 16,895 16,927 16,955 16,988 17,095 17,166
Total Supply 35,352 37,246 37,278 37,306 37,339 37,446 37,517
Total Balance 10,539 12,287 12,121 11,992 11,878 11,102 10,634




Table C-18

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Erath County

DUBLIN
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

STEPHENVILLE
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

454
454

454

2,624
4,348
4,348

1,724

1,541
3,062
3,062

1,521

2010

485
485

NC
485
NC

2,717
6,210
4,348
NC
1,862
NC
3,493

1,705

3,062

3,062
NC

NC
1,357

2020

516
516

NC
516
NC

2,850
6,210
4,348
NC
1,862
NC
3,360

1,886

3,062

3,062
NC

NC
1,176

2030

544
544

NC
544
NC

2,957
6,210
4,348
NC
1,862
NC
3,253

2,053

3,062

3,062
NC

NC
1,009

2040

576
576

NC
576
NC

3,058
6,210
4,348
NC
1,862
NC
3,152

2,211

3,062

3,062
NC

NC
851

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

682
682

NC
682
NC

3,464
6,210
4,348
NC
1,862
NC
2,746

2,724

3,062

3,062
NC

NC
338

2060

753
753

NC
753
NC

3,732
6,210
4,348
NC
1,862
NC
2,478

3,062

3,062

3,062
NC

NC

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-19
Falls County

Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
18,576 19,600 20,884 22,196 23,350 24,267 25,346
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 3,895 3,993 4,132 4,271 4,388 4,496 4,663
_ |Contractual Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s Municipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 1,026 1,039 1,039 1,039 1,039 1,039 1,039
§ Surface water 1,927 1,935 1,937 1,939 1,941 1,942 1,944
Total Existing Municipal Supply 2,953 2,974 2,976 2,978 2,980 2,981 2,983
Municipal Balance (942) (1,019) (1,156) (1,293) (1,408) (1,515) (1,680)
Manufacturing Demand 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Manufacturing Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ JTotal Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 133 101 95 91 88 85 83
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 166 166 166 166 166 166 166
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 166 166 166 166 166 166 166
Mining Balance 33 65 71 75 78 81 83
Irrigation Demand 1,928 1,866 1,806 1,748 1,691 1,637 1,584
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 4,340 4,340 4,340 4,340 4,340 4,340 4,340
Surface water 8,260 8,248 8,236 8,224 8,212 8,200 8,188
g Total Irrigation Supply 12,600 12,588 12,576 12,564 12,552 12,540 12,528
£ |lrrigation Balance 10,672 10,722 10,770 10,816 10,861 10,903 10,944
-2 JLivestock Demand 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626
Total Livestock Supply 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626 1,626
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 4,030 4,096 4,229 4,364 4,478 4,583 4,748
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 1,194 1,207 1,207 1,207 1,207 1,207 1,207
Surface water 1,927 1,935 1,937 1,939 1,941 1,942 1,944
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 3,121 3,142 3,144 3,146 3,148 3,149 3,151
Municipal & Industrial Balance (909) (954) (1,085) (1,218) (1,330) (1,434) (1,597)
Agriculture Demand 3,654 3,492 3,432 3,374 3,317 3,263 3,210
Existing Agricultural Supply
] Groundwater 4,340 4,340 4,340 4,340 4,340 4,340 4,340
e Surface water 9,886 9,874 9,862 9,850 9,838 9,826 9,814
Total Agriculture Supply 14,226 14,214 14,202 14,190 14,178 14,166 14,154
Agriculture Balance 10,672 10,722 10,770 10,816 10,861 10,903 10,944
Total Demand 7,584 7,588 7,661 7,738 7,795 7,846 7,958
Total Supply
Groundwater 5,534 5,547 5,547 5,547 5,547 5,547 5,547
Surface water 11,813 11,809 11,799 11,789 11,779 11,768 11,758
Total Supply 17,347 17,356 17,346 17,336 17,326 17,315 17,305
Total Balance 9,763 9,768 9,685 9,598 9,531 9,469 9,347




Table C-20

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Falls County

BELL-MILAM FALLS WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

BRUCEVILLE-EDDY
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

EAST BELL COUNTY WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

ELM CREEK WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

LOTT
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

MARLIN
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

138
161
70
91

23

48
40

47

67
140
34
106

73

©

99
184

184

85

2,599
800

800

(1,799)

2010

178

161
70
NC
91
NC

1"

49
40
NC

NC
47

77
140
34
NC
106
NC
63

©

NC

NC

97
184

NC
184

NC

87

2,660
800
NC
800
NC
(1,860)

2020

229

161
70
NC
91
NC

(68)

51
40
NC
11
NC
48

89
140
34
NC
106
NC
51

10

NC

NC

94
184

NC
184

NC

90

2,749
800
NC
800
NC
(1,949)

2030

281
161
70
NC
91
NC
(120)

52
40
NC
12
NC
48

101

140
34
NC

106
NC
39

10

NC

NC

92
184

NC
184

NC

92

2,839
800
NC
800
NC
(2,039)

2040

327
161
70
NC
91
NC
(166)

53
40
NC
13
NC
48

112

140
34
NC

106
NC
28

11

NC

NC

89
184

NC
184

NC

95

2,913
800
NC
800
NC
(2,113)

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

362
161
70
NC
91
NC
(201)

54
40
NC
14
NC
49

120

140
34
NC

106
NC
20

11
11

NC

NC

88
184

NC
184

NC

96

2,983
800

NC
800

NC

(2,183)

2060

407
161
70
NC
91
NC
(246)

55
40
NC
15
NC
49

132

140
34
NC

106
NC

12
12

NC
10
NC

88
184

NC
184

NC

96

3,076
800

NC
800

NC

(2,276)

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-20

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

ROSEBUD
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

TRI-COUNTY SUD
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

WEST BRAZOS WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.
Dash represents a value of zero (0)

2000

177
693
693
516
234

379
379

145

159
127
127

(32)

418
419
374

45

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2010

171
693

NC
693

NC
522

253

392

392
NC

NC
139

190

127

127
NC

NC
(63)

360

419

374
NC
45
NC
59

2020

166
693

NC
693

NC
527

280

392

392
NC

NC
112

230

127

127
NC

NC
(103)

286
419
374
NC
45
NC
133

2030

161
693

NC
693

NC
532

305

392

392
NC

NC
87

267

127

127
NC

NC
(140)

213
419
374
NC
45
NC
206

2040

156
693

NC
693

NC
537

327

392

392
NC

NC
65

304

127

127
NC
NC
177

146
419
374
NC
45
NC
273

2050

152
693

NC
693

NC
541

347

392

392
NC

NC
45

331

127

127
NC
NC
(204)

97
419
374

NC

45

NC
322

2060

152
693

NC
693

NC
541

375

392

392
NC

NC
17

368

127

127
NC

NC
(241)

47
419
374

NC

45

NC
372

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-21
Fisher County

Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
4,344 4,264 4,259 4,097 3,972 3,910 3,717
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 689 656 641 592 550 530 489
_ |Contractual Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s Municipal Existing Supply
2| croundwater 341 341 341 341 341 341 341
§ Surface water 353 340 333 311 293 284 265
Total Existing Municipal Supply 694 681 674 652 634 625 606
Municipal Balance 5 25 33 60 84 95 117
Manufacturing Demand 158 192 225 255 284 310 336
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 340 340 340 340 340 340 340
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 340 340 340 340 340 340 340
Manufacturing Balance 182 148 115 85 56 30 4
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ JTotal Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 468 375 359 354 349 344 337
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 583 583 583 583 583 583 583
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 583 583 583 583 583 583 583
Mining Balance 115 208 224 229 234 239 246
Irrigation Demand 2,459 2,386 2,314 2,245 2,178 2,113 2,049
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 3,924 3,924 3,924 3,924 3,924 3,924 3,924
Surface water 758 758 758 758 758 758 758
g Total Irrigation Supply 4,682 4,682 4,682 4,682 4,682 4,682 4,682
£ |lrrigation Balance 2,223 2,296 2,368 2,437 2,504 2,569 2,633
-2 JLivestock Demand 585 585 585 585 585 585 585
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 585 585 585 585 585 585 585
Total Livestock Supply 585 585 585 585 585 585 585
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 1,315 1,223 1,225 1,201 1,183 1,184 1,162
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 1,264 1,264 1,264 1,264 1,264 1,264 1,264
Surface water 353 340 333 311 293 284 265
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 1,617 1,604 1,597 1,575 1,557 1,548 1,529
Municipal & Industrial Balance 302 381 372 374 374 364 367
Agriculture Demand 3,044 2,971 2,899 2,830 2,763 2,698 2,634
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 3,924 3,924 3,924 3,924 3,924 3,924 3,924
2 Surface water 1,343 1,343 1,343 1,343 1,343 1,343 1,343
Total Agriculture Supply 5,267 5,267 5,267 5,267 5,267 5,267 5,267
Agriculture Balance 2,223 2,296 2,368 2,437 2,504 2,569 2,633
Total Demand 4,359 4,194 4,124 4,031 3,946 3,882 3,796
Total Supply
Groundwater 5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188
Surface water 1,696 1,683 1,676 1,654 1,636 1,627 1,608
Total Supply 6,884 6,871 6,864 6,842 6,824 6,815 6,796
Total Balance 2,525 2,677 2,740 2,811 2,878 2,933 3,000




Table C-22

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Fisher County

BITTER CREEK WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

ROBY
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

ROTAN
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.
Dash represents a value of zero (0)
NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2000

121
83
58
25

(38)

78
71
34

37

@)

201
291

201

199
249
249

50

2010

117
83
58
NC
25
NC

(34)

76
71
34
NC
37
NC
(©)

278
278

NC
278
NC

185

249

249
NC

NC
64

2020

114
83
58
NC
25
NC

31

75
71
34
NC
37
NC
4)

271
271

NC
271
NC

181

249

249
NC

NC
68

2030

113
83
58
NC
25
NC

(30)

75
71
34
NC
37
NC
()

249
249

NC
249
NC

155

249

249
NC

NC
94

2040

111
83
58
NC
25
NC

(28)

74
71
34
NC
37
NC
©)

231
231

NC
231
NC

134

249

249
NC

NC
115

2050

110
83
58
NC
25
NC

@7

74
71
34
NC
37
NC
©)

222
222

NC
222
NC

124

249

249
NC

NC
125

2060

113
83
58
NC
25
NC

(30)

76
71
34
NC
37
NC
(©)

203
203

NC
203
NC

97
249
249

NC

NC
152

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-23

Grimes County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
23,552 26,635 30,073 32,785 34,670 36,176 | 37,657
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 2,923 3,320 3,629 3,855 3,983 4,129 4,302
_[Contractual Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
g Municipal Existing Supply
“E’ Groundwater 4,391 4,391 4,391 4,391 4,391 4,391 4,391
§ Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Existing Municipal Supply 4,391 4,391 4,391 4,391 4,391 4,391 4,391
Municipal Balance 1,468 1,071 762 536 408 262 89
Manufacturing Demand 197 257 297 336 375 410 445
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 445 445 445 445 445 445 445
Surface water 112 112 112 112 112 112 112
Total Manufacturing Supply 557 557 557 557 557 557 557
Manufacturing Balance 360 300 260 221 182 147 112
Steam-Electric Demand 4,405 12,000 31,760 33,160 34,660 36,660 39,660
< ISteam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Surface water 9,740 16,461 16,461 16,461 16,461 16,461 16,461
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 9,740 16,461 16,461 16,461 16,461 16,461 16,461
Steam-Electric Balance 5,335 4,461 (15,299) (16,699) (18,199) (20,199) (23,199)
Mining Demand 158 166 169 171 173 174 175
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 114 114 114 114 114 114 114
Surface water 78 79 80 81 82 84 85
Total Mining Supply 192 193 194 195 196 198 199
Mining Balance 34 27 25 24 23 24 24
Irrigation Demand 241 241 241 241 241 241 241
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 315 315 315 315 315 315 315
Surface water 1,679 1,679 1,679 1,678 1,678 1,678 1,678
9_; Total Irrigation Supply 1,994 1,994 1,994 1,993 1,993 1,993 1,993
= Irrigation Balance 1,753 1,753 1,753 1,752 1,752 1,752 1,752
-2 [Livestock Demand 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554
Total Livestock Supply 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554 1,554
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 7,683 15,743 35,855 37,522 39,191 41,373 44,582
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950
Surface water 9,930 16,652 16,653 16,654 16,655 16,656 16,657
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 14,880 21,602 21,603 21,604 21,605 21,606 21,607
Municipal & Industrial Balance 7,197 5,859 (14,252) (15,918) (17,586) (19,767) (22,975)
Agriculture Demand 1,795 1,795 1,795 1,795 1,795 1,795 1,795
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 315 315 315 315 315 315 315
A Surface water 3,233 3,233 3,233 3,232 3,232 3,232 3,232
Total Agriculture Supply 3,548 3,548 3,548 3,547 3,547 3,547 3,547
Agriculture Balance 1,753 1,753 1,753 1,752 1,752 1,752 1,752
Total Demand 9,478 17,538 37,650 39,317 40,986 43,168 46,377
Total Supply
Groundwater 5,265 5,265 5,265 5,265 5,265 5,265 5,265
Surface water 13,163 19,884 19,885 19,886 19,887 19,888 19,889
Total Supply 18,428 25,149 25,150 25,151 25,152 25,153 25,154
Total Balance 8,950 7,611 (12,500) (14,166) (15,834) (18,015) (21,223)




Table C-24

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Grimes County

NAVASOTA
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

WICKSON CREEK SUD
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

1,384
2,561
2,561

1,177

303
284
284

(19)

1,236
1,546
1,546

310

2010

1,426

2,561

2,561
NC

NC
1,135

625

284

284
NC

NC
(341)

1,269

1,546

1,546
NC

NC
277

2020

1,464

2,561

2,561
NC

NC
1,097

878

284

284
NC

NC
(594)

1,287

1,546

1,546
NC

NC
259

2030

1,494

2,561

2,561
NC

NC
1,067

1,044
284
284

NC

NC
(760)

1,317

1,546

1,546
NC

NC
229

2040

1,505

2,561

2,561
NC

NC
1,056

1,175
284
284

NC
NC
(891)

1,303
1,546
1,546
NC
NC
243

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

1,526

2,561

2,561
NC

NC
1,035

1,286
284
284

NC
NC
(1,002)

1,317
1,546
1,546
NC
NC
229

2060

1,555

2,561

2,561
NC

NC
1,006

1,396
284
284

NC

NC
(1,112)

1,351

1,546

1,546
NC

NC
195

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-25

Hamilton County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
8,229 7,790 7,681 7,596 7,624 7,512 7,504
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 1,360 1,287 1,246 1,207 1,184 1,154 1,153
__[Contractual Demand 968 968 968 968 968 968 968
8 [Municipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007
§ Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032
Total Existing Municipal Supply 2,039 2,039 2,039 2,039 2,039 2,039 2,039
Municipal Balance 679 752 793 832 855 885 886
Manufacturing Demand 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Manufacturing Balance 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
< |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation Demand 483 475 467 464 456 434 413
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 751 751 751 751 751 751 751
Surface water 4,090 4,087 4,084 4,080 4,077 4,074 4,070
9_3’ Total Irrigation Supply 4,841 4,838 4,835 4,831 4,828 4,825 4,821
= Irrigation Balance 4,358 4,363 4,368 4,367 4,372 4,391 4,408
-2 JLivestock Demand 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961
& |Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961
Total Livestock Supply 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961 1,961
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 1,363 1,291 1,251 1,213 1,191 1,162 1,162
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 1,017 1,017 1,017 1,017 1,017 1,017 1,017
Surface water 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032 1,032
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 2,049 2,049 2,049 2,049 2,049 2,049 2,049
Municipal & Industrial Balance 686 758 798 836 858 887 887
Agriculture Demand 2,444 2,436 2,428 2,425 2,417 2,395 2,374
Existing Agricultural Supply
] Groundwater 751 751 751 751 751 751 751
2 Surface water 6,051 6,048 6,045 6,041 6,038 6,035 6,031
Total Agriculture Supply 6,802 6,799 6,796 6,792 6,789 6,786 6,782
Agriculture Balance 4,358 4,363 4,368 4,367 4,372 4,391 4,408
Total Demand 3,807 3,727 3,679 3,638 3,608 3,557 3,536
Total Supply
Groundwater 1,768 1,768 1,768 1,768 1,768 1,768 1,768
Surface water 7,083 7,080 7,076 7,073 7,070 7,066 7,063
Total Supply 8,851 8,848 8,844 8,841 8,838 8,834 8,831
Total Balance 5,044 5,121 5,165 5,203 5,230 5,277 5,295

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and supplies

available within a County.




Table C-26

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Hamilton County

HAMILTON
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

HICO
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

570
968
2,000

2,000

462

291
383
383

92

499
624
624

125

2010

554
968
2,000

NC
2,000

NC
478

302

383

383
NC

NC
81

431

624

624
NC

NC
193

2020

542
968
2,000

NC
2,000

NC
490

297

383

383
NC

NC
86

407

624

624
NC

NC
217

2030

531
968
2,000

NC
2,000

NC
501

292

383

383
NC

NC
91

384

624

624
NC

NC
240

2040

521
968
2,000

NC
2,000

NC
511

288

383

383
NC

NC
95

375

624

624
NC

NC
249

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

513
968
2,000

NC
2,000

NC
519

285

383

383
NC

NC
98

356

624

624
NC

NC
268

2060

513
968
2,000

NC
2,000

NC
519

285

383

383
NC

NC
98

355

624

624
NC

NC
269

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-27

Haskell County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
6,093 5,860 5,741 5,580 5,496 5,345 5,089
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 936 883 844 801 772 741 708
_ |Contractual Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s Municipal Existing Supply
2| croundwater 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
§ Surface water 886 105 99 94 89 83 78
Total Existing Municipal Supply 1,136 355 349 344 339 333 328
Municipal Balance 200 (528) (495) (457) (433) (408) (380)
Manufacturing Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Demand 507 422 336 393 462 547 650
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 898 898 898 898 898 898 898
£ JTotal Steam-Electric Supply 898 898 898 898 898 898 898
Steam-Electric Balance 391 476 562 505 436 351 248
Mining Demand 101 93 91 90 89 88 87
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 108 108 108 108 108 108 108
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 108 108 108 108 108 108 108
Mining Balance 7 15 17 18 19 20 21
Irrigation Demand 50,820 49,309 47,844 46,422 45,040 43,702 42,405
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 19,360 19,360 19,360 19,360 19,360 19,360 19,360
Surface water 847 844 841 839 836 833 830
g Total Irrigation Supply 20,207 20,204 20,201 20,199 20,196 20,193 20,190
£ |lrrigation Balance (30,613) (29,105) (27,643) (26,223) (24,844) (23,509) (22,215)
-2 JLivestock Demand 492 492 492 492 492 492 492
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 492 492 492 492 492 492 492
Total Livestock Supply 492 492 492 492 492 492 492
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 1,544 1,398 1,271 1,284 1,323 1,376 1,445
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 358 358 358 358 358 358 358
Surface water 1,784 1,002 997 992 986 981 975
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 2,142 1,360 1,355 1,350 1,344 1,339 1,333
Municipal & Industrial Balance 598 (38) 84 66 21 (37) (112)
Agriculture Demand 51,312 49,801 48,336 46,914 45,532 44,194 42,897
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 19,360 19,360 19,360 19,360 19,360 19,360 19,360
2 Surface water 1,339 1,336 1,333 1,331 1,328 1,325 1,322
Total Agriculture Supply 20,699 20,696 20,693 20,691 20,688 20,685 20,682
Agriculture Balance (30,613) (29,105) (27,643) (26,223) (24,844) (23,509) (22,215)
Total Demand 52,856 51,199 49,607 48,198 46,855 45,570 44,342
Total Supply
Groundwater 19,718 19,718 19,718 19,718 19,718 19,718 19,718
Surface water 3,123 2,339 2,330 2,322 2,314 2,306 2,297
Total Supply 22,841 22,057 22,048 22,040 22,032 22,024 22,015
Total Balance (30,015) (29,142) (27,559) (26,158) (24,823) (23,546) (22,327)




Table C-28

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Haskell County

HASKELL
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

RULE
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

STAMFORD (P)
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.
Dash represents a value of zero (0)

2000

585
558
558

@7

86
164
119

45

78

69

69

61

257
345
131
214

88

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2010

559
20
NC
20
NC

(539)

81
121
119

NC

NC
40

10

NC
68
10

235
204
131
NC
73
NC
@31

2020

538
16

NC
16
NC

(522)

77
120
119

NC

NC
43

10

NC
67
10

221
203
131
NC
72
NC
(18)

2030

518
12

NC
12
NC

(506)

72
120
119

NC

NC
48

10

NC
66
10

203

201

131
NC
70
NC

@

2040

503

NC

NC
(495)

69
120
119

NC

NC
51

10

NC
65
10

192

200

131
NC
69
NC

2050

487

NC

NC
(483)

66
119
119

NC

NC
53

10

NC
64
10

180

199

131
NC
68
NC
19

2060

472

NC

NC
(472)

62
119
119

NC

NC
57

10

NC
64
10

166

198

131
NC
67
NC
32

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-29
Hill County

Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
32,321 33,416 34,947 36,679 38,407 40,252 | 42,300
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 4,790 4,901 5,041 5,206 5,372 5,616 5,936
__[Contractual Demand 420 420 420 420 420 420 420
8 IMunicipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871
§ Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 6,335 6,136 6,118 6,101 5,821 5,425 5,036
Total Existing Municipal Supply 9,206 9,007 8,989 8,972 8,692 8,296 7,907
Municipal Balance 4,416 4,106 3,948 3,766 3,320 2,680 1,971
Manufacturing Demand 67 85 97 108 119 129 140
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 142 142 142 142 142 142 142
Surface water 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Total Manufacturing Supply 392 392 392 392 392 392 392
Manufacturing Balance 325 307 295 284 273 263 252
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 118 100 96 94 92 90 89
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 148 148 148 148 148 148 148
Surface water 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Total Mining Supply 1,148 1,148 1,148 1,148 1,148 1,148 1,148
Mining Balance 1,030 1,048 1,052 1,054 1,056 1,058 1,059
Irrigation Demand 43 43 42 42 42 42 41
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 359 359 359 359 359 359 359
Surface water 2,990 2,991 2,991 2,991 2,992 2,992 2,992
g Total Irrigation Supply 3,349 3,350 3,350 3,350 3,351 3,351 3,351
£ Irrigation Balance 3,306 3,307 3,308 3,308 3,309 3,309 3,310
-2 JLivestock Demand 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401
2 |Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401
Total Livestock Supply 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401 1,401
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 4,975 5,086 5,234 5,408 5,683 5,835 6,165
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 3,161 3,161 3,161 3,161 3,161 3,161 3,161
Surface water 7,585 7,386 7,368 7,351 7,071 6,675 6,286
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 10,746 10,547 10,529 10,512 10,232 9,836 9,447
Municipal & Industrial Balance 5771 5,461 5,295 5,104 4,649 4,001 3,282
Agriculture Demand 1,444 1,444 1,443 1,443 1,443 1,443 1,442
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 359 359 359 359 359 359 359
2 Surface water 4,391 4,392 4,392 4,392 4,393 4,393 4,393
Total Agriculture Supply 4,750 4,751 4,751 4,751 4,752 4,752 4,752
Agriculture Balance 3,306 3,307 3,308 3,308 3,309 3,309 3,310
Total Demand 6,419 6,530 6,677 6,851 7,026 7,278 7,607
Total Supply
Groundwater 3,520 3,520 3,520 3,520 3,520 3,520 3,520
Surface water 11,977 11,778 11,760 11,744 11,464 11,068 10,679
Total Supply 15,497 15,298 15,280 15,264 14,984 14,588 14,199
Total Balance 9,078 8,768 8,603 8,413 7,958 7,310 6,592

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands

and supplies available within a County.




Table C-30
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)
City/County 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
Hill County
BRANDON-IRENE WSC
Demand 254 251 253 255 256 263 273
Supply 404 367 365 363 349 329 307
Groundwater 129 129 129 129 129 129 129
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 275 238 236 234 220 200 178
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 150 116 112 108 93 66 34
FILES VALLEY WSC
Demand 413 413 417 421 424 433 447
Contractual Demand 420 420 420 420 420 420 420
Supply 1,103 960 950 940 882 801 717
Groundwater - - - - - - -
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 1,103 960 950 940 882 801 717
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 270 127 113 99 38 (52) (150)
HILLSBORO
Demand 1,706 1,819 1,862 1,911 1,957 2,030 2,123
Supply 4,119 4,119 4,119 4,119 3,940 3,684 3,428
Groundwater - - - - - - -
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 4,119 4,119 4,119 4,119 3,940 3,684 3,428
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 2,413 2,300 2,257 2,208 1,983 1,654 1,305
HUBBARD
Demand 185 194 188 183 177 173 173
Supply 585 594 588 583 577 573 573
Groundwater 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 185 194 188 183 177 173 173
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
ITASCA
Demand 214 239 233 225 219 215 214
Supply 244 244 244 244 244 244 244
Groundwater 244 244 244 244 244 244 244
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 30 5 11 19 25 29 30
JOHNSON COUNTY SUD
Demand 34 37 41 46 53 59 65
Supply 59 59 59 59 59 59 65
Groundwater 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 40 40 40 40 40 40 46
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 25 22 18 13 6 0) -

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained" 8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-30
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)
City/County 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
LAKE WHITNEY WATER COMPANY
Demand 638 623 608 593 578 570 574
Supply 857 857 857 857 853 847 841
Groundwater 765 765 765 765 765 765 765
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 92 92 92 92 88 82 76
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 219 234 249 264 275 277 267
PARKER WSC
Demand 50 51 53 56 59 64 68
Supply 106 78 78 78 78 78 78
Groundwater 48 48 48 48 48 48 48
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 58 30 30 30 30 30 30
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 56 27 25 22 19 14 10
WHITE BLUFF COMMUNITY WS
Demand 307 369 456 553 650 757 875
Supply 318 318 318 318 318 318 318
Groundwater 318 318 318 318 318 318 318
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 11 (51) (138) (235) (332) (439) (557)
WHITNEY
Demand 316 365 370 375 380 391 405
Supply 479 479 479 479 479 479 479
Groundwater 479 479 479 479 479 479 479
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 163 114 109 104 99 88 74
WOODROW-OSCEOLA WSC
Demand 296 286 285 284 287 298 319
Supply 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Groundwater 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance (93) (83) (82) (81) (84) (95) (116)
COUNTY-OTHER
Demand 377 268 289 317 345 376 413
Supply 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,130 1,102 1,074
Groundwater 266 266 266 266 266 266 266
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 884 884 884 884 864 836 808
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 773 882 861 833 785 726 661

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained" 8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-31
Hood County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
41,100 49,207 58,364 66,888 75,814 87,059 | 100,045
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 7,794 9,544 11,235 12,801 14,516 16,697 19,337
_ ]Contractual Demand 0 594 593 592 593 598 610
g Municipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 7,220 7,593 7,587 7,541 7,495 7,487 7,476
§ Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 17,986 5,502 5,502 5,502 5,502 5,502 5,502
Total Existing Municipal Supply 25,206 13,095 13,089 13,042 12,996 12,988 12,977
Municipal Balance 17,412 3,551 1,854 241 (1,520) (3,709) (6,360)
Manufacturing Demand 20 25 28 30 32 34 37
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
Surface water 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Total Manufacturing Supply 10,040 10,040 10,040 10,040 10,040 10,040 10,040
Manufacturing Balance 10,020 10,015 10,012 10,010 10,008 10,006 10,003
Steam-Electric Demand 2,573 4,000 5,862 6,853 8,062 9,535 11,331
< |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 59 59 59 59 59 59 59
3 Surface water 43,447 43,447 43,447 43,447 43,447 43,447 43,447
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 43,506 43,506 43,506 43,506 43,506 43,506 43,506
Steam-Electric Balance 40,933 39,506 37,644 36,653 35,444 33,971 32,175
Mining Demand 167 162 161 160 159 158 157
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 209 209 209 209 209 209 209
Surface water 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Total Mining Supply 509 509 509 509 509 509 509
Mining Balance 342 347 348 349 350 351 352
Irrigation Demand 3,240 3,179 3,120 3,062 3,005 2,948 2,893
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 13 13 13 13 13 13 13
Surface water 12,625 12,632 12,639 12,646 12,653 12,660 12,667
0‘5') Total Irrigation Supply 12,638 12,645 12,652 12,659 12,666 12,673 12,680
£ |irrigation Balance 9,398 9,466 9,632 9,597 9,661 9,725 9,787
-2 |Livestock Demand 623 623 623 623 623 623 623
? Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 623 623 623 623 623 623 623
Total Livestock Supply 623 623 623 623 623 623 623
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 10,554 13,731 17,286 19,844 22,769 26,424 30,862
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 7,528 7,901 7,895 7,849 7,803 7,795 7,784
Surface water 71,733 59,249 59,249 59,249 59,249 59,249 59,249
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 79,261 67,150 67,144 67,097 67,051 67,043 67,032
Municipal & Industrial Balance 68,707 53,419 49,858 47,253 44,282 40,619 36,170
Agriculture Demand 3,863 3,802 3,743 3,685 3,628 3,571 3,516
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 13 13 13 13 13 13 13
2 Surface water 13,248 13,255 13,262 13,269 13,276 13,283 13,290
Total Agriculture Supply 13,261 13,268 13,275 13,282 13,289 13,296 13,303
Agriculture Balance 9,398 9,466 9,532 9,597 9,661 9,725 9,787
Total Demand 14,417 17,533 21,029 23,529 26,397 29,995 34,378
Total Supply
Groundwater 7,541 7,914 7,908 7,862 7,816 7,808 7,797
Surface water 84,981 72,504 72,511 72,518 72,525 72,531 72,538
Total Supply 92,522 80,418 80,419 80,379 80,340 80,339 80,335
Total Balance 78,105 62,885 59,390 56,850 53,943 50,344 45,957

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and supplies
available within a County.




Table C-32

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area

Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Hood County

ACTON MUD
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

CRESSON (P)
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

DECORDOVA
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

GRANBURY
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

LIPAN
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

OAK TRAIL SHORES SUBDIVISION
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000 2010

2,026 2,425
594

7,768 5,852
1,531 1,525
NC

6,237 6,237
4,327

5,742 2,833

43
- 140
140

NC

NC

594
- 594

NC
594
NC

2,005 2,795
11,563 989
763 763
NC

10,800 10,800
226

9,558 (1,806)

171
- 239
239

NC

NC

448 511
147 147
147 147

NC
NC
(301) (364)

2020

2,912

593
5,846
1,519

NC

6,237
4,327
2,341

52
140
140

NC

NC
88

593
593

NC
593
NC

3,456
989
763

NC

10,800

226
(2,467)

239

239

239
NC

NC

504
147
147

NC
NC
(357)

2030

3,363

592
5,840
1,513

NC

6,237
4,327
1,885

62
140
140

NC

NC
78

592
592

NC
592
NC

4,058
949
763
723

10,800
226

(3,109)

333

239

239
NC

NC
(94)

492
147
147

NC
NC
(345)

2040

3,851

593
5,834
1,507

NC

6,237
4,327
1,390

74
140
140

NC

NC
66

593
593

NC
593
NC

4,708
908
763
683

10,800
226

(3,800)

466

239

239
NC

NC
(227)

484
147
147

NC
NC
(337)

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

4,464
598
5,826
1,499
NC
6,237
4,327
764

90
140
140

NC

NC
50

598
598

NC
598
NC

5,524
908
763
683

10,800
226

(4,616)

655

239

239
NC

NC
(416)

480

147

147
NC

NC
(333)

2060

5,204
610
5,815
1,488
NC
6,237
4,327

110

140

140
NC

NC
30

610
610

NC
610
NC

6,485
908
763
683

10,800
226
(5,577)

922

239

239
NC

NC
(683)

480

147

147
NC

NC
(333)

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-32

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

TOLAR
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

98
195
195

97

3,217
5,533
4,584

949

2,316

2010

143

195

195
NC

NC
52

2,863
5,533
4,584
NC
949
NC
2,670

2020

179

195

195
NC

NC
16

3,301
5,533
4,584
NC
949
NC
2,232

2030

213

195

195
NC

NC
(18)

3,689
5,533
4,584
NC
949
NC
1,844

2040

246

195

195
NC

NC
(61)

4,094
5,533
4,584
NC
949
NC
1,439

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

289

195

195
NC

NC
(94)

4,597
5,533
4,584
NC
949
NC
936

2060

342

195

195
NC

NC
(147)

5,184
5,533
4,584
NC
949
NC
349

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-33
Johnson County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
126,811 159,451 200,381 238,590 268,082 304,454 | 346,999
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 21,507 27,498 33,982 40,146 45,265 51,890 59,286
_ [Contractual Demand 0 0 33 119 219 353 528
8 IMunicipal Existing Supply
2| Groundwater 11,955 11,948 11,954 11,900 11,906 11,737 11,690
§ Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 32,486 25,815 28,513 30,028 29,583 28,938 28,345
Total Existing Municipal Supply 44,441 37,762 40,466 41,928 41,489 40,675 40,035
Municipal Balance 22,934 10,264 6,484 1,782 (3,776) (11,215) (19,251)
Manufacturing Demand 1,533 2,121 2,517 2,903 3,295 3,646 3,994
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 762 762 762 762 762 762 762
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 762 762 762 762 762 762 762
Manufacturing Balance (771) (1,359) (1,755) (2,141) (2,533) (2,884) (3,232)
Steam-Electric Demand 0 3,500 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000
< ISteam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Surface water? 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344
£ JTotal Steam-Electric Supply 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344
Steam-Electric Balance 1,344 (2,156) (5,656) (5,656) (5,656) (5,656) (5,656)
Mining Demand 324 370 390 403 415 427 436
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 401 401 401 401 401 401 401
Surface water 51 53 55 57 58 60 62
Total Mining Supply 452 454 456 458 459 461 463
Mining Balance 128 84 66 55 44 34 27
Irrigation Demand 164 240 240 240 240 240 240
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079
g Total Irrigation Supply 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079
= Irrigation Balance 915 839 839 839 839 839 839
2 [Livestock Demand 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117
& |Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117
Total Livestock Supply 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,117
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 23,364 33,489 43,889 50,452 55,975 62,963 70,716
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 13,118 13,111 13,117 13,063 13,069 12,900 12,853
Surface water 33,882 27,212 29,912 31,429 30,985 30,342 29,751
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 47,000 40,323 43,028 44,492 44,054 43,242 42,604
Municipal & Industrial Balance 23,636 6,834 (861) (5,960) (11,921) (19,721) (28,112)
Agriculture Demand 2,281 2,357 2,357 2,357 2,357 2,357 2,357
Existing Agricultural Supply
S Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
,9 Surface water 3,196 3,196 3,196 3,196 3,196 3,196 3,196
Total Agriculture Supply 3,196 3,196 3,196 3,196 3,196 3,196 3,196
Agriculture Balance 915 839 839 839 839 839 839
Total Demand 25,645 35,846 46,246 52,809 58,332 65,320 73,073
Total Supply
Groundwater 13,118 13,111 13,117 13,063 13,069 12,900 12,853
Surface water 37,077 30,408 33,107 34,624 34,181 33,538 32,947
Total Supply 50,195 43,518 46,224 47,687 47,250 46,438 45,800
Total Balance 24,550 7,672 (22) (5,122) (11,082) (18,882) (27,273)

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and
supplies available within a County.
“ Steam-Electric surface water supplies includes 1,344 acft from City of Cleburne reuse




Table C-34

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Johnson County

ACTON MUD
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

ALVARADO
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

BETHANY WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

BETHESDA WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

BURLESON
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

CLEBURNE
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

17
778
15
763

761

460
354
354

(106)

336
418
418

82

2,199
3,613
2,035
1,578

1,414

2,943
2,943

2,943

4,165
11,461
899
10,562

7,296

N
=
o

21
51
21
NC
763
30
30

570

354

354
NC

NC
(216)

363

418

418
NC

NC
55

2,751
3,613
2,035
NC
1,578
NC
862

4,449
4,449

NC
4,449
NC

6,027
10,128
899
NC
9,973
9,229
4,101

2020

27
57
27
NC
763
30
30

607
354
354

NC
NC
(253)

397

418

418
NC
NC
21

3,415
3,613
2,035
NC
1,578
NC
198

6,687
6,687

NC
6,687
NC

6,680
10,128
899
NC
9,383
9,229
3,448

2030

33
63
33
NC
763
30
30

654

354

354
NC

NC
(300)

431
358
418
358
NC
(73)

4,115
3,613
2,035
NC
1,578
NC
(502)

8,272
8,272

NC
8,272
NC

7,343
9,693
899
NC
8,794
NC
2,350

2040

39
69
39
NC
763
30
30

697

354

354
NC

NC
(343)

471
358
418
358

NC
(113)

4,898
3,613
2,035
NC
1,578
NC
(1,285)

8,153
8,153

NC
8,153
NC

8,097
9,104
899
NC
8,205
NC
1,007

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

47
i
47
NC
763
30
30

766
354
354

NC
NC
(412)

527
358
418
358

NC

(169)

5,863
3,436
2,035
1,858
1,578
NC
(2,427)

8,096
8,096

NC
8,096
NC

9,046
8,514
899
NC
7,615
NC
(532)

2060

58
88
58
NC
763
30
30

858

354

354
NC

NC
(504)

602
358
418
358

NC
(244)

7,096
3,436
2,035
1,858
1,578
NC
(3,660)

8,095
8,095

NC
8,095
NC

9,879
7,925
899
NC
7,026
NC
(1,954)

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-34
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)
City/County 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
CRESSON (P)
Demand 12 14 17 20 24 29
Supply - 37 37 37 37 37 37
Groundwater 37 37 37 37 37 37
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance - 25 23 20 17 13 8
GODLEY
Demand 133 167 206 250 295 355 429
Supply 126 76 76 76 76 76 76
Groundwater 126 126 126 126 126 126 126
GW Constrained Supply 76 76 76 76 76 76
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance @ (91) (130) (174) (219) (279) (353)
GRANDVIEW
Demand 201 230 281 342 334 331 331
Supply 369 369 369 369 369 369 369
Groundwater 369 369 369 369 369 369 369
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 168 139 88 27 35 38 38
JOHNSON COUNTY SUD
Demand 6,154 8,036 10,423 13,058 16,201 20,192 24,506
Contractual Demand - - 33 119 219 353 528
Supply 15,165 8,336 8,336 8,336 8,336 8,336 8,330
Groundwater 1,995 1,995 1,995 1,995 1,995 1,995 1,995
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water 13,170 13,170 13,170 13,170 13,170 13,170 13,170
SW Constrained Supply 6,341 6,341 6,341 6,341 6,341 6,335
Balance 9,011 300 (2,120) (4,841) (8,084) (12,209) (16,704)
JOSHUA
Demand 680 801 882 968 1,068 1,202 1,377
Supply 849 849 882 968 1,068 1,202 1,377
Groundwater 849 849 849 849 849 849 849
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water - - 33 119 219 353 528
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 169 48 - - - - -
KEENE
Demand 549 620 705 798 896 1,028 1,202
Supply 1,163 1,163 1,163 1,163 1,163 1,163 1,105
Groundwater 406 406 406 406 406 406 406
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC 348
Surface water 757 757 757 757 757 757 757
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 614 543 458 365 267 135 97)

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained" 8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-34

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

MANSFIELD
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

MOUNTAIN PEAK WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

PARKER WSC
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

RIO VISTA
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

VENUS
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.
Dash represents a value of zero (0)

2000

148
148

148

223
1,518
1,294

224
1,295

238

512

234

278

274

65
218
218

153

286
474
211
263

188

2,710
4,332
2,532
1,800

1,622

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

N
=
o

165
165

NC
165
NC

313
2,191
1,294

NC

897

NC
1,878

287
540
234
NC
306
NC
253

71
218
218

NC

NC
147

363
474
211
NC
263
NC
111

2,252
4,332
2,532
NC
1,800
NC
2,080

2020

172
172

NC
172
NC

420
2,414
1,294

NC
1,120

NC
1,994

344
540
234
NC
306
NC
196

e
218
218

NC

NC
141

358
704
211
NC
493
NC
346

2,287
4,332
2,532
NC
1,800
NC
2,045

2030

172
172

NC
172
NC

534
2,414
1,294

NC
1,120

NC
1,880

402
540
234
NC
306
NC
138

85
218
218

NC

NC
133

349
1,069
211
NC
858
NC
720

2,323
4,332
2,532
NC
1,800
NC
2,009

2040

173
173

NC
173
NC

653
2,414
1,294

NC
1,120

NC
1,761

470
540
234
NC
306
NC
70

93
218
218

NC

NC
125

344
1,331
211
NC
1,120
NC
987

2,363
4,332
2,532
NC
1,800
NC
1,969

2050

175
175

NC
175
NC

809
2,414
1,294

NC
1,120

NC
1,605

555
540
234
NC
306
NC
(195)

105

218

218
NC

NC
113

342
1,331
211
NC
1,120
NC
989

2,427
4,332
2,532
NC
1,800
NC
1,905

2060

178
178

NC
178
NC

1,001
2,414
1,294
NC
1,120
NC
1,413

664
540
234
NC
306
NC
(124)

122

218

218
NC

NC
96

342
1,331
211
NC
1,120
NC
989

2,517
4,332
2,532
NC
1,800
NC
1,815

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-35

Jones County

Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
20,785 21,211 21,729 21,695 21,366 20,738 19,933
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 3,988 3,136 3,138 3,066 2,954 2,838 2,726
_[Contractual Demand 4,092 4,093 4,087 4,070 4,042 4,012 3,982
8 IMunicipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
g Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 6,998 1,211 578 580 583 587 590
Total Existing Municipal Supply 7,033 1,246 613 615 618 622 625
Municipal Balance 3,045 (1,890) (2,525) (2,451) (2,336) (2,216) (2,101)
Manufacturing Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Demand 1,510 359 333 294 396 364 484
< |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
302’ Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 Surface water 14,337 14,337 14,337 14,337 14,337 14,337 14,337
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 14,337 14,337 14,337 14,337 14,337 14,337 14,337
Steam-Electric Balance 12,827 13,978 14,004 14,043 13,941 13,973 13,853
Mining Demand 290 300 303 304 305 306 307
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 363 363 363 363 363 363 363
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 363 363 363 363 363 363 363
Mining Balance 73 63 60 59 58 57 56
Irrigation Demand 4,381 4,250 4,124 4,000 3,881 3,765 3,653
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 3,235 3,235 3,235 3,235 3,235 3,235 3,235
Surface water 2,601 2,596 2,591 2,585 2,580 2,575 2,570
"g Total Irrigation Supply 5,836 5,831 5,826 5,820 5,815 5,810 5,805
= Irrigation Balance 1,455 1,581 1,702 1,820 1,934 2,045 2,152
-2 JLivestock Demand 786 786 786 786 786 786 786
£ [Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 786 786 786 786 786 786 786
Total Livestock Supply 786 786 786 786 786 786 786
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 5,788 3,795 3,774 3,664 3,655 3,508 3,517
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 398 398 398 398 398 398 398
Surface water 21,335 15,548 14,915 14,917 14,920 14,924 14,927
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 21,733 15,946 15,313 15,315 15,318 15,322 15,325
Municipal & Industrial Balance 15,945 12,151 11,539 11,651 11,663 11,814 11,808
Agriculture Demand 5,167 5,036 4,910 4,786 4,667 4,551 4,439
Existing Agricultural Supply
| Groundwater 3,235 3,235 3,235 3,235 3,235 3,235 3,235
L Surface water 3,387 3,382 3,377 3,371 3,366 3,361 3,356
Total Agriculture Supply 6,622 6,617 6,612 6,606 6,601 6,596 6,591
Agriculture Balance 1,455 1,581 1,702 1,820 1,934 2,045 2,152
Total Demand 10,955 8,831 8,684 8,450 8,322 8,059 7,956
Total Supply
Groundwater 3,633 3,633 3,633 3,633 3,633 3,633 3,633
Surface water 24,722 18,930 18,292 18,289 18,286 18,285 18,283
Total Supply 28,355 22,563 21,925 21,922 21,919 21,918 21,916
Total Balance 17,400 13,732 13,241 13,472 13,597 13,859 13,960

! Contractual demands are subtracted from the supplies available to municipal water user groups in order to not double-count demands and supplies

available within a County.




Table C-36

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Jones County

ABILENE (P)
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

ANSON
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

HAMLIN
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

HAWLEY
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

HAWLEY WSC
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

STAMFORD (P)
Demand
Contractual Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

2000

1,869
1,645
1,645

(224)

418
350
2,474

2,474

1,706

365
537
537

172

168
168

168

404
168
558

558

(14)

640
3,574
5,671

5,671

1,457

2010

1,029
1,542

NC
1,625
1,542

513

415
350
1,008

NC
2,508
1,008

243

362
537

NC
537

NC
175

169
169

NC
169
NC

401
169
571

NC
571
NC

637
3,574
1,441

NC
5,606
1,441

(2,770)

2020

1,035
907

NC
1,613
907

(128)

416
343
1,008

NC
2,499
1,008

249

363
537

NC
537

NC
174

170
170

NC
170
NC

393
170
566

NC
566
NC

640
3,574
1,441

NC
5,533
1,441

(2,773)

2030

1,014
907

NC
1,601
907

(107)

406
328
1,008

NC
2,491
1,008

274

355
537

NC
537

NC
182

168
168

NC
168
NC

380
168
553

NC
553
NC

626
3,574
1,441

NC
5,461
1,441

(2,759)

2040

979
907

NC

1,588
907
(72)

391
304
1,008

NC
2,482
1,008

313

342
537

NC
537

NC
195

164
164

NC
164
NC

363
164
532

NC
532
NC

604
3,574
1,441

NC
5,388
1,441

(2,737)

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2050

945
907

NC

1,576
907
(38)

374
280
1,008

NC
2,473
1,008

354

327
537

NC
537

NC
210

158
158

NC
158
NC

347
158
512

NC
512
NC

582
3,574
1,441

NC
5,316
1,441

(2,715)

2060

908
907

NC
1,564
907
()

360
257
1,008

NC
2,465
1,008

391

314
537

NC
537

NC
223

151
151

NC
151
NC

333
151
492

NC
492
NC

560
3,574
1,441

NC
5,243
1,441

(2,693)

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-36
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area

Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.

Dash represents a value of zero (0)
NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2000

124
71
35
36

(53)

2010

123
71
35
NC
36
NC

(52)

2020

121
71
35
NC
36
NC

(50)

2030

117
71
35
NC
36
NC

(46)

2040

111
71
35
NC
36
NC

(40)

2050

105
71
35
NC
36
NC

(34

2060

100
71
35
NC
36
NC

(29)

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Kent County

Table C-37

Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
859 840 821 733 602 535 472
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 161 154 148 131 104 91 80
_ |Contractual Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s Municipal Existing Supply
2| croundwater 293 44 44 44 44 44 44
§ Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Existing Municipal Supply 293 44 44 44 44 44 44
Municipal Balance 132 (110) (104) (87) (60) (47) (36)
Manufacturing Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ JTotal Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 686 464 436 427 418 410 399
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 901 901 901 901 901 901 901
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 901 901 901 901 901 901 901
Mining Balance 215 437 465 474 483 491 502
Irrigation Demand 532 517 503 488 475 462 449
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375
Surface water 358 356 354 352 350 348 345
g Total Irrigation Supply 1,733 1,731 1,729 1,727 1,725 1,723 1,720
£ |lrrigation Balance 1,201 1,214 1,226 1,239 1,250 1,261 1,271
-2 JLivestock Demand 459 459 459 459 459 459 459
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 459 459 459 459 459 459 459
Total Livestock Supply 459 459 459 459 459 459 459
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 847 618 584 558 522 501 479
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 1,194 945 945 945 945 945 945
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 1,194 945 945 945 945 945 945
Municipal & Industrial Balance 347 327 361 387 423 444 466
Agriculture Demand 991 976 962 947 934 921 908
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375
2 Surface water 817 815 813 811 809 807 804
Total Agriculture Supply 2,192 2,190 2,188 2,186 2,184 2,182 2,179
Agriculture Balance 1,201 1,214 1,226 1,239 1,250 1,261 1,271
Total Demand 1,838 1,594 1,546 1,505 1,456 1,422 1,387
Total Supply
Groundwater 2,569 2,320 2,320 2,320 2,320 2,320 2,320
Surface water 817 815 813 811 809 807 804
Total Supply 3,386 3,135 3,133 3,131 3,129 3,127 3,124
Total Balance 1,548 1,541 1,587 1,626 1,673 1,705 1,737




Table C-38
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)
City/County 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
Kent County
JAYTON
Demand 117 112 108 95 75 66 57
Supply 249 - - - - - -
Groundwater 249 249 249 249 249 249 249
GW Constrained Supply - - - - - -
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance 132 (112) (108) (95) (75) (66) (57)
COUNTY-OTHER
Demand 44 42 40 36 29 25 23
Supply 44 44 44 44 44 44 44
Groundwater 44 44 44 44 44 44 44
GW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Surface water - - - - - - -
SW Constrained Supply NC NC NC NC NC NC
Balance - 2 4 8 15 19 21

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.
Dash represents a value of zero (0)

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained" 8/27/2010

1:11 PM



Table C-39
Knox County

Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
4,253 4,197 4,305 4,310 4,321 4,316 4,272
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 734 709 713 700 687 677 669
_ |Contractual Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s Municipal Existing Supply
2| croundwater 171 171 171 171 171 171 171
§ Surface water 565 53 49 45 42 38 34
Total Existing Municipal Supply 736 224 220 216 213 209 205
Municipal Balance 2 (485) (493) (484) (474) (468) (464)
Manufacturing Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Manufacturing Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manufacturing Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ JTotal Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Mining Balance 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Irrigation Demand 43,124 42,065 41,033 40,025 39,041 38,082 37,147
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 23,807 23,807 23,807 23,807 23,807 23,807 23,807
Surface water 2,951 2,951 2,951 2,951 2,951 2,951 2,951
g Total Irrigation Supply 26,758 26,758 26,758 26,758 26,758 26,758 26,758
£ |lrrigation Balance (16,366) (15,307) (14,275) (13,267) (12,283) (11,324) (10,389)
-2 JLivestock Demand 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040
2’ Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040
Total Livestock Supply 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 760 735 739 726 713 703 695
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 199 199 199 199 199 199 199
Surface water 565 53 49 45 42 38 34
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 764 252 248 244 241 237 233
Municipal & Industrial Balance 4 (483) (491) (482) (472) (466) (462)
Agriculture Demand 44,164 43,105 42,073 41,065 40,081 39,122 38,187
Existing Agricultural Supply
s Groundwater 23,807 23,807 23,807 23,807 23,807 23,807 23,807
2 Surface water 3,991 3,991 3,991 3,991 3,991 3,991 3,991
Total Agriculture Supply 27,798 27,798 27,798 27,798 27,798 27,798 27,798
Agriculture Balance (16,366) (15,307) (14,275) (13,267) (12,283) (11,324) (10,389)
Total Demand 44,924 43,840 42,812 41,791 40,794 39,825 38,882
Total Supply
Groundwater 24,006 24,006 24,006 24,006 24,006 24,006 24,006
Surface water 4,556 4,044 4,040 4,036 4,032 4,028 4,025
Total Supply 28,562 28,050 28,046 28,042 28,038 28,034 28,031
Total Balance (16,362) (15,790) (14,766) (13,749) (12,756) (11,791) (10,851)




Table C-40

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Municipal Water Demand & Supply By City/County

(acft)

City/County

Knox County

KNOX CITY
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

MUNDAY
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

COUNTY-OTHER
Demand
Supply
Groundwater
GW Constrained Supply
Surface water
SW Constrained Supply
Balance

(P) Indicates city is in multiple counties. Projections shown are for this county's portion only.
Dash represents a value of zero (0)

2000

233
228

228

®)

275
235
235

(40)

226
273
171
102

47

NC indicates the supply is "not constrained"

2010

225

NC

NC
(217)

267
8
NC
8
NC
(259)

217
207
171
NC
36
NC
(10)

2020

229

NC

NC
(222)

265

NC

NC
(258)

219
207
171
NC
36
NC
(12)

2030

225

NC

NC
(220)

260

NC

NC
(255)

215

206

171
NC
35
NC

©

2040

222

NC

NC
(219)

255

NC

NC
(252)

210

206

171
NC
35
NC

4)

2050

219

NC

NC
(17)

251

NC

NC
(249)

207

205

171
NC
34
NC

@)

2060

216

NC

NC
(216)

250

NC

NC
(250)

203

205

171
NC
34
NC

8/27/2010
1:11 PM



Table C-41
Lampasas County
Population, Water Supply, and Water Demand Projections

Year
Population Projection 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
17,762 20,114 22,596 24,396 25,731 26,606 27,160
Year
Supply and Demand by Type of Use 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
(acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft) (acft)
Municipal Demand 3,667 4,537 5,066 5,422 5,662 5,827 5,891
__[Contractual Demand 121 130 141 147 152 155 159
8 IMunicipal Existing Supply
:g Groundwater 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114
§ Surface water (Less Contractual Demand)* 8,790 8,270 8,316 8,335 8,346 8,339 8,320
Total Existing Municipal Supply 9,904 9,384 9,430 9,449 9,460 9,453 9,434
Municipal Balance 6,237 4,847 4,364 4,027 3,798 3,626 3,543
Manufacturing Demand 108 129 142 153 164 174 187
Manufacturing Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Total Manufacturing Supply 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Manufacturing Balance (90) (111) (124) (135) (146) (156) (169)
Steam-Electric Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= |Steam-Electric Existing Supply
= Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£ |Total Steam-Electric Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining Demand 193 152 144 139 135 131 128
Mining Existing Supply
Groundwater 233 233 233 233 233 233 233
Surface water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mining Supply 233 233 233 233 233 233 233
Mining Balance 40 81 89 94 98 102 105
Irrigation Demand 170 168 166 164 162 160 159
Irrigation Existing Supply
Groundwater 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Surface water 1,282 1,277 1,272 1,267 1,262 1,258 1,253
g Total Irrigation Supply 1,283 1,278 1,273 1,268 1,263 1,259 1,254
£ Irrigation Balance 1,113 1,110 1,107 1,104 1,101 1,099 1,095
-2 JLivestock Demand 688 688 688 688 688 688 688
2 |Livestock Existing Supply
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface water 688 688 688 688 688 688 688
Total Livestock Supply 688 688 688 688 688 688 688
Livestock Balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Municipal & Industrial Demand 3,968 4,818 5,352 5,714 5,961 6,132 6,206
Existing Municipal & Industrial Supply
Groundwater 1,347 1,347 1,347 1,347 1,347 1,347 1,347
Surface water 8,808 8,288 8,334 8,353 8,364 8,357 8,338
Total Municipal & Industrial Supply 10,155 9,635 9,681 9,700 9,711 9,704 9,685
Municipal & Industrial Balance 6,187 4,817 4,329 3,986 3,750 3,572 3,479
Agriculture Demand 858 856 854 852 850 848 847
Existing Agricultural Supply
| Groundwater 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 Surface water 1,970 1,965 1,960 1,9