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Mitchell County SEP, Reuse Sales from Colorado City 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strategy Description 

Colorado City plans to sell most, if not all, of their wastewater effluent to FGE Power for use as cooling 

water at a new power plant being built in Mitchell County. This water management strategy is a 

generalized direct non-potable reuse strategy developed for the Region F Plan that assumes all of 

Colorado City’s wastewater is sold to the steam electric power industry in Mitchell County. This strategy 

assumes that the current WWTP will need no improvements in order to bring a portion of the plant’s 

effluent to Type II standards. If the plant’s effluent does not already meet Type II standards, then the 

cost will be greater than shown in this plan. The strategy assumes ten miles of 10-inch transmission 

pipeline will need to be constructed in order to convey the reuse water from the plant to the FGE power 

plant. If this strategy is pursued, additional site-specific studies will be required to determine actual 

quantities of water available, costs and potential impacts. 

Quantity, Reliability and Cost 

This strategy is based on an additional reuse supply of 500 acre-feet per year of Type II non-potable 

reuse supply for sales to the steam electric power industry in Mitchell County. This supply is considered 

to be very reliable. The cost of this strategy is estimated at $8,462,000 but may be different depending 

on site specific situations.  

Environmental Factors 

This strategy assumes that 500 acre-feet of reuse supply will be used for the steam electric power 

industry. This may reduce the demand on other water sources and decrease the environmental impacts 

of those uses.  

Since Colorado City does not currently discharge their wastewater into a water body, streamflows will 

not be impacted.  

Agricultural and Rural Impacts 

None identified.  

Impacts to Natural Resources and Key Parameters of Water Quality 

Reuse would result in a reduction in the quantity of water discharged by the City. It is not expected to 

adversely impact natural resources or key parameters of water quality. 

Impacts on Other Water Resources and Management Strategies 

To the extent that this supply reduces the demand on other water resources that the FGE power plant in 

Mitchell County utilizes, this strategy may reduce competition for water from those sources.  

Other Issues Affecting Feasibility 

None identified. 

WUG: Mitchell County, Steam Electric Power 

WMS Name: Reuse Sales from Colorado City 

WMS Type: Direct Non-Potable Reuse (Type II) 

WMS Yield: 500 acre-feet per year 

WMS Status:  Recommended 

 

Capital Cost:  $8,642,000 

Annual Cost  $1,428 per acre-foot  

(During Amortization): $4.38 per 1,000 gal  

Annual Cost   $212 per acre-foot 

(After Amortization):  $0.65 per 1,000 gal 

Implementation:  2020 
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C.4 GROUNDWATER DEVELOPMENT



APPENDIX C  

 

C-82 | 2 0 2 1  R E G I O N  F  W A T E R  P L A N  
 

Balmorhea, Develop Edwards-Trinity-Plateau Aquifer Supplies 

 

 

 

 

 

Strategy Description 
The City of Balmorhea is evaluating a groundwater source in the Edwards-Trinity Plateau aquifer.  This 

source has been identified as currently supplying water for municipal, industrial and agricultural uses.  

However, the long-term water availability and quality of the proposed well field should be assessed 

further. This strategy assumes that two new wells would be drilled to provide approximately 150 acre-

feet per year.  This well would produce water from approximately 600 feet below the surface.  

This strategy also includes 5 miles of 6-inch diameter pipeline that will connect the well to the current 

infrastructure.   

Quantity, Reliability and Cost 
The quantity and reliability of water from this source is expected to be approximately 125 gpm.  

Historical municipal and agricultural use indicates that the Edwards-Trinity Plateau may be a viable 

source for municipal use but may require some treatment or blending based on local groundwater 

conditions.  For this plan, the new well is assumed to supply an additional 150 acre-feet per year. The 

reliability of the supply is considered to be high, based on the aquifer characteristics observed to contain 

large pools of mostly potable water. The total capital cost is estimated at $1.9 million. This strategy 

assumes that adequate water quality for municipal use can be reached through blending with 

Balmorhea’s other groundwater sources.  If the quality of water requires advanced treatment, costs 

would be higher than estimated here. 

Environmental Factors 
The aquifer is a proven groundwater source for municipal, industrial and agricultural purposes. 

However, the long-term water quality is unknown.  Groundwater development from this source should 

be evaluated for potential impacts on springflows and base flows of area rivers.  It is unlikely that this 

strategy would cause subsidence. 

Agricultural and Rural Impacts 
Springflows from the Edwards-Trinity Plateau supply much of the base flow of flowing streams in the 

area.   Many of these streams are used for irrigation.  Wells provide water for ranching, domestic and 

municipal supplies throughout the area.  It is assumed that the proposed level of additional 

groundwater development will not impact agricultural or rural users. 

Impacts to Natural Resources and Key Parameters of Water Quality 
The water quality in the Edwards-Trinity Plateau aquifer ranges from generally fresh to slightly saline in 

the outcrop areas, and brackishwater in subsurface portions.  Water levels have remained relatively 

stable because recharge has generally kept pace with the relatively low amounts of pumping over the 

extent of the aquifer. This strategy is not expected to impact key parameters of water quality. 

No impacts to natural resources have been identified. 

WUG:  Balmorhea 

WMS Name: Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau 

Aquifer Supplies  

WMS Type: Groundwater Development 

WMS Yield: 150 acre-feet per year 

WMS Status: Recommended 

Capital Cost:  $1,948,000 

Annual Cost  $1,053 per acre-foot  

(During Amortization): $3.23 per 1,000 gal 

Annual Cost   $140 per acre-foot 

(After Amortization):  $0.43 per 1,000 gal 

Implementation:  2030 
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Impacts on Other Water Resources and Management Strategies 
No other water management strategies will be impacted. 

Other Issues Affecting Feasibility 
The economic viability of the project will depend upon the ability to locate groundwater of sufficient 

quality to blend with existing sources without advanced treatment.  
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Bronte, Develop Other Aquifer Supplies in Southwest Coke County 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strategy Description 
The Coke County Underground Water District has done some groundwater exploration in southwest 

Coke County. Bronte is considering developing 5 new wells in this area. It is estimated that the wells 

would produce around 100 gpm from a 300 ft depth and be of adequate quality for municipal use 

without advanced treatment. A 31-mile, 10-inch transmission pipeline would be needed to deliver these 

supplies to the City. 

Quantity, Reliability and Cost 
This strategy is estimated to supply 800 acre-feet per year. The reliability is considered medium based 

on the work done by the Coke County Underground Water District but the strategy is still dependent on 

locating wells with adequate production and water quality. The costs are estimated at $23.7 million.  

Environmental Factors 
Some testing and exploration has been done in this area but the long term water quality is unknown. 

Other environmental factors were not identified.  

Agricultural and Rural Impacts 
No agricultural and rural impacts are anticipated.  

Impacts to Natural Resources and Key Parameters of Water Quality 
None identified. 

Impacts on Other Water Resources and Management Strategies 
Other strategies for the City of Bronte may be impacted. The need for this strategy may be reduced if 

Robert Lee were to develop independent supplies from one of their Alternative Water Management 

Strategies.  

Other Issues Affecting Feasibility 
Because the long-term reliability and quality of this supply is unknown, the City may need to develop 

other alternatives to meet long-term needs.  Funding construction of this infrastructure will be a 

significant strain on the financial resources of the City.  

WUG:  Bronte 

WMS Name: Develop Other Aquifer Supplies in 

Southwest Coke County 

WMS Type: Groundwater Development 

WMS Yield: 800 acre-feet per year 

WMS Status: Alternative 

Capital Cost:  $23,694,000 

Annual Cost  $2,424 per acre-foot  

(During Amortization): $7.44 per 1,000 gal 

Annual Cost   $340 per acre-foot 

(After Amortization):  $1.04 per 1,000 gal 

Implementation:  2030 
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Junction, Develop Edwards-Trinity-Plateau Aquifer Supplies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strategy Description 
The City of Junction is evaluating a groundwater source in the Edwards-Trinity Plateau aquifer to back up 

its current supplies.  Water from this source is not widely used because of low well yields and poor 

water quality.  This source is currently used for manufacturing.  This strategy assumes that seven new 

wells would be drilled to provide approximately 370 acre-feet per year.  These wells are assumed to 

produce water from approximately 190 feet below the surface with elevated TDS levels.  It is assumed 

that this water is blended with surface water. However, if it is determined that the water qualities of the 

two sources are incompatible, the groundwater may require advanced treatment. Costs for advanced 

treatment are not included. This strategy assumes that the new wells will be drilled within three miles of 

the City’s existing infrastructure. This project includes 1,800 feet of 6-inch diameter well field collection 

piping and three miles of 8-inch transmission piping to connect to existing infrastructure.   

Quantity, Reliability and Cost 
The quantity and reliability of water from this source is expected to be approximately 40 gpm.  Historical 

use indicates that the Edwards-Trinity Plateau may be a viable source but may contain high TDS.  For this 

plan, the seven new wells are assumed to supply an additional 370 acre-feet per year.  The reliability of 

the supply is considered to be medium because of water quantity and quality issues.   

Environmental Factors 
The blending of slightly brackish water with Junction’s existing supplies may increase the TDS levels of 

treated wastewater from the City. It is expected the increase will not exceed current discharge limits. No 

other environmental impacts are identified. 

Agricultural and Rural Impacts 
Wells provide water for ranching, domestic and municipal supplies throughout the area.  This strategy 

assumes sufficient groundwater rights would be obtained on a willing buyer-willing seller basis, which 

should mitigate potential impacts to agricultural and rural water users. 

Impacts to Natural Resources and Key Parameters of Water Quality 
Water quality in the Edwards-Trinity Plateau aquifer ranges from fresh to slightly saline in the outcrop 

areas, and brine water in subsurface portions.  Water levels have remained relatively stable because 

recharge has generally kept pace with the relatively low amounts of pumping. No impacts to natural 

resources have been identified. 

Impacts on Other Water Resources and Management Strategies 
None identified. 

Other Issues Affecting Feasibility 
A significant challenge for this strategy is locating areas with sufficient well production where the water 

quality is good.    

WUG:  Junction 

WMS Name: Develop Edwards-Trinity-Plateau 

Aquifer Supplies  

WMS Type: Groundwater Development 

WMS Yield: 370 acre-feet per year 

WMS Status: Recommended 

Capital Cost:  $7,457,000 

Annual Cost  $1,573 per acre-foot  

(During Amortization): $4.83 per 1,000 gal 

Annual Cost   $154 per acre-foot 

(After Amortization):  $0.47 per 1,000 gal 

Implementation:  2030 
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Robert Lee, Develop Edwards-Trinity-Plateau Aquifer Supplies in 
Nolan Co.  

 

 

 

 

Strategy Description 
Robert Lee and Bronte and Robert Lee are considering developing new groundwater wells in south 

central Nolan County, which is in Region G. These wells produce water from the Edwards Trinity aquifer. 

For the purposes of this strategy, it is assumed that five new wells and approximately 15 miles of 6-inch 

transmission pipeline would be needed. 

Quantity, Reliability and Cost 
This strategy will provide 178 acre-feet per year. The reliability of this strategy is considered to be low to 

medium since it is dependent on finding adequate water quality and quantity. Capital costs are 

estimated at $4.2 million.  

Environmental Factors 
There are no significant environmental issues associated with this strategy.  

Agricultural and Rural Impacts 
Robert Lee and Bronte and Robert Lee are rural communities. Increased water security provided by this 

strategy will have a positive impact on the vitality of this rural community. 

Impacts to Natural Resources and Key Parameters of Water Quality 
None identified. 

Impacts on Other Water Resources and Management Strategies 
If Robert Lee is able to implement one of the alternative groundwater strategies in this plan, their need 

to purchase from Bronte may be reduced and Bronte may be able to develop smaller quantities of 

future water supply. Or if Bronte were to implement this strategy, it may reduce Robert Lee’s need to 

find additional sources of water.  

Other Issues Affecting Feasibility 
Since the reliability of this supply is unknown, the City should consider other alternatives to meet long-

term needs as well. Funding construction of these new wells will be a significant strain on the financial 

resources of the City.   

WUG:  Robert Lee, Bronte, Robert Lee 

WMS Name: Develop Edwards-Trinity-Plateau 

Supplies in Nolan County 

WMS Type: Groundwater Development 

WMS Yield: 178 acre-feet per year 

WMS Status: Recommended 

Capital Cost:  $4,232,000 

Annual Cost  $1,871 per acre-foot  

(During Amortization): $5.74 per 1,000 gal 

Annual Cost   $197 per acre-foot 

(After Amortization):  $0.60 per 1,000 gal 

Implementation:  2030 

  



APPENDIX D 

D-1 | 2 0 2 1  R E G I O N  F  W A T E R  P L A N  

 

APPENDIX D 

COST ESTIMATES 



Cost based on ENR CCI 11170.28 for September 2018 and

a PPI of 201.9 for September 2018

Item

Estimated Costs

for Facilities

CAPITAL COST

Transmission Pipeline (6 in dia., 15.1 miles) $2,181,000

Well Fields (Wells, Pumps, and Piping) $612,000

TOTAL COST OF FACILITIES $2,793,000

x

Engineering and Feasibility Studies, Legal Assistance, Financing, Bond Counsel, and 

Contingencies (30% for pipes & 35% for all other facilities) $868,000

Environmental & Archaeology Studies and Mitigation $392,000

Land Acquisition and Surveying (40 acres) $65,000

Interest During Construction (3% for 1 years with a 0.5% ROI) $114,000

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT $4,232,000

x

ANNUAL COST x

Debt Service (3.5 percent, 20 years) $298,000

Operation and Maintenance x

Pipeline, Wells, and Storage Tanks (1% of Cost of Facilities) $28,000

Pumping Energy Costs (93680 kW-hr @ 0.08 $/kW-hr) $7,000

TOTAL ANNUAL COST $333,000

x

Available Project Yield (acft/yr) 178

Annual Cost of Water ($ per acft), based on PF=1.75 $1,871

Annual Cost of Water After Debt Service ($ per acft), based on PF=1.75 $197

Annual Cost of Water ($ per 1,000 gallons), based on PF=1.75 $5.74

Annual Cost of Water After Debt Service ($ per 1,000 gallons), based on PF=1.75 $0.60

SFK 3/5/2024

Cost Estimate Summary

Water Supply Project Option

September 2018 Prices

Bronte - Develop Edwards-Trinity-Plateau Supplies in Nolan Co.
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APPENDIX E 

STRATEGY EVALUATION MATRIX AND QUANTIFIED 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MATRIX 
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Acres Impacted
Wetland Acres 

Impacted

Acres Impacted 

Score

Environmental 

Water Needs Impact

Environmental 

Water Needs Score
Habitat Impact Habitat Score

Potential Number of 

Threatened and 

Endangered Species 

Impacted

Threatened and 

Endangered Species 

Score

Cultural Resources 

Impact

Cultural Resources 

Score

Bays & Estuaries 

Impact

Bays & Estuaries 

Score

Environmental 

Water Quality 

Impact

Environmental 

Water Quality Score

Overall 

Environmental 

Impacts Score

Andrews Andrews Andrews Colorado Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies 66 N/A 3 Low 3 Low 3 8 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Andrews Andrews Andrews Colorado Develop Ogallala Aquifer Supplies 35 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 8 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Andrews Andrews Andrews Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

County-Other Andrews Andrews Colorado, Rio Grande Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies 3 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 8 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

County-Other Andrews Andrews Colorado, Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Andrews Andrews Colorado, Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Livestock Andrews Andrews Colorado Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies 2 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 8 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Manufacturing Andrews Andrews Colorado Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies 3 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 8 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Mining Andrews Andrews Colorado, Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Great Plains
Andrews, 

Gaines

Andrews, 

Gaines
Colorado, Rio Grande Develop Ogallala Aquifer Supplies

1 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 8 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Borden Borden Brazos Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Borden Borden Brazos Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Bangs Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

BCWID #1 Brown Brown Colorado Brush Control 958 N/A 1 Positive 5 Medium 2 15 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

BCWID #1 Brown Brown Colorado Develop Groundwater Supplies in Brown County 6 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 15 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

BCWID #1 Brown Brown Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Brookesmith SUD Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Brookesmith SUD Brown Brown Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Brownwood Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Early Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Brown Brown Colorado, Brazos Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Brown Brown Colorado Develop Cross Timbers Aquifer Supplies 21 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 15 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Mining Brown Brown Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Zephyr WSC Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Zephyr WSC Brown Brown Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Bronte Coke Runnels Colorado Develop Other Aquifer Supplies in Runnels County 30 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 14 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado
Develop Other Aquifer Supplies in Southwest Coke 

County 88 N/A 3 Low 3 Low 3 13 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado Rehabilitate Oak Creek Pipeline 7 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado Water Treatment Plant Expansion 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Coke Coke Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Coke Coke Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Oak Creek (non-allocated) Coke Coke Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Robert Lee Bronte Coke Nolan Colorado
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies in 

Nolan County 40 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 Varies 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Robert Lee Coke Tom Green Colorado
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies in 

Tom Green County 42 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Robert Lee Coke Coke Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Robert Lee Coke Coke Colorado Purchase from Provider (Bronte) 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Robert Lee Coke Coke Colorado Repair and Expand Water Treatment Plant 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Robert Lee Coke Coke Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Bronte, Ballinger, Winters, 

Robert Lee

Coke, 

Runnels

Coke, 

Runnels
Colorado Regional System from Lake Brownwood

230 N/A 2 Low 3 Medium 2 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Bronte, Ballinger, Winters, 

Robert Lee

Coke, 

Runnels

Coke, 

Runnels
Colorado Regional System from Lake Fort Phantom Hill

200 N/A 2 Low 3 Medium 2 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Coleman Coleman Coleman Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Coleman Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Coleman Coleman Coleman Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Coleman County SUD Coleman Coleman Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Coleman County SUD Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

County-Other Coleman Coleman Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

County-Other Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Coleman Coleman Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Manufacturing Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Mining Coleman Coleman Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Santa Anna Coleman Coleman Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

County-Other Concho Concho Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Eden Concho Concho Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Concho Concho Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Concho Concho Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Crane Crane Crane Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Crane Crane Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Crockett County WCID 1 Crockett Crockett Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Crockett Crockett Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Crockett Crockett Rio Grande Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Crockett Crockett Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

County-Other (Future Sales) Ector Ector Colorado, Rio Grande Subordination
0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Ector County Utility District Ector Ector Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Ector County Utility District Ector Ector Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Ector Ector Colorado, Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Ector Ector Colorado, Rio Grande Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Manufacturing Ector Ector Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Mining Ector Ector Colorado, Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Odessa Ector Ward Colorado
Develop Capitan Reef Complex Aquifer Supplies in Ward 

County 27 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 11 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Odessa Ector Pecos Colorado
Develop Pecos Valley/Edwards-Trinity and Capitan Reef 

Complex in Pecos County 328 N/A 2 Low 3 Medium 2 29 1 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Odessa Ector Ector Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Odessa Ector Ector Colorado RO Treatment of Existing Supplies 14 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 6 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Odessa Ector Ector Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Odessa (Future Sales) Ector Ector Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Steam Electric Power Ector Ector Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Table E-1

Water Management Strategy Environmental Impact Analysis

Entity
Entity 

County
Basin Strategy

Environmental Factors

Project 

County
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Acres Impacted
Wetland Acres 
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Water Needs Impact

Environmental 
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Endangered Species 
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Bays & Estuaries 
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Environmental 
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Entity
Entity 

County
Basin Strategy

Environmental Factors

Project 

County

Greater Gardendale WSC
Ector, 

Midland

Ector, 

Midland
Colorado Municipal Conservation

0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Greater Gardendale WSC
Ector, 

Midland

Ector, 

Midland
Colorado Purchase from Provider (Midland FWSD)

8 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 11 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Greater Gardendale WSC
Ector, 

Midland

Ector, 

Midland
Colorado Purchase from Provider (Odessa)

27 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 11 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Irrigation Glasscock Glasscock Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Glasscock Glasscock Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Big Spring Howard Howard Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Big Spring Howard Howard Colorado New Water Treatment Plant 10 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 7 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Big Spring Howard Howard Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Coahoma Howard Howard Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Coahoma Howard Howard Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Howard Howard Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Manufacturing Howard Howard Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Manufacturing (Future Sales) Howard Howard Colorado Subordination
0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Mining Howard Howard Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Steam Electric Power Howard Howard Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Irion Irion Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Irion Irion Colorado Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mertzon Irion Irion Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Irion Irion Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Kimble Kimble Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Junction Kimble Kimble Colorado Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies 17 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Junction Kimble Kimble Colorado Dredging River Intake 15 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Positive 5 4

Junction Kimble Kimble Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Junction Kimble Kimble Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Manufacturing Kimble Kimble Colorado Develop Ellenburger San Saba Aquifer Supplies 7 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Manufacturing Kimble Kimble Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Mining Kimble Kimble Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Loving Loving Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Martin Martin Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Martin Martin Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Stanton Martin Martin Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Stanton Martin Martin Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Mason Mason Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mason Mason Mason Colorado Additional Treatment 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Mason Mason Mason Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Mason Mason Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Brady McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Advanced Groundwater Treatment 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Brady McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Brady McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Brady Creek (non-allocated) McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Mcculloch McCulloch Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Richland SUD McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Menard Menard Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Menard Menard Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Menard Menard Menard Colorado Develop Alluvial Well Supplies 21 N/A 4 Medium 2 Low 3 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Menard Menard Menard Colorado Develop Hickory Aquifer Supplies 18 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Menard Menard Menard Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Menard Menard Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Airline Mobile Home Park Midland Midland Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

County-Other Midland Winkler Colorado
Develop Pecos Valley Aquifer Supplies from Winkler 

County 34 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 7 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Greenwood Water Midland Midland Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Midland Midland Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Midland Midland Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Midland Midland Midland Colorado
Advanced RO Treatment, Expanded Use of Paul Davis 

Well Field 43 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 5 5 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Midland Midland Midland Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Midland Midland Midland Colorado Purchase from Provider (CRMWD) 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Midland Midland Midland Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Midland Multiple Multiple Colorado, Rio Grande West Texas Water Partnership 504 N/A 1 Low 3 Medium 2 Varies 1 Low 3 None 5 Medium 2 2

Midland Multiple Multiple Colorado, Rio Grande West Texas Water Partnership 214 N/A 2 Low 3 Medium 2 Varies 1 Low 3 None 5 Medium 2 3

Mining Midland Midland Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Colorado City Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Develop Dockum Aquifer Supplies 26 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 11 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Colorado City Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Lake Colorado City (non-

allocated)
Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Subordination

0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Loraine Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mitchell County Utility Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Steam Electric Power Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Indirect Non-Potable Reuse (Sales from Colorado City)
36 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 11 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Steam Electric Power Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

CRMWD Multiple Winkler Colorado
Develop Additional Groundwater Supplies in Reeves, 

Pecos, Ward, and Winkler Co. 131 N/A 2 Low 3 Medium 2 Varies 1 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

CRMWD Multiple
Ward, 

Winkler
Colorado

Expand Ward County Well Field and Develop Winkler 

County Well Field 144 N/A 2 Low 3 Medium 2 Varies 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

CRMWD Multiple Multiple Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

CRMWD Multiple Ward Colorado Ward County Well Field Well Replacement 15 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 11 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

CRMWD (non-allocated) Multiple Multiple Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

UCRA Multiple Multiple Colorado Brush Control 1,000 N/A 1 Positive 5 Medium 2 Varies 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Fort Stockton Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Iraan Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4
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Irrigation Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Develop Additional Pecos Valley Aquifer Supplies 11 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 Low 3 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Pecos County Fresh Water Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Pecos County WCID #1 Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies 4 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 29 1 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Pecos County WCID #1 Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Replacement of Transmission Pipeline 60 N/A 3 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Pecos WCID Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Big Lake Reagan Reagan Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Reagan Reagan Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Reagan Reagan Colorado Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Reagan Reagan Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Balmorhea Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies 13 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 22 1 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Balmorhea Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Madera Valley WSC Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Develop Pecos Valley Aquifer Supplies 38 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 22 1 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Mining Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Advanced Water Treatment Plant
4 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3

Low 

(small acreage) 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Direct Non-Potable Reuse 36 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 22 1 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Direct Potable Reuse 18 N/A 4 Medium 2 Low 3 22 1 Low 3 None 5 Medium 2 3

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande
Indirect Potable Reuse with Aquifer Storage and 

Recovery 24 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 22 1 Low 3 None 5 None 4 3

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande
Partner with Madera Valley WSC, Expand Pecos Valley 

Aquifer Supplies 41 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 22 1 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Ballinger Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Ballinger Runnels Runnels Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

County-Other Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

County-Other Runnels Runnels Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Runnels Runnels Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Miles Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Runnels Runnels Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

North Runnels WSC Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

North Runnels WSC Runnels Runnels Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Winters Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Winters Runnels Runnels Colorado Purchase from Provider (Abilene) 10 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 14 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Winters Runnels Runnels Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

El Dorado Schleicher Schleicher Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Schleicher Schleicher Colorado, Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Schleicher Schleicher Colorado, Rio Grande Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Schleicher Schleicher Colorado, Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

County-Other Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

County-Other Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Purchase from Provider (Snyder) 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

County-Other Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Manufacturing Scurry Scurry Colorado Develop Dockum Aquifer Supplies 3 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 10 4 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 4

Mining Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Snyder Scurry Scurry Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Snyder Scurry Scurry Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Sterling Sterling Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Sterling Sterling Colorado Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Sterling Sterling Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Sterling City Sterling Sterling Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Sutton Sutton Colorado, Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Sutton Sutton Colorado, Rio Grande Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Sutton Sutton Colorado, Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Sonora Sutton Sutton Rio Grande Develop Additional Edwards-Trinity Aquifer Supplies
1 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 13 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Sonora Sutton Sutton Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Sonora Sutton Sutton Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Concho Rural Water Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Concho Rural Water Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Purchase from Provider (UCRA) 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

County-Other Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

DADS Supported Living Center Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation
0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Goodfellow Air Force Base Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Goodfellow Air Force Base Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Manufacturing Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Millersview-Doole WSC Tom Green Concho Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Millersview-Doole WSC Tom Green Concho Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Millersview-Doole WSC Tom Green Coleman Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

San Angelo Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Brush Control 586 N/A 1 Positive 5 Medium 2 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

San Angelo Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Desalination of Brackish Groundwater 10 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Positive 5 4

San Angelo Tom Green Schleicher Colorado
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies in 

Schleicher County 292 N/A 2 Low 3 Medium 2 11 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

San Angelo Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Develop Hickory Aquifer Supplies 5 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

San Angelo Tom Green Pecos Colorado Develop Pecos Valley/Edwards Trinity in Pecos County
494 N/A 2 Low 3 Medium 2 29 1 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

San Angelo Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Concho River Water Project (Indirect Potable Reuse)
6 N/A 4 Medium 2 Low 3 16 2 Low 3 None 5 Medium 2 3

San Angelo Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

San Angelo Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

San Angelo Multiple Multiple Colorado, Rio Grande West Texas Water Partnership 504 N/A 1 Low 3 Medium 2 Varies 1 Low 3 None 5 Medium 2 2

San Angelo Multiple Multiple Colorado, Rio Grande West Texas Water Partnership 214 N/A 2 Low 3 Medium 2 Varies 1 Low 3 None 5 Medium 2 3

E-11 I   2 0 2 1   R E G I O N   F   W A T E R   P L A N



APPENDIX E

Acres Impacted
Wetland Acres 

Impacted

Acres Impacted 

Score

Environmental 

Water Needs Impact

Environmental 

Water Needs Score
Habitat Impact Habitat Score

Potential Number of 

Threatened and 

Endangered Species 

Impacted

Threatened and 

Endangered Species 

Score

Cultural Resources 

Impact

Cultural Resources 

Score

Bays & Estuaries 

Impact

Bays & Estuaries 

Score

Environmental 

Water Quality 

Impact

Environmental 

Water Quality Score

Overall 

Environmental 

Impacts Score

Entity
Entity 

County
Basin Strategy

Environmental Factors

Project 

County

Tom Green County FWSD 3 Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Upper Colorado River 

Authority
Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination

0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Upton Upton Colorado, Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

McCamey Upton Upton Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Upton Upton Colorado, Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Rankin Upton Upton Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Barstow Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Grandfalls Ward Ward Rio Grande Develop Pecos Valley Aquifer Supplies 21 N/A 4 Low 3 Low 3 11 3 Low 3 None 5 Low 3 3

Grandfalls Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Grandfalls Ward Ward Rio Grande Purchase from Provider (CRMWD) 0 N/A 5 Low 3 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 Low 3 4

Irrigation Ward Ward Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Ward Ward Rio Grande Weather Modification 0 N/A 5 Positive 5 Low 3 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Ward Ward Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Monahans Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Southwest Sandhills WSC Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Wickett Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Irrigation Winkler Winkler Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Kermit Winkler Winkler Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Mining Winkler Winkler Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4

Wink Winkler Winkler Rio Grande Municipal Conservation 0 N/A 5 None 4 None 4 N/A 5 N/A 4 None 5 None 4 4
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Andrews Andrews Andrews Colorado
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies
Alternative Groundwater Development 2,600 2,800 2,800 93% 4 3 $891 3 3 4 4 3 5 29

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

The City can pursue this strategy 

independently but cannot receive state 

funding to do so due to modeled 

availability constraints

Andrews Andrews Andrews Colorado Develop Ogallala Aquifer Supplies Alternative Groundwater Development 2,810 2,800 2,800 100% 5 3 $496 4 4 4 4 3 5 32
The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

The City can pursue this strategy 

independently but cannot receive state 

funding to do so due to modeled 

availability constraints

Andrews Andrews Andrews Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 150 2,800 2,800 5% 1 3 $952 3 4 4 4 3 5 27
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

County-Other Andrews Andrews
Colorado, Rio 

Grande

Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies
Alternative Groundwater Development 250 275 275 91% 4 3 $252 4 4 4 4 3 5 31

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

This entity can pursue this strategy 

independently but cannot receive state 

funding to do so due to modeled 

availability constraints

County-Other Andrews Andrews
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 21 275 275 8% 1 3 $1,080 2 4 4 4 3 5 26

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Andrews Andrews
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 2,037 10,134 10,134 20% 1 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 29

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Livestock Andrews Andrews Colorado
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies
Alternative Groundwater Development 60 60 60 100% 4 3 $433 4 4 4 4 3 5 31

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

This entity can pursue this strategy 

independently but cannot receive state 

funding to do so due to modeled 

availability constraints

Manufacturing Andrews Andrews Colorado
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies
Alternative Groundwater Development 210 209 209 100% 5 3 $243 4 4 4 4 3 5 32

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

This entity can pursue this strategy 

independently but cannot receive state 

funding to do so due to modeled 

Mining Andrews Andrews
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 277 0 1,186 23% 1 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 25

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Great Plains*
Andrews, 

Gaines

Andrews, 

Gaines

Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Develop Ogallala Aquifer Supplies Alternative Groundwater Development 200 182 182 110% 5 3 $190 4 4 4 4 3 5 32

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

This entity can pursue this strategy 

independently but cannot receive state 

funding to do so due to modeled 

Irrigation Borden Borden Brazos Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 295 282 282 105% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Borden Borden Brazos Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 39 0 0 101% 5 1 $1,117 2 4 4 4 3 5 28
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Bangs Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 8 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,221 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

BCWID #1
a Brown Brown Colorado Brush Control Recommended Regional 400 0 0 101% 5 2 $390 4 3 4 2 3 5 28

Brush control is an on-going process that 

must be continually maintained in order to 

receive benefits

No attributed water savings, but it is 

assumed that surface water supplies gained 

through subordination will be more reliable

BCWID #1
a Brown Brown Colorado Develop Groundwater Supplies in Brown County Alternative Groundwater Development 806 0 0 101% 5 3 $12,553 1 3 4 3 3 5 27

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production and 

water quality

Additional study will be needed once  a 

more specific location for this strategy has 

been selected

BCWID #1a (non-

allocated)
Brown Brown Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 5,570 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Brookesmith SUD Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 25 0 0 101% 5 3 $705 3 4 4 4 3 5 31
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Brookesmith SUD Brown Brown Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs Recommended Conservation 80 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,509 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Brownwood Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 91 0 0 101% 5 3 $937 3 4 4 4 3 5 31
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Early Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 9 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,176 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Brown Brown Colorado, Brazos Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 650 1,711 1,713 38% 3 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 31
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Brown Brown Colorado Develop Cross Timbers Aquifer Supplies Recommended Groundwater Development 210 263 268 78% 4 3 $948 3 3 4 4 3 5 29
The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Mining Brown Brown Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 67 263 268 25% 1 1 $654 3 4 4 4 3 5 25
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Zephyr WSC Brown Brown Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 13 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,091 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Zephyr WSC Brown Brown Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs Recommended Conservation 19 0 0 101% 5 3 $3,498 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Bronte Coke Runnels Colorado
Develop Other Aquifer Supplies in Runnels 

County
Alternative Groundwater Development 75 207 212 35% 3 3 $2,787 2 3 4 4 3 5 27

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado
Develop Other Aquifer Supplies in Southwest 

Coke County
Recommended Groundwater Development 800 207 212 377% 5 3 $2,424 2 3 4 4 3 5 29

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 3 207 212 1% 1 3 $1,647 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado Rehabilitate Oak Creek Pipeline Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 450 207 212 212% 5 5 $1,748 2 4 4 4 4 5 33

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 446 207 448 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Bronte Coke Coke Colorado Water Treatment Plant Expansion Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 800 207 212 377% 5 3 $1,720 2 4 4 4 4 5 31

$
Unmet 

Needs

Maximum Need 

(Ac-Ft/Yr)
2070Entity Entity County Basin Used Strategy

Quantity

(Ac-Ft/Yr)
Recommended or Alternative Strategy TypeProject County

Table E-2

Water Management Strategy Evaluation Matrix

Implementation Issues Comments
Percentage of 

Max Need Met
Quantity Score Reliability

Cost

($/Ac-Ft)
Cost Score

Impacts of Strategy on:

Overall Score

(5-45)
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Irrigation Coke Coke Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 83 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Coke Coke Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 20 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Oak Creek (non-

allocated)
Coke Coke Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 1,025 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Robert Lee Bronte Coke Nolan Colorado
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies in Nolan County
Alternative Groundwater Development 178 0 237 32% 3 3 $3,756 2 3 4 4 3 5 27

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Robert Lee Coke Tom Green Colorado
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies in Tom Green County
Alternative Groundwater Development 75 230 237 32% 3 3 $4,293 2 3 4 4 3 5 27

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Robert Lee Coke Coke Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 3 230 237 1% 1 3 $1,672 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Robert Lee Coke Coke Colorado Purchase from Provider (Bronte) Recommended Purchase from Provider 80 230 237 34% 3 5 $0 5 4 4 4 3 4 32

Robert Lee Coke Coke Colorado Repair and Expand Water Treatment Plant Alternative Expanded Use of Supply 335 230 237 141% 5 5 $2,657 2 4 4 4 TBD 5 29 Financing
1 mgd treatment expansion and new 

storage tank

Robert Lee Coke Coke Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 159 230 237 67% 3 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 31

Bronte, Ballinger, 

Winters, Robert Lee
a Coke, Runnels Coke, Runnels Colorado Regional System from Lake Brownwood Alternative Regional 2,802 641 675 415% 5 3 $3,904 2 3 4 4 3 3 27

Still would need to reach an agreement 

with Brownwood and partners. 

Bronte, Ballinger, 

Winters, Robert Lee
a Coke, Runnels Coke, Runnels Colorado Regional System from Lake Fort Phantom Hill Alternative Regional 1,155 641 675 171% 5 3 $7,606 1 3 4 4 3 3 26

Still would need to reach an agreement 

with Brownwood and partners. 

Coleman Coleman Coleman Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 15 792 821 2% 1 3 $1,065 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Coleman Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 1,319 792 821 161% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Coleman Coleman Coleman Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs Recommended Conservation 59 792 821 7% 1 3 $1,282 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Coleman County SUD Coleman Coleman Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 9 169 181 5% 1 3 $1,144 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Coleman County SUD Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 227 169 181 125% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

County-Other Coleman Coleman Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 1 21 24 4% 1 3 $5,095 1 4 4 4 3 5 25
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

County-Other Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 24 21 24 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Irrigation Coleman Coleman Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 47 396 396 12% 1 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 400 396 396 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 5 4 3 5 34

Manufacturing Coleman Coleman Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 2 2 2 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Mining Coleman Coleman Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 5 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Santa Anna Coleman Coleman Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 4 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,623 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

County-Other Concho Concho Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 3 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,836 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Eden Concho Concho Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 4 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,541 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Concho Concho Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 539 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Concho Concho Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 20 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Crane Crane Crane Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 14 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,120 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Crane Crane Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 36 0 0 101% 5 1 $1,173 2 4 4 4 3 5 28
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Crockett County WCID 

1
Crockett Crockett Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 13 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,106 2 4 4 4 3 5 30

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Crockett Crockett Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 20 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Crockett Crockett Rio Grande Weather Modification Recommended Regional 1 0 0 101% 5 1 $0.47 4 4 5 4 4 5 32

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 

Mining Crockett Crockett Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 315 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

County-Other (Future 

Sales)
Ector Ector

Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Subordination Recommended Subordination 2,500 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33
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Ector County Utility 

District
Ector Ector Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 149 1,097 1,097 14% 1 3 $292 4 4 4 4 3 5 28

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Ector County Utility 

District
Ector Ector Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 1,097 1,097 1,097 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Irrigation Ector Ector
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 113 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Ector Ector
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Subordination Recommended Subordination 449 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 5 4 3 5 34

Manufacturing Ector Ector Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 551 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Mining Ector Ector
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 30 0 0 101% 5 1 $733 3 4 4 4 3 5 29

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Odessa
a Ector Ward Colorado

Develop Capitan Reef Complex Aquifer Supplies 

in Ward County
Alternative Groundwater Development 8,400 20,676 20,676 41% 3 3 $2,175 2 3 4

4 3 5
27 The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Odessa
a Ector Pecos Colorado

Develop Pecos Valley/Edwards-Trinity and 

Capitan Reef Complex in Pecos County
Alternative Groundwater Development 28,000 20,676 20,676 135% 5 3 $3,249 2 3 4

4 3 5
29 The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Odessa
a Ector Ector Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 990 20,676 20,676 5% 1 3 $440 4 4 4 4 3 5 28

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Odessa
a Ector Ector Colorado RO Treatment of Existing Supplies Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 15,960 20,676 20,676 77% 4 N/A $1,111 2 4 4 3 3 5 25

Odessa
a Ector Ector Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 11,493 20,676 20,676 56% 3 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 31

Odessa
a
 (Future Sales) Ector Ector Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 3,930 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Steam Electric Power Ector Ector Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 316 316 316 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Greater Gardendale 

WSC

Ector, 

Midland
Ector, Midland Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 20 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,108 2 4 4 4 3 5 30

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Greater Gardendale 

WSC

Ector, 

Midland
Ector, Midland Colorado Purchase from Provider (Midland FWSD) Alternative Purchase from Provider 445 0 0 101% 5 5 $2,355 2 3 4 4 3 4 30

Greater Gardendale 

WSC

Ector, 

Midland
Ector, Midland Colorado Purchase from Provider (Odessa) Recommended Purchase from Provider 445 0 0 101% 5 5 $3,730 2 3 4 4 3 4 30

Irrigation Glasscock Glasscock Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 2,050 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Glasscock Glasscock Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 248 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Big Spring Howard Howard Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 140 1,785 1,785 8% 1 3 $557 3 4 4 4 3 5 27
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Big Spring Howard Howard Colorado New Water Treatment Plant Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 11,210 1,785 1,785 628% 5 5 $1,128 2 4 4 4 4 5 33

Big Spring Howard Howard Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 1,785 1,785 1,785 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Coahoma Howard Howard Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 8 152 152 5% 1 3 $1,222 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Coahoma Howard Howard Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 152 152 152 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Irrigation Howard Howard Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 757 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Manufacturing Howard Howard Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 424 424 424 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Manufacturing (Future 

Sales)
Howard Howard Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 500 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Mining Howard Howard Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 143 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Steam Electric Power Howard Howard Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 59 45 45 131% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Irrigation Irion Irion Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 158 507 507 31% 3 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 31
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Irion Irion Colorado Weather Modification Recommended Regional 202 507 507 40% 3 1 $0.21 4 4 5 4 4 5 30

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 

Mertzon Irion Irion Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 3 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,886 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Irion Irion Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 322 0 1,766 18% 1 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 25
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Kimble Kimble Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 319 1,103 1,103 29% 3 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 31
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Junction Kimble Kimble Colorado
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies
Recommended Groundwater Development 370 604 626 59% 3 3 $1,573 2 3 4 4 3 5 27

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production
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Junction Kimble Kimble Colorado Dredging River Intake Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 250 604 626 40% 3 N/A $2,388 2 4 4 2 4 5 24

This strategy assumes that the dredged 

material is relatively clean. If contamination 

is found, a suitable disposal site will need 

to be identified.

A suitable location for disposal of the 

dredged material must be found.

Junction Kimble Kimble Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 8 604 626 1% 1 3 $1,206 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Junction Kimble Kimble Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 250 604 626 40% 3 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 31

Manufacturing Kimble Kimble Colorado Develop Ellenburger San Saba Aquifer Supplies Recommended Groundwater Development 500 704 704 71% 3 3 $274 4 3 4 4 3 5 29
The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Manufacturing Kimble Kimble Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 228 704 704 32% 3 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 31

Mining Kimble Kimble Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 1 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Loving Loving Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 525 1,000 3,906 13% 1 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 25
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Martin Martin Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 5,474 4,882 4,882 112% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Martin Martin Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 302 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Stanton Martin Martin Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 11 90 90 12% 1 3 $1,199 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Stanton Martin Martin Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 90 90 90 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Irrigation Mason Mason Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 745 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mason Mason Mason Colorado Additional Treatment Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 700 676 700 100% 4 3 $856 3 4 4 3 3 5 29

Mason Mason Mason Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 7 676 700 1% 1 3 $1,278 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Mason Mason Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 43 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Brady McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Advanced Groundwater Treatment Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 1,200 1,414 1,420 85% 4 5 $2,069 2 4 4 3 4 4 30 Possible public resistance to reuse of water
Adequate monitoring and oversight will be 

required to protect public health and safety

Brady McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 19 1,414 1,420 1% 1 3 $988 3 4 4 4 3 5 27
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Brady McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 841 1,414 1,420 59% 3 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 31

Brady Creek (non-

allocated)
McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 1,109 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Irrigation Mcculloch McCulloch Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 349 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 375 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Richland SUD McCulloch McCulloch Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 3 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,712 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Menard Menard Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 549 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Menard Menard Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 537 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 5 4 3 5 34

Menard Menard Menard Colorado
Develop Alluvial Well Supplies/Purchase 

Supplies from Irrigation, Menard
Recommended Groundwater Development 1,000 196 211 474% 5 3 $1,741 2 3 4 4 3 5 29

Menard Menard Menard Colorado Develop Hickory Aquifer Supplies Alternative Groundwater Development 200 196 211 95% 4 3 $1,320 2 3 4 4 3 5 28
The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

This strategy assumes that the water will 

meet primary drinking standards once 

blended with City's existing supply

Menard Menard Menard Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 5 196 211 2% 1 3 $1,442 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Menard Menard Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 46 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Airline Mobile Home 

Park
Midland Midland Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 10 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,263 2 4 4 4 3 5 30

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

County-Other Midland Winkler Colorado
Develop Pecos Valley Aquifer Supplies from 

Winkler County
Recommended Groundwater Development 2,800 0 0 101% 5 3 $738 3 4 4 4 3 5 31

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Greenwood Water Midland Midland Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 5 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,716 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Midland Midland Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 2,716 0 1 271600% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Midland Midland Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 8 0 1 800% 5 3 $0 5 4 5 4 3 5 34

Midland
a Midland Midland Colorado

Advanced RO Treatment, Expanded Use of Paul 

Davis Well Field
Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 6,327 18,663 18,663 34% 3 3 $1,656 2 4 4 3 4 4 27
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Midland
a Midland Midland Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 1,012 18,663 18,663 5% 1 3 $436 4 4 4 4 3 5 28

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Midland
a Midland Midland Colorado Purchase from Provider (CRMWD) Alternative Purchase from Provider 4,000 18,663 18,663 21% 1 5 $0 5 4 4 4 3 4 30

Midland
a Midland Midland Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 2,173 18,663 18,663 12% 1 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 29

Midland
a Multiple Multiple

Colorado, Rio 

Grande
West Texas Water Partnership Recommended Regional 15,000 18,663 18,663 80% 4 3 $1,783 2 2 4 4 2 3 24

Follow up discussions will be conducted to 

explore necessary methodologies and 

agreements to implement this cooperative 

use strategy.

Additional study will be needed once a 

more specific details for this strategy have 

been determined.

Midland
a Multiple Multiple

Colorado, Rio 

Grande
West Texas Water Partnership Alternative Regional 15,000 18,663 18,663 80% 4 3 $1,165 2 3 4 4 2 3 25

Follow up discussions will be conducted to 

explore necessary methodologies and 

agreements to implement this cooperative 

Additional study will be needed once a 

more specific details for this strategy have 

been determined.

Mining Midland Midland Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 445 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Colorado City Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Develop Dockum Aquifer Supplies Alternative Groundwater Development 170 183 183 93% 4 3 $1,824 2 3 4 4 3 5 28
The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

This is not a recommended strategy due to 

DFC and MAG limits

Colorado City Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 19 183 183 10% 1 3 $1,054 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 256 1,482 1,858 14% 1 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Lake Colorado City 

(non-allocated)
Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 1,800 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Loraine Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 2 0 0 101% 5 3 $2,138 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 31 0 0 101% 5 1 $970 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mitchell County Utility Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 6 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,407 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Steam Electric Power Mitchell Mitchell Colorado
Indirect Non-Potable Reuse (Sales from Colorado 

City)
Recommended Reuse 500 10,326 10,326 5% 1 5 $1,428 2 3 4 3 4 4 26

Steam Electric Power Mitchell Mitchell Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 1,170 10,326 10,326 11% 1 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 29

CRMWD
a Multiple Winkler Colorado

Develop Additional Groundwater Supplies in 

Reeves, Pecos, Ward, and Winkler Co.
Alternative Groundwater Development 10,000 25,464 25,464 39% 3 5 $1,348 2 3 4 4 3 3 27

Additional study will be needed once  a 

more specific location for this strategy has 

been selected.

CRMWD
a Multiple Ward, Winkler Colorado

Expand Ward County Well Field and Develop 

Winkler County Well Field
Recommended Groundwater Development 22,400 25,464 25,464 88% 4 5 $849 3 3 3 4 3 3 28

CRMWD
a Multiple Multiple Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 25,351 25,464 25,464 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

CRMWD
a Multiple Ward Colorado Ward County Well Field Well Replacement Recommended Groundwater Development 10,343 25,464 25,464 41% 3 5 $102 4 3 4 4 3 3 29

CRMWD
a
 (non-

allocated)
Multiple Multiple Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 19,913 25,464 25,464 78% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

UCRA Multiple Multiple Colorado Brush Control Recommended Regional 60 0 0 101% 5 2 $850 3 3 4 2 3 5 27

Brush control is an on-going process that 

must be continually maintained in order to 

receive benefits

No attributed water savings, but it is 

assumed that surface water supplies gained 

through subordination will be more reliable

Fort Stockton Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 48 0 0 101% 5 3 $484 4 4 4 4 3 5 32
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Iraan Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 5 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,501 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 21,502 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Weather Modification Recommended Regional 106 0 0 101% 5 1 $5.45 4 4 5 4 4 5 32

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 

Mining Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Develop Additional Pecos Valley Aquifer Supplies Recommended Groundwater Development 3,000 0 3,500 86% 4 3 $164 4 4 4 4 3 5 31

Mining Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 539 0 3,500 15% 1 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 25
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Pecos County Fresh 

Water
Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 3 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,985 2 4 4 4 3 5 30

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Pecos County WCID #1 Pecos Pecos Rio Grande
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies
Recommended Groundwater Development 250 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,224 2 3 4 4 3 5 29

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Pecos County WCID #1 Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Replacement of Transmission Pipeline Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 750 0 0 101% 5 5 $2,767 2 4 4 4 3 5 32

Pecos WCID Pecos Pecos Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 12 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,166 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Big Lake Reagan Reagan Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 14 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,139 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Reagan Reagan Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 3,305 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Reagan Reagan Colorado Weather Modification Recommended Regional 1,869 0 0 101% 5 1 $0.19 4 4 5 4 4 5 32

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 
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Mining Reagan Reagan Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 445 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Balmorhea Reeves Reeves Rio Grande
Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies
Recommended Groundwater Development 150 147 147 102% 5 3 $1,053 2 3 4 4 3 5 29

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Balmorhea Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 2 147 147 1% 1 3 $2,472 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 8,841 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Weather Modification Recommended Regional 326 0 0 101% 5 1 $1.13 4 4 5 4 4 5 32

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 

Madera Valley WSC Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 6 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,425 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Develop Pecos Valley Aquifer Supplies Recommended Groundwater Development 10,400 4,000 10,400 100% 4 3 $173 4 3 4 4 3 5 30
The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Mining Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 882 4,000 10,400 8% 1 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 25
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Advanced Water Treatment Plant Recommended Expanded Use of Supply 3,360 0 0 101% 5 3 $754 3 3 4 4 4 5 31

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Direct Non-Potable Reuse Recommended Reuse 560 0 0 101% 5 5 $1,286 2 3 4 3 4 4 30

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Direct Potable Reuse Recommended Reuse 925 0 0 101% 5 5 $4,961 2 3 4 3 4 4 30

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande
Indirect Potable Reuse with Aquifer Storage and 

Recovery
Alternative Reuse 695 0 0 101% 5 3 $6,790 1 3 4 4 3 5 28

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production.

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 35 0 0 101% 5 3 $607 3 4 4 4 3 5 31
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Pecos Reeves Reeves Rio Grande
Partner with Madera Valley WSC, Expand Pecos 

Valley Aquifer Supplies
Recommended Groundwater Development 8,960 0 0 101% 5 3 $427 4 3 4 4 3 5 31

Ballinger Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 12 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,107 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Ballinger Runnels Runnels Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 794 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

County-Other Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 2 19 23 9% 1 3 $1,953 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

County-Other Runnels Runnels Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 23 19 23 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Irrigation Runnels Runnels Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 373 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Miles Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 3 48 48 6% 1 3 $1,730 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Runnels Runnels Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 11 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

North Runnels WSC Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 4 156 162 2% 1 3 $1,407 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

North Runnels WSC Runnels Runnels Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 89 156 162 55% 3 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 31

Winters Runnels Runnels Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 17 204 226 8% 1 3 $1,191 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Winters Runnels Runnels Colorado Purchase from Provider (Abilene) Recommended Purchase from Provider 212 204 226 94% 4 5 $668 3 3 4 4 3 4 30

Winters Runnels Runnels Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 100 204 226 44% 3 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 31

El Dorado Schleicher Schleicher Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 6 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,283 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Schleicher Schleicher
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 109 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Schleicher Schleicher
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Weather Modification Recommended Regional 275 0 0 101% 5 1 $0.23 4 4 5 4 4 5 32

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 

Mining Schleicher Schleicher
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 31 0 0 101% 5 1 $903 3 4 4 4 3 5 29

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

County-Other Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 30 692 692 4% 1 3 $863 3 4 4 4 3 5 27
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

County-Other Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Purchase from Provider (Snyder) Recommended Purchase from Provider 607 692 692 88% 4 5 $0 5 4 4 4 3 4 33

County-Other Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Subordination Recommended Subordination 85 692 692 12% 1 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 29

Irrigation Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 983 6,563 6,565 15% 1 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.
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Manufacturing Scurry Scurry Colorado Develop Dockum Aquifer Supplies Recommended Groundwater Development 160 156 156 103% 5 3 $356 4 4 4 4 3 5 32
The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Mining Scurry Scurry Colorado, Brazos Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 34 144 419 8% 1 1 $1,617 2 4 4 4 3 5 24
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Snyder Scurry Scurry Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 93 814 814 11% 1 3 $957 3 4 4 4 3 5 27
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Snyder Scurry Scurry Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 814 814 814 100% 4 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 32

Irrigation Sterling Sterling Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 135 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Sterling Sterling Colorado Weather Modification Recommended Regional 48 0 0 101% 5 1 $0.39 4 4 5 4 4 5 32

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 

Mining Sterling Sterling Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 40 0 0 101% 5 1 $931 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Sterling City Sterling Sterling Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 3 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,759 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Sutton Sutton
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 168 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Sutton Sutton
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Weather Modification Recommended Regional 34 0 0 101% 5 1 $0.45 4 4 5 4 4 5 32

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 

Mining Sutton Sutton
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 32 0 0 101% 5 1 $1,595 2 4 4 4 3 5 28

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Sonora Sutton Sutton Rio Grande
Develop Additional Edwards-Trinity Aquifer 

Supplies
Recommended Groundwater Development 35 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,000 3 3 4 4 3 5 30

Sonora Sutton Sutton Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 10 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,187 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Sonora Sutton Sutton Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs Recommended Conservation 118 0 0 101% 5 3 $451 4 4 4 4 3 5 32
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Concho Rural Water Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 24 13 13 185% 5 3 $894 3 4 4 4 3 5 31
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Concho Rural Water Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Purchase from Provider (UCRA) Recommended Purchase from Provider 50 13 13 385% 5 5 $0 5 4 4 4 3 4 34

County-Other Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 70 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

DADS Supported Living 

Center
Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 1 0 0 101% 5 3 $4,116 2 4 4 4 3 5 30

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Goodfellow Air Force 

Base
Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 11 345 345 3% 1 3 $1,222 2 4 4 4 3 5 26

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Goodfellow Air Force 

Base
Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 44 345 345 13% 1 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 29

Irrigation Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 5,099 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Weather Modification Recommended Regional 2,007 0 0 101% 5 1 $0.44 4 4 5 4 4 5 32

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 

Manufacturing Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 37 215 215 17% 1 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 29

Millersview-Doole 

WSC
Tom Green Concho Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 15 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,088 2 4 4 4 3 5 30

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Millersview-Doole 

WSC
Tom Green Concho Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 62 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Millersview-Doole 

WSC
Tom Green Coleman Colorado Water Audits and Leak Repairs Recommended Conservation 68 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,045 2 4 4 4 3 5 30

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 49 0 0 101% 5 1 $792 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

San Angelo
a Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Brush Control Recommended Regional 90 13,097 13,097 1% 1 2 $489 4 3 4 2 3 5 24

Brush control is an on-going process that 

must be continually maintained in order to 

receive benefits

No attributed water savings, but it is 

assumed that surface water supplies gained 

through subordination will be more reliable

San Angelo
a Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Desalination of Brackish Groundwater Alternative Desalination 11,210 13,097 13,097 86% 4 3 $1,062 2 4 4 3 3 5 28

San Angelo
a Tom Green Schleicher Colorado

Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer 

Supplies in Schleicher County
Alternative Groundwater Development 4,500 13,097 13,097 34% 3 3 $1,800 2 3 4 4 3 5 27

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

San Angelo
a Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Develop Hickory Aquifer Supplies Recommended Groundwater Development 3,040 13,097 13,097 23% 1 5 $2,321 2 3 4 4 3 5 27

The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

San Angelo
a Tom Green Pecos Colorado

Develop Pecos Valley/Edwards Trinity in Pecos 

County
Alternative Groundwater Development 10,800 13,097 13,097 82% 4 3 $2,604 2 3 4 4 3 5 28

The necessary infrastructure to move water 

from Pecos County to Tom Green County 

will be expensive

San Angelo
a Tom Green Tom Green Colorado

Concho River Water Project (Indirect Potable 

Reuse)
Recommended Reuse 8,400 13,097 13,097 64% 3 5 $1,250 2 3 4 3 4 2 26 Possible public resistance to reuse of water.

Adequate monitoring and oversight will be 

required to protect public health and 

safety.

San Angelo
a Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 668 13,097 13,097 5% 1 3 $448 4 4 4 4 3 5 28

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.
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San Angelo
a Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 1,876 13,097 13,097 14% 1 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 29

San Angelo
a Multiple Multiple

Colorado, Rio 

Grande
West Texas Water Partnership Recommended Regional 5,000 13,097 13,097 38% 3 3 $1,783 2 2 4 4 2 3 23

Follow up discussions will be conducted to 

explore necessary methodologies and 

agreements to implement this cooperative 

use strategy.

Additional study will be needed once a 

more specific details for this strategy have 

been determined.

San Angelo
a Multiple Multiple

Colorado, Rio 

Grande
West Texas Water Partnership Alternative Regional 5,000 13,097 13,097 38% 3 3 $1,165 2 3 4 4 2 3 24

Follow up discussions will be conducted to 

explore necessary methodologies and 

agreements to implement this cooperative 

Additional study will be needed once a 

more specific details for this strategy have 

been determined.

Tom Green County 

FWSD 3
Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 5 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,616 2 4 4 4 3 5 30

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Upper Colorado River 

Authority
Tom Green Tom Green Colorado Subordination Recommended Subordination 42 0 0 101% 5 3 $0 5 4 4 4 3 5 33

Irrigation Upton Upton
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 1,560 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

McCamey Upton Upton Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 8 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,264 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Upton Upton
Colorado, Rio 

Grande
Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 101 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Rankin Upton Upton Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 3 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,848 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Barstow Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 1 0 0 101% 5 3 $3,068 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Grandfalls Ward Ward Rio Grande Develop Pecos Valley Aquifer Supplies Recommended Groundwater Development 155 155 155 100% 4 3 $1,245 2 3 4 4 3 5 28
The most significant issue willl be locating 

areas with sufficient well production

Grandfalls Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 2 155 155 1% 1 3 $2,804 2 4 4 4 3 5 26
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Grandfalls Ward Ward Rio Grande Purchase from Provider (CRMWD) Alternative Purchase from Provider 155 155 155 100% 4 5 $0 5 4 4 4 3 4 33

Irrigation Ward Ward Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 474 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Ward Ward Rio Grande Weather Modification Recommended Regional 259 0 0 101% 5 1 $0.57 4 4 5 4 4 5 32

Local opposition has caused some 

programs to shut down, and other 

programs have readjusted target areas 

Mining Ward Ward Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 80 0 0 101% 5 1 $632 3 4 4 4 3 5 29
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Monahans Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 27 0 0 101% 5 3 $763 3 4 4 4 3 5 31
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Southwest Sandhills 

WSC
Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 30 0 0 101% 5 3 $863 3 4 4 4 3 5 31

Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Wickett Ward Ward Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 2 0 0 101% 5 3 $2,487 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Irrigation Winkler Winkler Rio Grande Irrigation Conservation Recommended Conservation 526 0 0 101% 5 3 $21 4 4 5 4 3 5 33
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Kermit Winkler Winkler Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 19 0 0 101% 5 3 $964 3 4 4 4 3 5 31
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Mining Winkler Winkler Rio Grande Mining Conservation (Recycling) Recommended Conservation 49 0 0 101% 5 1 $1,315 2 4 4 4 3 5 28
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

Wink Winkler Winkler Rio Grande Municipal Conservation Recommended Conservation 5 0 0 101% 5 3 $1,665 2 4 4 4 3 5 30
Site specific data needed.  May require 

financial and technical assistance.

Conservation based on generic assessment.  

Site-specific data not available.

a. Wholesale water provider or water user group strategy that supplies to multiple customers, including potential future customers.

Note: Grey italics indicates projects that are needed to access supplies from other strategies and are not included in supply totals to avoid double counting. 
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2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Brush Control

BCWID Multiple 2020 $0 $390 400 400 400 400 400 400 $390

San Angelo Multiple 2020 $0 $489 90 90 90 90 90 90 $489

UCRA Multiple 2020 $0 $850 60 60 60 60 60 60 $850

Develop Alluvial Wells

Menard Menard 2020 $13,835,000 $1,741 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 $768

Develop Cross Timbers Aquifer Supplies

Mining Brown 2020 $2,440,000 $948 210 210 210 210 210 210 $129

Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies

Bronte Nolan 2030 $4,232,000 $4,293 0 178 178 178 178 178 $400

Junction Kimble 2030 $7,457,000 $1,573 0 370 370 370 370 370 $154

Pecos County WCID #1 Pecos 2020 $3,630,000 $1,224 250 250 250 250 250 250 $204

Balmorhea Reeves 2030 $1,948,000 $1,053 0 150 150 150 150 150 $140

Develop Ellenberger San Saba Aquifer Supplies

Manufacturing Kimble 2020 $1,621,000 $274 500 500 500 500 500 500 $46

Develop Hickory Aquifer Supplies

San Angelo Ector 2030 $55,491,000 $2,321 0 1,040 3,040 3,040 3,040 3,040 $1,037

Develop Other Aquifer Supplies

Bronte Coke 2020 $23,694,000 $2,424 800 800 800 800 800 800 $340

Manufacturing Scurry 2020 $677,000 $356 160 160 160 160 160 160 $56

Develop Pecos Valley Aquifer Supplies

Colorado River MWD Multiple 2050 $168,324,000 $849 0 0 0 22,400 22,400 22,400 $321

County-Other Midland 2030 $24,557,000 $738 0 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 $121

Mining Pecos 2020 $492,000 $164 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 $55

Mining Reeves 2020 $17,465,000 $173 10,400 10,400 10,400 10,400 10,400 10,400 $54

Grandfalls Ward 2050 $2,410,000 $1,245 0 0 0 155 155 155 $148

Dredging River Intake

Junction Kimble 2020 $8,487,000 $2,388 0 250 250 250 250 250 $0

Groundwater Strategies

Colorado River MWD Multiple 2030 $10,440,000 $102 0 755 2,650 6,295 8,361 10,343 $76

Pecos Reeves 2020 $43,107,000 $427 0 8,960 8,960 8,960 8,960 8,960 $89

Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield
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Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Sonora Sutton 2020 $437,000 $1,000 35 35 35 35 35 35 $114

Irrigation Conservation

Irrigation Andrews 2020 $1,548,000 $21 1,018 2,037 2,037 2,037 2,037 2,037 $0

Irrigation Borden 2020 $224,000 $21 147 295 295 295 295 295 $0

Irrigation Brown 2020 $494,000 $21 406 650 650 650 650 650 $0

Irrigation Coke 2020 $63,000 $21 34 69 83 83 83 83 $0

Irrigation Coleman 2020 $35,000 $21 23 47 47 47 47 47 $0

Irrigation Concho 2020 $410,000 $21 245 490 539 539 539 539 $0

Irrigation Crockett 2020 $15,000 $21 7 14 20 20 20 20 $0

Irrigation Ector 2020 $86,000 $21 38 76 113 113 113 113 $0

Irrigation Glasscock 2020 $1,558,000 $21 2,050 2,050 2,050 2,050 2,050 2,050 $0

Irrigation Howard 2020 $575,000 $21 344 688 757 757 757 757 $0

Irrigation Irion 2020 $120,000 $21 53 105 158 158 158 158 $0

Irrigation Kimble 2020 $242,000 $21 133 266 319 319 319 319 $0

Irrigation Martin 2020 $4,160,000 $21 1,825 3,649 5,474 5,474 5,474 5,474 $0

Irrigation Mason 2020 $566,000 $21 248 497 745 745 745 745 $0

Irrigation McCulloch 2020 $265,000 $21 116 232 349 349 349 349 $0

Irrigation Menard 2020 $418,000 $21 183 366 549 549 549 549 $0

Irrigation Midland 2020 $2,064,000 $21 905 1,811 2,716 2,716 2,716 2,716 $0

Irrigation Mitchell 2020 $194,000 $21 256 256 256 256 256 256 $0

Irrigation Pecos 2020 $16,341,000 $21 7,167 14,335 21,502 21,502 21,502 21,502 $0

Irrigation Reagan 2020 $2,512,000 $21 1,102 2,203 3,305 3,305 3,305 3,305 $0

Irrigation Reeves 2020 $6,719,000 $21 2,947 5,894 8,841 8,841 8,841 8,841 $0

Irrigation Runnels 2020 $283,000 $21 155 311 373 373 373 373 $0

Irrigation Schleicher 2020 $83,000 $21 91 109 109 109 109 109 $0

Irrigation Scurry 2020 $747,000 $21 378 756 983 983 983 983 $0

Irrigation Sterling 2020 $102,000 $21 45 90 135 135 135 135 $0

Irrigation Sutton 2020 $128,000 $21 56 112 168 168 168 168 $0

Irrigation Tom Green 2020 $3,875,000 $21 2,125 4,249 5,099 5,099 5,099 5,099 $0

Irrigation Upton 2020 $1,186,000 $21 520 1,040 1,560 1,560 1,560 1,560 $0

Irrigation Ward 2020 $360,000 $21 158 316 474 474 474 474 $0
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Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Irrigation Winkler 2020 $400,000 $21 175 351 526 526 526 526 $0

Mining Conservation (Recycling)

Mining  Andrews 2020 $5,540,000 $632 277 260 222 176 135 104 $0

Mining  Borden 2020 $780,000 $1,117 29 39 33 21 10 5 $0

Mining  Brown 2020 $1,340,000 $654 66 66 67 67 66 66 $0

Mining  Coke 2020 $400,000 $632 20 20 18 16 14 12 $0

Mining  Coleman 2020 $100,000 $632 5 4 4 4 3 3 $0

Mining  Concho 2020 $400,000 $632 20 20 18 15 13 12 $0

Mining  Crane 2020 $720,000 $1,173 26 35 36 29 22 17 $0

Mining  Crockett 2020 $6,300,000 $632 315 315 43 24 7 3 $0

Mining  Ector 2020 $600,000 $733 28 30 27 22 18 15 $0

Mining  Glasscock 2020 $4,960,000 $632 248 248 189 134 88 63 $0

Mining  Howard 2020 $2,860,000 $632 143 143 101 59 25 13 $0

Mining  Irion 2020 $6,440,000 $632 322 322 231 28 14 7 $0

Mining  Kimble 2020 $20,000 $632 1 1 1 1 1 1 $0

Mining  Loving 2020 $10,500,000 $632 525 525 462 378 301 238 $0

Mining  Martin 2020 $6,040,000 $632 302 302 227 49 27 14 $0

Mining  Mason 2020 $860,000 $632 43 40 30 24 19 16 $0

Mining  McCulloch 2020 $7,500,000 $632 375 351 279 236 203 176 $0

Mining  Menard 2020 $920,000 $632 46 45 40 35 30 26 $0

Mining  Midland 2020 $8,900,000 $632 445 445 344 231 46 32 $0

Mining  Mitchell 2020 $620,000 $970 25 31 27 21 16 12 $0

Mining  Pecos 2020 $10,780,000 $632 539 539 539 434 67 52 $0

Mining  Reagan 2020 $8,900,000 $632 445 445 323 62 24 8 $0

Mining  Reeves 2020 $17,640,000 $632 882 882 847 693 546 434 $0

Mining  Runnels 2020 $220,000 $632 11 11 10 9 8 7 $0

Mining  Schleicher 2020 $620,000 $903 26 31 24 16 10 6 $0

Mining  Scurry 2020 $680,000 $1,617 20 32 34 25 17 12 $0

Mining  Sterling 2020 $800,000 $931 33 40 34 22 11 6 $0

Mining  Sutton 2020 $640,000 $1,595 19 30 32 24 16 11 $0

Mining  Tom Green 2020 $980,000 $792 44 45 47 47 48 49 $0

Mining  Upton 2020 $2,020,000 $632 101 101 80 53 32 22 $0
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Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Mining  Ward 2020 $1,600,000 $632 80 80 71 55 38 25 $0

F-5  I   2 0 2 1   R E G I O N   F   W A T E R    P L A N 



APPENDIX F

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Mining  Winkler 2020 $980,000 $1,315 33 49 42 32 22 16 $0

Municipal Conservation

Airline Mobile Home Park Midland 2020 $0 $1,263 7 7 8 9 10 10 $1,134

Andrews Andrews 2020 $0 $952 45 55 96 111 129 150 $592

County-Other Andrews 2020 $0 $1,080 14 15 17 18 20 21 $821

Ballinger Runnels 2020 $0 $1,107 12 12 12 12 12 12 $1,101

Bangs Brown 2020 $0 $1,221 8 8 8 8 8 8 $2,189

Balmorhea Reeves 2020 $0 $2,472 2 2 2 2 2 2 $1,214

Barstow Ward 2020 $0 $3,068 1 1 1 1 1 1 $2,731

Big Lake Reagan 2020 $0 $1,139 10 12 12 13 13 14 $1,079

Big Spring Howard 2020 $0 $557 131 138 140 139 139 139 $620

Brady McCulloch 2020 $0 $988 18 18 19 19 19 19 $930

Bronte Coke 2020 $0 $1,647 3 3 3 3 3 3 $1,647

Brookesmith SUD Brown 2020 $0 $705 25 25 25 25 25 25 $688

Brownwood Brown 2020 $0 $937 61 91 91 91 91 91 $735

Coahoma Howard 2020 $0 $1,222 8 8 8 8 8 8 $1,203

Coleman Coleman 2020 $0 $1,065 15 15 15 15 15 15 $1,061

County-Other Coleman 2020 $0 $5,095 1 1 1 1 1 1 $1,138

Coleman County SUD Coleman 2020 $0 $1,144 9 9 9 9 9 9 $5,161

Colorado City Mitchell 2020 $0 $1,054 16 18 18 18 18 19 $938

Concho Rural WSC Tom Green 2020 $0 $894 20 21 22 23 24 24 $1,821

County-Other Concho 2020 $0 $1,836 3 3 3 3 3 3 $714

Crockett County WCID Crockett 2020 $0 $1,106 12 13 13 13 13 13 $1,070

Crane Crane 2020 $0 $1,120 11 12 13 13 14 14 $1,083

DADS SLC Tom Green 2020 $0 $4,116 1 1 1 1 1 1 $4,116

Early Brown 2020 $0 $1,176 9 9 9 9 9 9 $1,170

Ector County Utility District Ector 2020 $0 $292 60 84 94 125 137 149 $598

Eden Concho 2020 $0 $1,541 4 4 4 4 4 4 $1,518

El Dorado Schleicher 2020 $0 $1,283 6 6 6 6 6 6 $1,283

Fort Stockton Pecos 2020 $0 $484 36 39 42 44 46 48 $363
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Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Goodfellow AFB Tom Green 2020 $0 $1,222 8 9 9 10 10 11 $1,123

Grandfalls Ward 2020 $0 $2,804 1 1 1 1 2 2 $2,509

Greater Gardendale WSC Ector 2020 $0 $1,108 12 13 15 17 19 20 $859

Greenwood Water Midland 2020 $0 $1,716 3 3 4 4 4 5 $1,430

Iraan Pecos 2020 $0 $1,501 4 4 5 5 5 5 $1,351

Junction Kimble 2020 $0 $1,206 8 8 8 8 8 8 $1,203

Kermit Winkler 2020 $0 $964 18 18 19 19 19 19 $916

Loraine Mitchell 2020 $0 $2,138 2 2 2 2 2 2 $2,039

Madera Valley WSC Reeves 2020 $0 $1,425 5 5 5 6 6 6 $1,330

Mason Mason 2020 $0 $1,278 7 7 7 7 7 7 $1,278

McCamey Upton 2020 $0 $1,264 7 7 8 8 8 8 $1,203

Menard Menard 2020 $0 $1,442 5 5 5 5 5 5 $1,442

Mertzon Irion 2020 $0 $1,886 3 3 3 3 3 3 $1,875

Midland Midland 2020 $0 $436 631 755 816 882 944 1012 $428

Miles Runnels 2020 $0 $1,730 3 3 3 3 3 3 $1,614

Mitchell County Utility Mitchell 2020 $0 $1,407 5 5 5 5 5 6 $1,068

Millersview-Doole WSC Tom Green 2020 $0 $1,088 13 14 14 14 14 15 $1,347

Monahans Ward 2020 $0 $763 23 24 25 26 27 27 $645

North Runnels WSC Runnels 2020 $0 $1,407 4 4 4 4 4 4 $1,375

Odessa Ector 2020 $0 $440 568 680 752 829 905 990 $427

Pecos Reeves 2020 $0 $607 29 31 33 34 35 35 $498

Pecos WCID Pecos 2020 $0 $1,166 9 10 11 11 12 12 $1,716

Pecos County Fresh Water Pecos 2020 $0 $1,985 2 2 3 3 3 3 $1,099

Rankin Upton 2020 $0 $1,848 3 3 3 3 3 3 $1,690

Richland SUD McCulloch 2020 $0 $1,712 3 3 3 3 3 3 $1,665

Robert Lee Coke 2020 $0 $1,672 3 3 3 3 3 3 $1,672

County-Other Runnels 2020 $0 $1,953 2 2 2 2 2 2 $1,988

San Angelo Tom Green 2020 $0 $448 459 532 558 592 629 668 $444

Snyder Scurry 2020 $0 $957 41 47 51 55 59 93 $1,606

Santa Anna Coleman 2020 $0 $1,623 3 4 4 4 4 4 $589

County-Other Scurry 2020 $0 $863 20 22 24 26 28 30 $720
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Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Sonora Sutton 2020 $0 $1,187 9 9 9 10 10 10 $1,152

Southwest Sandhills WSC Ward 2020 $0 $863 20 22 24 26 28 30 $589

Stanton Martin 2020 $0 $1,199 8 9 10 10 11 11 $1,124

Sterling City Sterling 2020 $0 $1,759 3 3 3 3 3 3 $1,718

Tom Green County FWSD 3 Tom Green 2020 $0 $1,616 3 4 4 4 5 5 $1,409

Wickett Ward 2020 $0 $2,487 2 2 2 2 2 2 $2,240

Wink Winkler 2020 $0 $1,665 3 4 4 4 4 5 $1,449

Winters Runnels 2020 $0 $1,191 17 12 9 9 9 9 $1,183
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Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Zephyr WSC Brown 2020 $0 $1,091 13 13 13 13 13 13 $1,087

New or Additional Treatment

Bronte Coke 2030 $10,270,000 $1,720 0 800 800 800 800 800 $816

Odessa Ector 2030 $83,062,000 $1,111 0 15,700 15,700 15,700 15,700 15,700 $738

Big Spring Howard 2030 $104,651,000 $1,128 0 11,210 11,210 11,210 11,210 11,210 $471

Brady McCulloch 2020 $29,719,000 $2,069 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 $327

Mason Mason 2020 $2,605,000 $856 700 700 700 700 700 700 $594

Midland Multiple 2040 $60,804,000 $1,701 0 0 5,899 6,101 6,235 6,327 $1,025

Pecos Reeves 2030 $27,680,000 $754 0 3,360 3,360 3,360 3,360 3,360 $319

Rehabilitation/Replacement of Infrastructure

Bronte Coke 2030 $9,896,000 $1,748 0 450 450 450 450 450 $202

Pecos County WCID #1 Pecos 2020 $26,102,000 $2,767 750 750 750 750 750 750 $317

Reuse

Steam Electric Power Mitchell 2020 $8,642,000 $1,428 500 500 500 500 500 500 $212

San Angelo Multiple 2020 $116,861,000 $1,250 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 $269

Pecos Reeves 2030 $29,541,000 $4,961 925 925 925 925 925 $2,443
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Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Pecos Reeves 2020 $8,707,000 $1,286 560 560 560 560 560 560 $191

Subordination

Ballinger Runnels 2020 $0 $0 794 751 750 748 753 791 $0

County-Other Runnels 2020 $0 $0 23 21 19 18 18 19 $0

North Runnels WSC Runnels 2020 $0 $0 86 86 87 87 87 89 $0

Brady McCulloch 2020 $0 $0 841 841 841 841 841 841 $0

Steam Electric Power Mitchell 2020 $0 $0 1,170 1,156 1,142 1,128 1,114 1,100 $0

Junction Kimble 2020 $0 $0 250 250 250 250 250 250 $0

Manufacturing Kimble 2020 $0 $0 228 228 228 228 228 228 $0

Abilene
a Taylor, Jones 2020 $0 $0 329 359 391 421 453 483 $0

Midland
a Midland 2020 $0 $0 2,173 359 391 421 453 483 $0

Millersview-Doole WSC Tom Green 2020 $0 $0 52 0 0 0 9 62 $0

Odessa Ector 2020 $0 $0 2,451 0 0 3,492 7,263 11,493 $0

Ector County Utility District Ector 2020 $0 $0 234 0 0 332 694 1,097 $0

Irrigation Ector 2020 $0 $0 157 0 0 162 312 449 $0

Irrigation Midland 2020 $0 $0 3 0 0 2 6 8 $0

Manufacturing Ector 2020 $0 $0 186 0 0 199 381 551 $0

Steam Electric Power Ector 2020 $0 $0 109 0 0 114 219 316 $0

Big Spring Howard 2020 $0 $0 611 0 0 647 1,233 1,785 $0

Coahoma Howard 2020 $0 $0 51 0 0 56 105 152 $0

Manufacturing Howard 2020 $0 $0 147 0 0 153 293 424 $0

Steam Electric Power Howard 2020 $0 $0 21 0 0 22 40 59 $0

Snyder Scurry 2020 $0 $0 194 0 0 256 524 814 $0

County-Other Scurry 2020 $0 $0 29 0 0 31 59 85 $0

Rotan Fisher 2020 $0 $0 18 0 0 17 32 46 $0

Stanton Martin 2020 $0 $0 31 0 0 33 62 90 $0

Irrigation Coleman 2020 $0 $0 400 400 400 400 400 400 $0

Coleman Coleman 2020 $0 $0 1,319 1,296 1,276 1,255 1,227 1,200 $0

Coleman County SUD Coleman 2020 $0 $0 227 225 218 214 215 215 $0

County-Other Coleman 2020 $0 $0 24 22 22 21 21 21 $0

Manufacturing Coleman 2020 $0 $0 2 2 2 2 2 2 $0
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Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

County-Other Tom Green 2020 $0 $0 70 70 70 70 70 70 $0

Bronte Coke 2020 $0 $0 212 210 209 207 207 207 $0

Robert Lee Coke 2020 $0 $0 237 239 240 240 240 240 $0

San Angelo
a Tom Green 2020 $0 $0 1,875 1,819 1,766 1,709 1,656 1,600 $0

Upper Colorado River 

Authority
Tom Green 2020 $0 $0 42 37 33 30 26 23 $0

Goodfellow Air Force Base Tom Green 2020 $0 $0 44 42 40 38 35 33 $0

Manufacturing Tom Green 2020 $0 $0 37 36 32 29 26 22 $0

Winters Runnels 2020 $0 $0 100 99 98 98 98 97 $0

Irrigation Menard 2020 $0 $0 537 537 537 537 537 537 $0

Menard Menard 2020 $0 $0 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 $0

Brady Creek (non-

allocated)
McCulloch 2020 $0 $0 1,109 1,069 1,029 989 949 909 $0

BCWID (non-allocated) Brown 2020 $0 $0 5,440 5,466 5,492 5,518 5,544 5,570 $0

CRMWD (non-allocated) Tom Green 2020 $0 $0 19,749 19,911 18,533 13,002 7,245 972 $0

Oak Creek (non-allocated) Coke 2020 $0 $0 577 540 503 468 431 394 $0

Lake Colorado City (non-

allocated) 
Mitchell 2020 $0 $0 1,800 1,750 1,700 1,650 1,600 1,550 $0

Odessa (Future Sales) Ector, Midland 2020 $0 $0 3,930 3,930 3,930 3,930 3,930 3,930 $0

Manufacturing, Howard 

(Future Sales)
Howard 2030 $0 $0 0 500 500 500 500 500 $0

Greater Gardendale WSC 

(Future Sales)
Ector 2030 $0 $0 0 375 445 445 445 445 $0

County-Other (Future 

Sales)
Ector 2030 $0 $0 0 1,200 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 $0

County-Other (Future 

Sales)
Scurry 2020 $0 $0 373 414 447 491 547 607 $0

Voluntary Transfer (Purchase)

Robert Lee Coke 2020 $0 $0 80 80 80 80 80 80 $0

Concho Rural WSC Ector 2020 $0 $0 50 50 50 50 50 50 $0
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APPENDIX F

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Table F-1

Summary of Recommended Strategies

Entity County Used
Expected 

Online
Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Greater Gardendale WSC Ector 2020 $6,078,000 $3,730 0 375 445 445 445 445 $2,769

Winters Runnels 2020 $974,000 $668 212 212 212 212 212 212 $355

County-Other Scurry 2020 $0 $0 373 414 447 491 547 607 $0

Water Audits and Leak Repairs

Brookesmith SUD Brown 2020 $1,737,000 $1,509 80 80 78 77 77 77 $1,584

Coleman Coleman 2020 $1,074,800 $1,282 59 58 57 57 57 57 $1,340

Millersview-Doole WSC Tom Green 2020 $965,800 $1,045 65 66 65 66 67 68 $1,076

Sonora Sutton 2020 $679,900 $451 106 112 114 116 117 118 $438

Zephyr WSC Brown 2020 $944,700 $3,498 19 19 18 18 18 18 $3,732

Weather Modification

Irrigation Crocket 2020 $0 $0.47 1 1 1 1 1 1 $0.47

Irrigation Irion 2020 $0 $0.21 202 202 202 202 202 202 $0.21

Irrigation Pecos 2020 $0 $5.45 106 106 106 106 106 106 $5.45

Irrigation Reagan 2020 $0 $0.19 1,869 1,869 1,869 1,869 1,869 1,869 $0.19

Irrigation Reeves 2020 $0 $1.13 326 326 326 326 326 326 $1.13

Irrigation Schleicher 2020 $0 $0.23 275 275 275 275 275 275 $0.23

Irrigation Sterling 2020 $0 $0.39 48 48 48 48 48 48 $0.39

Irrigation Sutton 2020 $0 $0.45 34 34 34 34 34 34 $0.45

Irrigation Tom Green 2020 $0 $0.44 2,007 2,007 2,007 2,007 2,007 2,007 $0.44

Irrigation Ward 2020 $0 $0.57 259 259 259 259 259 259 $0.57

West Texas Water Partnership
b

Abilene 0 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400

Midland 0 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000

San Angelo 0 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000

a. Subordination supply is based on a contract for 16.54% of the safe yield of Lake Ivie. This supply changes with the implementation of the West Texas Water Partnership 

b. Capital and unit costs for the West Texas Water Partnership will be shared between the partnership (Abilene, Midland, and San Angelo).

Note: Grey italics indicates projects that are needed to access supplies from other strategies and are not included in the total to avoid double counting. 

Multiple 2030 $549,093,000 $1,783 $403
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2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Desalination

San Angelo Tom Green 2030 $70,709,000 $1,062 0 11,210 11,210 11,210 11,210 11,210 $618

Develop Capitan Reef Complex Aquifer Supplies

Odessa Ward 2040 $154,165,000 $2,175 0 0 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 $884

Develop Dockum Aquifer Supplies

Colorado City Mitchell 2020 $3,744,000 $1,824 170 170 170 170 170 170 $276

Develop Edwards-Trinity Plateau Aquifer Supplies

Andrews Andrews 2020 $24,927,000 $891 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 $217

County-Other Andrews 2020 $751,000 $252 250 250 250 250 250 250 $40

San Angelo Schleicher 2040 $102,100,000 $1,800 0 0 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 $209

Livestock Andrews 2020 $327,000 $433 60 60 60 60 60 60 $50

Manufacturing Andrews 2020 $591,000 $243 210 210 210 210 210 210 $43

Robert Lee Nolan 2030 $4,145,000 $4,293 0 75 75 75 75 75 $400

Robert Lee Tom Green 2030 $7,272,000 $3,756 0 160 160 160 160 160 $556

Develop Ellenburger-San Saba Aquifer Supplies

BCWID #1 Brown 2030 $70,199,000 $1,754 0 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,600 $872

Develop Hickory Aquifer Supplies

Menard Menard 2030 $3,287,000 $1,320 0 200 200 200 200 200 $165

Develop Ogallala Aquifer Supplies

Andrews Andrews 2020 $15,663,000 $496 2,810 2,810 2,810 2,810 2,810 2,810 $104

Great Plains Andrews, Gaines 2020 $380,000 $190 200 200 200 200 200 200 $55

Develop Other Aquifer Supplies

Bronte Coke 2030 $23,694,000 $2,424 0 800 800 800 800 800 $340

Bronte Runnels 2030 $23,694,000 $2,424 0 800 800 800 800 800 $340

Develop Additional Groundwater Supplies

CRMWD
Western Region F 

Counties 2040 $147,558,000 $1,348 0 0 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 $310

Odessa Pecos 2040 $826,808,000 $3,249 0 0 11,200 28,000 28,000 28,000 $1,172

San Angelo Pecos 2040 $327,576,000 $2,604 0 0 10,800 10,800 10,800 10,800 $470

New or Additional Water Treatment

Robert Lee Coke 2030 $6,541,000 $2,657 0 335 335 335 335 335 $1,284

Potable Reuse with Aquifer Storage and Recovery

Pecos Reeves 2030 $34,456,000 $6,788 0 695 695 695 695 695 $3,301

Table F-2

Summary of Alternative Strategies

Entity County Used

Expected 

Implementation 

Date

Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield
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2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Table F-2

Summary of Alternative Strategies

Entity County Used

Expected 

Implementation 

Date

Capital Cost 

First Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Last Decade 

Unit Cost    

($/ac-ft/yr)

Total Yield

Regional Water Management Strategies

Bronte, Ballinger, Winters, 

Robert Lee (Lake 

Brownwood) Coke, Runnels 2040 $115,443,000 $3,904 0 0 2,802 2,802 2,802 2,802 $1,005

Bronte, Ballinger, Winters, 

Robert Lee (Lake Fort 

Phantom Hill) Coke, Runnels 2040 $103,328,000 $7,606 0 0 1,155 1,155 1,155 1,155 $1,312

Voluntary Transfer (Purchase)

Greater Gardendale WSC Ector 2030 $2,946,000 $2,355 0 445 445 445 445 445 $1,890

Midland Midland 2020 $0 $0 4000 4000 4000 4000 4000 4000 $0

Grandfalls Ector 2050 $0 $0 0 0 0 155 155 155 $0

West Texas Water Partnership
a

Abilene 0 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400

Midland 0 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000

San Angelo 0 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000

Note: Grey italics indicates projects that are needed to access supplies from other strategies and are not included in the total to avoid double counting. 

a. Capital and unit costs for the West Texas Water Partnership will be shared between the partnership (Abilene, Midland, and San Angelo).

Multiple 2030 $327,504,000 $1,165 $342
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March 22, 2024 
 
 
Brian McMath 
Interim Executive Director 
Texas Water Development Board 
1700 Congress Avenue 
Austin, Texas 78701 
 
Re:  Amendment to the 2021 Region F Water Plan 
 Determination of Minor Amendment Status 
 
Dear Mr. McMath: 
 
Freese and Nichols, Inc. (FNI) is transmitting a draft amendment package, attached with this letter, to 
the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) on behalf of the Region F Water Planning Group (RFWPG). 
This amendment request is in response to the infeasible strategy review of the 2021 Region F Water 
Plan, as required by Texas Water Code 16.053(h)(10). During the review process four strategies were 
identified as needing changes to meet the feasibility criteria. These changes were considered by the 
RFWPG at its February 1, 2024, regular public meeting.  The RFWPG took formal action at the meeting to 
approve the submittal of this package to TWDB for review by your staff in final determination of minor 
amendment status.   
 
The RFWPG plans to address this matter at their May meeting following this determination.  Should you 
have any further questions regarding this submittal, please feel free to contact Lissa Gregg at 817-735-
7328 or Lissa.Gregg@freese.com.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Simone Kiel 
Freese and Nichols, Inc. 
Consultant for RFWPG 
 
cc: Cole Walker, Chair, RFWPG 

Heather Rose, TWDB 
 
Attachments 
 
 
 

www.freese.com 

mailto:Lissa.Gregg@freese.com
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April 12, 2024 
 
 
Mr. Cole Walker 
Chair 
Region F Regional Water Planning Group 
c/o Colorado River Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 869 
Big Spring, Texas 79721 
 
Dear Chairman Walker: 
 
I have reviewed Region F’s request for a minor amendment determination. Based on the 
request and supporting materials, I have determined that amending the Region F 2021 
Regional Water Plan (RWP) to revise the infeasible water management strategies and 
projects identified for the City of Bronte, City of Junction, City of Balmorhea, and Steam-
Electric Power, Mitchell County constitute a minor amendment under 31 Texas 
Administrative Code (TAC) §357.51(c). 
 
If the Region F Regional Water Planning Group adopts the proposed minor amendment, the 
planning group will need to submit the following items to the Texas Water Development 
Board (TWDB): 

1. Documentation of the planning group action adopting this minor amendment in the 
form of a cover letter. 

2. A final version of the 2021 Region F RWP amendment. 
 
Please note that the final amendment to the 2021 Region F RWP must include the 
following:  

1. A copy of the updated state water planning database (DB22) reports relevant to the 
amendment (provided by the TWDB).  

2. A summary of any public comments received on the proposed amendment and the 
region’s response to the public comments.  
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After receipt of all required information, the TWDB Board will consider approving the 
Region F amendment at a regularly scheduled meeting, and then may amend the 2022 
State Water Plan, as appropriate. 
 
If Region F makes any substantive changes during the minor amendment process, the 
TWDB will need to review the modified proposed amendment to ensure that any other 
changes still meet all of the criteria under 31 TAC §357.51(c). 
 
If you have any questions concerning this determination, please contact Heather Rose of 
our Regional Water Planning staff at 512-475-1558 or heather.rose@twdb.texas.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Bryan McMath          
Interim Executive Administrator 
 
 
c:  Audra Hoback, Colorado River Municipal Water District 

Lissa Gregg, Freese and Nichols, Inc. 
Jordan Skipwith, Freese and Nichols, Inc. 
Heather Rose, Water Supply Planning 
Sarah Lee, Water Supply Planning  
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For additional information or to submit public comment, please contact Audra Hoback, Region F 
Administrative Agent, c/o CRMWD, P.O. Box 869, Big Spring, TX 79721, (432)-267-6341 or 
ahoback@crmwd.org.   

 
 

NOTICE OF MEETING AND AGENDA 
 

THE REGION F REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP WILL MEET ON 
THURSDAY, MAY 23, 2024, AT 10:30 A.M. AT THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFICE OF THE COLORADO RIVER MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT  

400 E. 24TH ST – BIG SPRING, TEXAS TO DISCUSS, CONSIDER, ADVISE 
AND/OR TAKE FORMAL ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS 

 
1) Call to Order  
2) Introductions (Establish Quorum)    
3) Accept public comment (limit three minutes per speaker) 
4) Region F Administrative Matters  

a. Consider approval of the minutes of the meeting held on February 1, 
2024 

b. Consider accepting the Financial Report ending February 29, 2024 
5) Planning Process  

a. Consider action to Amend the 2021 Region F Water Plan related to 
infeasible strategy review  

b. Present results of the subordination strategy evaluation  
c. Review water supply needs after subordination  
d. Review water management strategy survey results  
e. Discuss legislative recommendations from 2021 Region F Plan  
f. Schedule review  

6) Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) Report 
a. Interregional Planning Council Report  

b. Conservation Resources Guide & Dashboard for Water Supply 
Planning 

7) Regional Liaison Updates 
8) Next Meeting Date  
9)  Adjourn 

 
 
 

*Region F Regional Water Planning Group will be accepting written public 
comments from May 9, 2024 to May 23, 2024.  




