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May 29, 2026 

Texas Water Development Board 
1700 N. Congress Ave. 
Austin TX 78701 
Via email 
 

Re: Comments on the 2027 State Water Plan – Phase I 

Texas Water Development Board Directors: 

On behalf of the member organizations of Texas Living Waters1, please accept the 
following comments on the Phase I report of the 2027 Texas State Water Plan. Our 
coalition has maintained a keen interest in the statewide water supply planning process 
since our formation in 2001. We recognize the importance of comprehensive long-range 
planning to ensure that Texas has the water it needs for thriving communities and healthy 
fish and wildlife. While we appreciate the Board’s ongoing commitment to this task and the 
work performed by TWDB staff in developing each new iteration of the plan, we also 
believe adjustments can always be made to bolster its usefulness to the people of Texas. 
Our comments reflect our observations and reactions to key insights from the plan as well 
as suggestions to fill important gaps and improve the plan’s effectiveness in securing 
Texas water for the long term. We recognize that the Phase I version of the plan will be 
followed by a more comprehensive “enriched” version for final adoption with a separate 
public comment period, and we appreciate the adjusted timeline for adoption which 
ensures newly recommended strategies are eligible for financial assistance through the 
SWIFT program. 
 
The Central Role of Conservation in Texas’ Water Future 
 
As noted in the Key Points and Quick Facts beginning on page vi of the draft plan, 
conservation and reuse remain “cornerstone” strategies, accounting for 43% of supply 
volume by 2080. Conservation alone represents 30% of future water supply volume 
(includes both water loss mitigation and water use reduction). Conservation and reuse are 

 
1  Texas Living Waters is a coalition of conservation groups working together to ensure we have water for 
thriving communities and abundant fish and wildlife in Texas. TLW coalition partners are National 
Wildlife Federation, The Nature Conservancy of Texas, Hill Country Alliance, Sierra Club – Lone Star 
Chapter, Galveston Bay Foundation, and Bayou City Waterkeeper 

http://www.texaslivingwaters.org/
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highly cost-effective, rarely controversial, and can provide numerous community benefits 
when designed well. Conservation expands access to the water already in our communities, 
offering durable gains that can be sustained as drought and climate variability impact 
traditional surface water and groundwater supplies. These strategies are clearly a bargain 
and should be prioritized for public support including financial and technical assistance – 
particularly in economically disadvantaged communities where reduced or stable water 
bills can deliver meaningful affordability relief. Robust water conservation and water loss 
mitigation programs paired with water reuse (potable or non-potable) make the most of 
locally available water supplies and build water resilience for Texas communities.  
 
As part of TWDB’s efforts to satisfy the call in Water Code Sec. 15.434(b) for the agency to 
apply at least 20% of SWIFT funding to implement conservation and reuse projects, we 
recommend considering additional outreach activities to highlight these strategies and 
facilitate their implementation. These could include workshops, informational materials, 
implementation guides, project spotlights, and other straightforward steps to meet the 
state’s goals for investment in these efficient and cost-effective solutions.  
 
Reducing water loss is an important aspect of municipal conservation and a prominent 
strategy overall, representing over 6% of planned supply volume. We applaud TWDB for 
ensuring water loss reduction appears as a strategy in the planning process, but we think 
language in the plan should be updated to clarify how this relates to the plan’s stance on 
operations and maintenance of existing infrastructure. In item i. under Key Points and Quick 
Facts section (page vii) and the third paragraph of the Introduction (page 1), the plan is 
described in a manner that could lead to confusion for readers without prior specific 
knowledge that water loss reduction is considered a water supply strategy. While we 
understand that the plan does not generally deal with the replacement, rehabilitation, or 
maintenance of existing supply infrastructure, we suggest revising and updating language 
in the plan to clarify how these activities are distinct from water loss reduction projects.  
 
Regions H, K, J, L, M, and P deserve specific praise for recommending specific, quantified 
municipal drought water management strategies, as explained in Section 2.2 (page 11). 
Drought is the basis of the entire planning process, which projects future demands onto a 
recurrence of the drought of record. It stands to reason that communities statewide would 
be implementing their drought contingency plans under these conditions (drought) and this 
should be reflected in the plan. We understand some water user groups prefer to account 
for savings from implementation of their drought contingency plans as a “safety 
mechanism” in case there is a drought worse than the drought of record. However, it makes 
sense to include at least Stage 1 or 2 implementation in the State Water Plan to avoid 
overplanning.  
 
We agree with the regions that suggested localities should make more effective use of 
model drought contingency plans and other resources to reduce inconsistencies in the 
timing and degree of drought response measures within a region, which can lead to 
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confusion among entities relying on the same water source. Although regions B, C, G, I, and 
M are noted on page 9 as having identified drought response strategies that were 
“unnecessary” or “counterproductive” due to these inconsistencies, it is unclear whether 
this prevented them from being recommended or was simply noted to emphasize the value 
of more consistent drought planning at the local level. We appreciate regional planning 
groups offering model plans and taking an interest in their utilization but would encourage 
them – and TWDB – to continue recommending implementation as a strategy even as 
efforts continue to make that utilization more consistent within each region. 
 
Leveraging Planning Data to Support Local & State Decision-making 
 
Our vision of a water-secure future for Texas is one in which adoption of conservation and 
reuse strategies is standard practice statewide, but the likelihood of water stress is more 
immediate in some areas than others. The TWDB should pro-actively utilize  water plan data 
to map these areas - places in which shortages appear over the next 50 years or the roster 
of water supply strategies is thinnest - to help elected officials and the general public 
make informed decisions about implementation of conservation measures, development 
restrictions, or other actions to protect our state’s water resources. 
 
We commend the plan’s acknowledgment that aquifer depletion is the primary driver of 
projected water supply losses, accounting for roughly a 10% reduction in available supply 
over the next 50 years. We are pleased to note that 4 of the plans’ 10 legislative 
recommendations are intended to improve groundwater data collection and planning 
frameworks, which we support as constructive steps toward improved groundwater 
management.  
 
What’s Missing from the Plan 

Texans are fortunate to live and work in a state that conducts ongoing statewide water 
supply planning. Adapting the plan to face new challenges along the way should be 
expected. Today, water supply is a subject of growing concern in communities across the 
state due to circumstances that highlight the value and limitations of our current planning 
process. 
 
The use of water by data centers is a key factor in the controversy around their rapid 
proliferation across Texas, which has occurred too quickly for their demand to be 
considered in the 2027 plan. According to the Houston Advanced Research Center, data 
centers across Texas are annually consuming 25 billion gallons of water and may consume 
as much as 161 billion gallons by 2030 – projections that are not accounted for in this draft.  
 
Although the recent survey conducted by the Public Utility Commission (PUC) on data 
center water usage was not comprehensive or intended to serve as a formal part of the 
planning process, we believe the information is pertinent and should be included in the 
Phase II version of the plan. Future plans should account for data centers and other large 
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industrial water users in a new major use category with demand projections that consider 
information including cooling systems used, total and peak water consumption (both 
current and projected), water sources (including the amount diverted), and the water use of 
co-located power resources.  
 
Environmental flows represent an essential water need in our state. They are necessary to 
maintain ecologically sound environments in our rivers and stream channels, and as water 
reaches the Texas coast, our bays and estuaries require sufficient inflows to maintain a 
delicate balance of salinity, nutrient loads, and sediment. According to Texas Aquatic 
Science2, healthy bays and estuaries help drive the Texas economy by providing for 
significant economic activity. Coastal tourism brings in $5.4 billion each year, saltwater 
recreational fishing is estimated at $2 billion annually, and the commercial seafood 
industry nets $150-to-$250 million per year. In addition to economic benefits, healthy 
rivers, streams, bays, and estuaries in Texas provide essential ecosystem services and are a 
critical part of our cultural heritage.  
 
Consideration of environmental flow needs in regional planning currently consists of 
acknowledging that permits for new water supply projects will be subject to environmental 
flow provisions consistent with any applicable flow standards—as is required under Senate 
Bill 3, passed in 2007.  SB 3 established a process for adopting environmental flow 
standards and to recommend affirmative strategies to support sufficient environment 
flows in the future. The TWDB should leverage these recommendations proactively through 
the state water planning process to further support the maintenance of a sound ecological 
environment in Texas’ rivers, streams, bays and estuaries.  This can be accomplished 
through adding the Environment at a water user group for whom we proactively develop 
water management strategies to help close water supply gaps (on par with formally 
acknowledged user groups such as municipal, agriculture, steam electric, etc.).  
 
Planning around historical drought is no longer enough. While the methodology behind the 
state water planning process is robust, for most regions, the planning process still relies on 
the drought of record from the 1950s. Our concern is that this approach doesn't account for 
future climate realities. Texas is already experiencing hotter temperatures, more extreme 
heat, and increasing weather variability that continue to exacerbate water shortages and 
placing additional stress on our rivers, reservoirs, aquifers, and ecosystems. We believe 
state water planning should rely more on the best available science, including climate 
science and future drought projections, as opposed to relying on historical weather 
patterns. 
 

 
2 Texas Aquatic Science is a cooperative project sponsored by Texas Parks and Wildlife, the Harte 
Research Institute for Gulf of Mexico Studies at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi, and The 
Meadows Center for Water and the Environment at Texas State University. 
https://texasaquaticscience.org 
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The plan should also anticipate opportunities to link the state’s water supply and flood 
planning efforts, as projects with a water supply benefit can appear in the state flood plan 
and are already prioritized for funding through the Flood Infrastructure Fund. A formal 
cross-pollination between the two planning efforts could foster the development of 
innovative strategies and projects with dual benefits, such as the capture of stormwater for 
aquifer storage and recovery. The plan should acknowledge this overlap and make 
suggestions to ensure it can be leveraged to the benefit of both plans. 
 
The state planning methodology for determining Steam Electric demands may overlook 
water savings from renewable energy and trends in power generation. Thermal power 
generation remains a major water user in the state. According to a recently published 
report by Sierra Club, thermal power plants in Texas – including coal, gas, and two nuclear 
plants – have consumed roughly 100 billion gallons of water every year since at least 2015. 
Compared to renewable energy sources such as wind and solar, traditional steam-electric 
power plants require significantly larger volumes of water for cooling. While the current 
planning methodology generally assumes relatively stable water demand from steam-
electric power generation through 2080, coal plant retirements and renewable energy 
expansion could create opportunities for significant future water savings. We believe these 
potential water savings deserve additional consideration as we plan our future water 
supplies.  
 
Congratulations to the Texas Water Development Board staff for their work on the Phase I 
draft plan and thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on it prior to adoption.  
 
Please feel free to reach out with any questions or comments.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Jennifer Walker, Senior Director   Marisa Bruno  
Tom Entsminger, Policy Director   Water Program Manager    
Texas Coast and Water Program   Hill Country Alliance 
National Wildlife Federation    
        
Marie Camino      Jacob Hupp      
Government Relations Program Manager  Government Affairs and Public Policy Mgr  
The Nature Conservancy in Texas   Galveston Bay Foundation  
 
Usman Mahmood, Senior Policy Analyst  
Guadalupe Fernandez, Policy Strategy Director 
Bayou City Waterkeeper 
 
Evgenia Spears, Water Program Coordinator  
Cyrus Reed, Legislative and Conservation Director 
Sierra Club Lone Star Chapter 

https://www.sierraclub.org/sites/default/files/2026-05/texaswaterreport_final.pdf
https://www.sierraclub.org/sites/default/files/2026-05/texaswaterreport_final.pdf

