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Figure A-14. Parker County Steam Electric Power Demands 
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Figure A-15. Rockwall County Steam Electric Power Demands 
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Figure A-16. Tarrant County Steam Electric Power Demands 
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Figure A-17. Wise County Steam Electric Power Demands 
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Attachment D 
Projection Summary Table
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County Company Plant Name Water Right No. Diversion Amount 
Value (acre-feet/year)

Status Non-attainment 
county?

2004 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2005 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2006 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2007 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2008 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2000 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2001 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2002 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2003 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2004 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2005 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2006 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2007 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2000 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2001 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2002 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2003 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2004 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2005 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2006 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

City of Garland Ray Olinger 32 2,000 yes 42 52 0 0 0 35 0 28

Luminant Generation Company LLC Collin mothballed in 2004 yes

City of Garland CE Newman yes

Exelon Generation Co LLC Mountain Creek 3408 6,400 yes 4,732 1,334 1,627 1,439 1,084 1,258 696 648

Luminant Generation Company LLC Lake Hubbard 43 4,500 yes 5,153 1,684 414,583 0 817 731 705 688

Luminant Generation Company LLC North Lake 2365/1932 1000/9550 planned to mothball, 
currently operational yes 1,801 4,293 1,470 0 1,691 2,857 247 408

Rock-Tenn Rock-Tenn Dallas Mill yes

State Farm Mutual Auto Insurance Co State Farm Insurance Medical Center yes

University of Texas at Dallas UTD yes

Exelon Power Mountain Creek planned yes

? Parkdale mothballed? yes 1,859 781 0 0 0 0 0 0

City of Denton Ray Roberts 2335 ? mothballed? yes

City of Garland Lewisville 1780 mothballed? yes

City of Garland Spencer yes 388 644 173

WM Renewable Energy LLC DFW Gas Recovery yes

ANP Operations Co Midlothian Energy Facility yes

Ennis Tracetebel Power Co LLP Ennis Tracetebel Power Co LLP yes 708 706 861

? Waxahachie planned yes

Valley NG Power Company LLC (Luminant) Valley 4900 16,400 no 8,549 2,362 1,708 0 13 1 281 208

LS Power LS Power planned no

Fannin/
Grayson Merchant Power Plant - planned no

Big Brown Power Company LLC (Luminant) Big Brown 5040 14,150 no 4,692 7,021 8,352 0 8,761 9,008 9,936 9,543

Calpine - Freestone Power Generation LP Calpine no

Luminant Big Brown Update planned no

City of Whitesboro Whitesboro no

USCE - Tulsa District Denison no

Panda Energy Sherman planned no

Luminant Generation Company LLC Trinidad 4970 4,000 no 4,557 1,521 219 0 46 42 57 70

Luminant Generation Company LLC Forest Grove mothballed? no 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Brazos Electric Power Coop Inc Jack Energy Facility 18? no

Gamesa Energy Barton Chapel Wind 1 planned no

Kaufman FPLE Forney LLP Forney Energy  Center yes 6,265 6,522 8,018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ellis Power Ellis Power planned no

Babcock and Brown (Navarro Energy) Babcock and Brown (Navarro Energy) planned no

? Corsicana planned no

Brazos Electric Power Coop Inc North Texas 2147 75 yes 28 6 2 0 0 0 0 0

Weatherford Mun Utility System Weatherford yes

City of Fort Worth Village Creek WWTP yes

Exelon Generation Co LLC Handley 3391 10,120 yes 3,890 2,026 3,256 2,664 1,807 1,510 1,300 1,008

Luminant Generation Company LLC Eagle Mountain 451 4,636 yes 1,362 450 1,573 1,097 448 125 0 0

? North Main mothballed? yes

Devon Gas Service Bridgeport Gas Processing Plant 18? ? no

Wise County Power Co LP Wise County Power LP 2273 ? no 0 0 6 0 0 2,333 2,100 1,241

36,666 21,530 432,795 5,200 14,668 17,899 15,322 13,842 56,236 28,057 22,136 22,108 26,615 25,154 15,992

0 0

631 514

0

4,860 464

0 0

3,988 5,165

0 0 0 0 0

1,573 1,102 5,010 4,157 3,054

9

0 0

20,130 6,941

8,525 2,768

0 0

0

0

703 703 703 20936 110

0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0

4,289 4,350 9,936

910 410 150 230 25

0 0 00 0

3,051 2,585 2,440 2,104 361

Wise

TCEQ Water Consumption

1,901

12,541 11,902 12,874 12,775 1,443

0 0 0 0 0

2,164 3,794

Henderson

Jack

Navarro

Parker

Tarrant

Denton

Ellis

Fannin

Freestone

0 689 415 799 639

Reclaimed Water Consumption TWDB Water Consumption

1,278 1,194 923 734 530 525

16,165 10,817

TOTAL

Basic Info Regulatory Information

Grayson

Collin

Dallas

Historical
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Reclaimed 
Sources TCEQ TWDB BEG 

2006 Region 
C Plan 

Projections

Best Available 
Sources - Actual 

Usage

County Company Plant Name
2010 Usage 

(acre-
feet/year)

2020 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2030 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2040 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2050 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2060 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2010 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2020 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2030 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2040 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2050 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2060 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2006 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2006 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2006 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2006 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2006 Usage 
(acre-feet/year)

2006 Usage (acre-
feet/year)

City of Garland Ray Olinger

Luminant Generation Company LLC Collin

City of Garland CE Newman

Exelon Generation Co LLC Mountain Creek

Luminant Generation Company LLC Lake Hubbard

Luminant Generation Company LLC North Lake

Rock-Tenn Rock-Tenn Dallas Mill

State Farm Mutual Auto Insurance Co State Farm Insurance Medical Center

University of Texas at Dallas UTD

Exelon Power Mountain Creek

? Parkdale

City of Denton Ray Roberts

City of Garland Lewisville

City of Garland Spencer

WM Renewable Energy LLC DFW Gas Recovery

ANP Operations Co Midlothian Energy Facility

Ennis Tracetebel Power Co LLP Ennis Tracetebel Power Co LLP

? Waxahachie

Valley NG Power Company LLC (Luminant) Valley

LS Power LS Power

Fannin/
Grayson Merchant Power Plant -

Big Brown Power Company LLC (Luminant) Big Brown

Calpine - Freestone Power Generation LP Calpine

Luminant Big Brown Update

City of Whitesboro Whitesboro

USCE - Tulsa District Denison

Panda Energy Sherman

Luminant Generation Company LLC Trinidad

Luminant Generation Company LLC Forest Grove

Brazos Electric Power Coop Inc Jack Energy Facility

Gamesa Energy Barton Chapel Wind 1

Kaufman FPLE Forney LLP Forney Energy  Center 8,979 17,798 20,808 24,478 28,950 34,403 4,186 2,977 2,907 4,490 4,883 6,570 8,018 0 0 5,814 5,387 8,018

Ellis Power Ellis Power

Babcock and Brown (Navarro Energy) Babcock and Brown (Navarro Energy)

? Corsicana

Brazos Electric Power Coop Inc North Texas

Weatherford Mun Utility System Weatherford

City of Fort Worth Village Creek WWTP

Exelon Generation Co LLC Handley

Luminant Generation Company LLC Eagle Mountain

? North Main

Devon Gas Service Bridgeport Gas Processing Plant

Wise County Power Co LP Wise County Power LP

71,471 95,640 110,542 128,709 150,855 177,848 26,614 23,013 29,004 40,671 47,956 58,004 9,368 15,322 15,992 25,346 60,111 29,647

22 28 56 75 102

0 0 0

1,245 1,216 1,878 2,042 2,748

2,448 2,082 2,614 2,167 2,861

460 427 342 383 253

0

1,502

1,569

567

328

0 0

1,068 1,043 1,611 1,752 2,357

0

2,162

5,075 4,643 6,178

318 254348

0

281 182 234

698 1,450 3,741 5,754 7,878

24,429 26,397

0 0 0 0 0

1,169 1,019

3,949 5,653 6,609 7,774 9,195

24

4,158 3,419 4,168 5,081 6,194 7,550 2,640

1,75110,927

30 4,617 5,397 6,349 7,509 8,923

0 3,674 4,296 5,053 5,977

2,387 2,308 2,376 2,458 2,559

14,237 20,379 23,825 28,027 33,148

0 0

0

2006 Region C Water Demand Projections

1,581 1,260 1,473 1,733 2,050 2,436

12,264 10,842 11,918 13,230 14,829 16,778

2,681

0 0 0 0 0

7,102

8,840

5,346

18,210 20,524 23,999 28,234 33,398 39,692 9,323 7,636 14,270 18,468

39,391 981

6,366 7,1575,717 1,334 1,182

0

1,261

0 0 0 0

5,152 4,748 5,184

Wise

Henderson

Jack

Navarro

Parker

Tarrant

Denton

Ellis

Fannin

Freestone

3,367

524 418 489 575 680 808

1,709 531

12,858

1,675 (TCEQ 
data used for all 

plants except 
Newman where no 
data was present. 
BEG estimates 
where used for 

Newman).

2006 BEG Water Demand Projections

771 715 602 740 594 782

4,290 3,791

TOTAL

Past Projections

Basic Info

2,369 2,100

16,128

32

4,456

12,173 (TCEQ 
data used for all 

plants except 
Freestone where no 
data was present. 
BEG estimates 
where used for 

Freestone).

0

1,300

0 2,162

0 0

2,418 57

Grayson

Collin

Dallas

5250 531

1,648 1,443 1,598

0

0

395

975

3

1,053

2,2052,100

639

0

361

9,936

0

25

0

0

9

3,054

0

281

9,936

0

57

0

0

0

1,300

0

281

706

644

Comparison of 2006 Projections/
Actual Consumption

644

706

325

10,168

0

117
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County Company Plant Name BEG 2006
Plan

Hybrid Notes BEG 2006
Plan

Hybrid Notes
2010 Usage 

(acre-
feet/year)

2020 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2030 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2040 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2050 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

2060 Usage 
(acre-

feet/year)

City of Garland Ray Olinger

Luminant Generation Company LLC Collin

City of Garland CE Newman

Exelon Generation Co LLC Mountain Creek

Luminant Generation Company LLC Lake Hubbard

Luminant Generation Company LLC North Lake

Rock-Tenn Rock-Tenn Dallas Mill

State Farm Mutual Auto Insurance Co State Farm Insurance Medical Center

University of Texas at Dallas UTD

Exelon Power Mountain Creek

? Parkdale

City of Denton Ray Roberts

City of Garland Lewisville

City of Garland Spencer

WM Renewable Energy LLC DFW Gas Recovery

ANP Operations Co Midlothian Energy Facility

Ennis Tracetebel Power Co LLP Ennis Tracetebel Power Co LLP

? Waxahachie

Valley NG Power Company LLC (Luminant) Valley

LS Power LS Power

Fannin/
Grayson Merchant Power Plant - X

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not X

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not 0 6,726 13,452 13,452 13,452 13,452

Big Brown Power Company LLC (Luminant) Big Brown

Calpine - Freestone Power Generation LP Calpine

Luminant Big Brown Update

City of Whitesboro Whitesboro

USCE - Tulsa District Denison

Panda Energy Sherman

Luminant Generation Company LLC Trinidad

Luminant Generation Company LLC Forest Grove

Brazos Electric Power Coop Inc Jack Energy Facility

Gamesa Energy Barton Chapel Wind 1

Kaufman FPLE Forney LLP Forney Energy  Center X
The 2006 Plan most closely 
corresponds to observed 
consumption. 

X

One SEP plant is currently in 
Kaufman County. Since Kaufman 
County is designated as a non-
attainment county, it is unlikely that 
new plants will be constructed.

8,979 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

Ellis Power Ellis Power

Babcock and Brown (Navarro Energy) Babcock and Brown (Navarro Energy)

? Corsicana

Brazos Electric Power Coop Inc North Texas

Weatherford Mun Utility System Weatherford

City of Fort Worth Village Creek WWTP

Exelon Generation Co LLC Handley

Luminant Generation Company LLC Eagle Mountain

? North Main

Devon Gas Service Bridgeport Gas Processing Plant

Wise County Power Co LP Wise County Power LP

40,813 64,625 98,088 107,394 129,510 126,428

X

The BEG projections most closely 
match current consumption in the 
near term. The BEG projections 
were fairly consistent 
(approximately 600 acre-feet/year) 
through the reminder of the 
planning period despite the presence 
of a mothballed facility which could 
potentially re-open. The 2006 Plan 
showed a radical increase through 
2060, which is unrealistic 
considering the counties non-
attainment designation. 

Since Dallas County is designated 
as a non-attainment county, it is 
unlikely that new plants will be 
constructed. The water demand was 
capped in the long term to 
correspond to recent high demands. 

Data for Denton County was 
obtained from reclaimed water 
provider. Actual consumption in 
2006 was more than either 
projection, so a hybrid was used. 

BEG most closely corresponds to 
predicted consumption. 

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not 
accounted for previously. 

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not 
accounted for previously. 

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not 
accounted for previously. 

A mothballed facility is planned to 
be online in the long-term scenario. 
The water consumption was 
provided by industry representatives.

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not 
accounted for previously. 

New plants are planned in this 
county in the near term that were 
not accounted for previously. 

BEG most closely corresponds to 
predicted consumption. 

Since Tarrant County is designated 
as a non-attainment county, it is 
unlikely that new plants will be 
constructed. The water demand was 
capped in the long term to 
correspond to recent high demands. 

BEG most closely corresponds to 
predicted consumption. 

X

X

BEG most closely corresponds to 
observed consumption. 

BEG most closely corresponds to 
observed consumption. 

Data for Denton County was 
obtained from reclaimed water 
provider. Actual consumption in 
2006 was more than either 
projection, so a hybrid was used. 

BEG most closely corresponds to 
observed consumption. 

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not 
accounted for previously. 

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not 
accounted for previously. 

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not 
accounted for previously. 

BEG most closely corresponds to 
observed consumption. 

A new plant is planned in this 
county in the near term that was not 
accounted for previously. 

New plants are planned in this 
county in the near term that were 
not accounted for previously. 

BEG most closely corresponds to 
observed consumption. 

BEG most closely corresponds to 
observed consumption. 

BEG most closely corresponds to 
observed consumption. 

X

X

Near Term Projection Used (2010 and 2020) Long Term Projection Used (2030 on)

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

13,440

75

5,000

2,042

2,000

12,000

1,144

7,878

6,366

33,398

5,600

10,000

3,300

13,440

102

5,000

2,748

1,600

12,000

1,044

5,754

19,169

28,234

5,600

9,000

3,100

13,440

28

4,168

1,216

1,200

12,000

944

3,741

5,184

23,999

5,600

8,000

2,900

13,440

56

5,000

1,878

1,000

11,918

844

1,450

4,748

2,640

1,751

715

4,290

744

698

3,000

18,210

5,600

427

2,500

8,000

22

2,448

1,245

771

3,367

644

20,524

5,600

7,000

2,700

0

24

X

X

X

X

X

981

1,261

12,173

5,600

460

2,162

X

X

X

X

X

X

Wise

Henderson

Jack

Navarro

Parker

Tarrant

Denton

Ellis

Fannin

Freestone

2011 Modified Region C Water Demand Projections

TOTAL

Projection Adoption and Revised Region C Projections

Basic Info

Grayson

Collin

Dallas
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APPENDIX 6 

MID­EAST TEXAS GCD RESOLUTION 2009­01 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Resolution 2009­01 
 
 

Be it resolved that on this date June 23, 2009 the Board of Directors of the Mid‐
East Texas Groundwater Conservation District met in a duly filed and noticed 
regular meeting.  
 
 An agenda item at this meeting was the adoption of preliminary Desired Future 
Conditions (DFC) of the aquifers located within the boundaries of the District.  
After duly considering the information pertaining to the DFC’s the Board made its 
decision. 
 
The desired future conditions for the Mid‐East Texas GCD are presented below in 
the following table.  These drawdowns are based on 25,000 acft/yr total annual 
pumping within the District. 
 
    Aquifer Name      Avg. District Drawdowns  
    Sparta          12   feet                   
    Queen City          25   feet                 
    Carrizo             55   feet       
    Calvert Bluff         70   feet                 
    Simsboro          115  feet                   
    Hooper           95  feet                    
  
These drawdown amounts are applicable to 2060, but may be revised every five 
(5) years through the Groundwater Management Area 12 revision process. 
 
Attest: 
 
_____________________      Approved this date June 23, 2009   
William Parten, Secretary 
               
              ___________________________ 
              Mike Speer, President 
              Board of Directors 
 




