[bookmark: _Toc229153256][bookmark: _Toc230337100][image: Six-panel line chart compares TDC population-scenario projections with census population across county-population percentiles for 2000, 2010, and 2020. Curves remain near zero through most percentiles, then decline sharply among highest-population counties, with migration-scenario lines showing varying negative deviations.]
Figure S1: Difference between TDC population scenario projections and US census population

[image: Two-panel line chart compares magnitude (left) and percentage (right) differences between draft/final population projections and census counts across counties ordered by increasing 2020 Census population. Multiple colored series represent projection-year and draft/final combination.]
Figure S2: Magnitude and percentage differences between draft and final population projections against census sorted with increasing census (County)
[image: Two-panel cumulative distribution function chart compares 2017 and 2022 draft and final population projections with 2020 Census county counts, plotting percent difference from census against cumulative probability. ]
Figure S3: County level Cumulative Distribution Function (CDF) of magnitude and percentage differences between draft and final population projections against census zoomed to recent projections (2017 and 2022)
[image: Four-panel scatterplot compares county-level draft and final population projections with census counts, showing magnitude differences and percentage differences for 2017 and 2022. Panels labeled 2017 Draft, 2022 Draft, 2017 Final, and 2022 Final use blue-to-red color scales; points cluster near zero for most counties.]
Figure S4: Magnitude and percentage differences between draft and final population projections against census sorted with increasing census (WUGs)
[image: Side-by-side CDF line charts compare 2017 and 2022 final population projections for 2020 against 2020 census counts across WUGs. Red curves show projected-versus-census differences, blue horizontal markers indicate 25% underestimation and 75% overestimation in 2017 versus 30% and 70% in 2022, while purple lines mark ideal projections.
] 
Figure S5: Difference between final (F) and draft (D) population projection and census at WUG level. a) comparison across all plans b) comparison between absolute differences c) comparison in recent plans (2017,2022)
[image: Cumulative distribution function graph illustrates difference between ideal and example population projections for 2022. Red curve marks example projection, green curve marks higher-precision projection near zero, and dashed guides show 15% below 0, 85% below 0.2, and 100% below 0.5.]
Figure S6: CDF Interpretation example using random population data
	[image: Side-by-side thematic maps compare draft and final WUG water-demand projections with actual use across 2017–2022. Blue circles and upward arrow indicate overestimation, orange-to-red circles and downward arrow indicate underestimation, with symbol sizes showing value ranges and labels marking Georgetown, Walnut Grove WSC, and San Antonio Water System.]

	Figure S7: Comparison of percentage differences Final WUG Water use Projection against a) Actual b) 2011 use c) maximum use  2000, 2010, and 2020 d) magnitude  differences in recent plans (2017,2022) against actual use 








[image: Bar chart displaying an LMDI decomposition analysis of population and GPCD error attribution from 2002 to 2007.]
[image: Bar chart displaying an LMDI decomposition analysis of population and GPCD error attribution from 2007 to 2012.]
[image: Bar chart displaying an LMDI decomposition analysis of population and GPCD error attribution from 2012 to 2017.]
Figure S8: Population and Gallons Per Capita per Day (GPCD) error attribution: Logarithmic Mean Divisia Index (LMDI) Decomposition Analysis 2002-2017

	







[image: Grouped bar chart titled “County-Other” showing frequency of percentage differences across planning periods from 2000–2002 through 2020–2022. Colored bars cluster mostly between −20% and 30%, with highest frequencies near −10% to 0% and smaller positive-range concentrations.]
Figure S9: Histogram of percent difference between County Other WUGs projection comapred to census



a)
[image: A treemap infographic compares county-level over- and underestimation between 2017 projections and 2020 census results, using separate “actual difference” and “percent difference” panels. Blue boxes indicate overestimation, pink boxes underestimation, box size represents magnitude, and annotations identify Parkers County as highest population difference and Schleicher County as highest percentage difference.]

	







	b)
[image: Two side-by-side treemaps compare county-level over- and underestimation of 2022 population projections for 2020 using actual differences and percentage differences. Blue tiles indicate overestimation, pink tiles indicate underestimation, with Parker showing largest absolute difference and Schleicher showing largest percentage difference at 58%.]

	Figure S10: Difference between SWP Population projections against census in County Other WUGs for 2017 and 2022 plan




	[image: Grouped bar chart titled “County-Other Percentage Error Distribution of Water Use Across Plans” compares frequency across percentage-difference bins. Color-coded planning-period series show highest concentrations near −40% to −20% and −10% to 10%, with peak frequency around 13; x-axis shows percentage difference and y-axis shows frequency.]

	Figure S11: Histogram of percent difference between County Other WUGs projection comapred to census County Other WUGs Population and Water use Comparision Analysis 






	a)
[image: Two-panel treemap compares actual and percentage differences between census counts and water-use projections across counties in Other Group, 2017. Left “actual difference” and right “percent difference” panels use tile size to show discrepancy magnitude; blue marks overestimates, pink marks underestimates, with county labels and numeric values identifying largest gaps.]

	b)
[image: Treemap chart compares actual and percentage differences between projected and census water use across County Other Group jurisdictions in 2022. Blue denotes overestimation, pink denotes underestimation, box size shows difference magnitude, and El Paso has largest percentage difference at 90%, with large blocks including Texas and California.]

	Figure S12: Difference between SWP water demand projections against actual water use in County Other WUGs for 2017 and 2022 plan



Supplementary Text:
Some census values were inconsistent with water-use values, and the totals did not align (for example some city IDs are associated with multiple names, e.g. ID 530). Nevertheless, for trend analysis, all duplicate entries and corresponding outlier values were removed. The duplicates consistently aligned with extreme values, so eliminating both ensured more reliable data.
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Subtask 3.2: Comparison of Draft and Final WUG Water Demand Projection Against Actual Use (Zoom to 2017 and 2022)
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Subtask 1.6 Which County Other has the largest over and under estimations for 2017 projection for 2020
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Subtask 1.6 Which County Other has the largest over and under estimations for 2022 projection for 2020
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Subtask 3.2: Where are the largest over and under estimations in Water Use Projections in County Other Group (2017)
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Subtask 3.2: Where are the largest over and under estimations in Water Use Projections in County Other Group (2022)
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Magnitude and percentage differences between draft and final population projections against census sorted with increasing
census (County)
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b) CDF of 2017 and 2022 draft and final population projections for 2020 with census 2020 (County)
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Magnitude and percentage differences between draft and final population projections against census sorted with increasing

census (County)
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b) CDF of 2017 and 2022 draft and final population projections for 2020 with census 2020 (WUGs)
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