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Legislative Direction and History of OCWP

OWRB’s STATUTORY PLANNING AUTHORITY
.. authorized, empowered and directed to prepare a comprehensive state
water plan and decennial updates thereof... and... to conduct surveys and

cooperate with other state and federal agencies.
Title 82, Section 1086.2, Oklahoma Statutes
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Key Partners in the OCWP 2025 Update
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Defining and Addressing Oklahoma's Water Challenges
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Approach for OCWP 2025

Focus OCWP !

on Identifying and .

Addressing Key -
Issues

P —
= “.ﬂi’l

Build from
Local Input

Integrate with l Organize through
State Flood Plan a Phased Workflow

A
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OCWP Technical Findings

,“‘“A OKLAHOMA m

?ﬂg‘ Water Resources Board US Army Corps
= of Engineers.




Technical Studies Support All OCWP 2025 Focus Areas

Identify basins with projected water challenges or opportunities

@ Recommend water management strategies

Catalog immediate and future infrastructure investment needs

Advance 2012 OCWP Policy Recommendations

@ Integrate Oklahoma'’s first statewide Flood Plan

Nt

Conduct focused engagement throughout the process

@ Provide accessible OCWP deliverables

OCWP 2025




Baseline Scenario Data

€A

Water Physical
Demands Supply

Water Infrastructure

Needs

Water Management

Strategies Legal Supply Water Quality

All data presented today is in DRAFT form and subject to change. oewP 20z 19



Population Projections through 2075

Legend

[ Planning Regions

\:’ Planning Basins

Planning Basin Population (2075)
[ | Less than 25,000

[ 25,001 - 50,000

B 50,001 - 150,000

I 150,001 - 300,000

- Greater than 300,000

All data presented today is in DRAFT form and subject to change.
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Water Demand Forecasts Developed for 7 Sectors for the
Baseline Scenario

N Projections of  Public Supply Self-Supplied Domestic Self Supplted Industrial

water use
through 2075

Crop Irrigation Livestock




2075 Water Demand Projection (All Sectors)

Legend
[ Planning Regions

|:| PlanningBasins

Total Demand 2075 (AFY)
|| Less than 15,000

| 115,001 - 50,000
1 50,001 - 100,000
B 100,001 - 400,000
- Greater than 400,000

All data presented today is in DRAFT form and subject to change.
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The 2025 OCWP assesses 4 types of water supply constraints

@ Physical availability ("wet water”)

GE Legal avalilability (permits)

Infrastructure



What is a Physical Water Supply ("Wet Water”) Shortage?

Physical _ Gap or

OCWP 2025




Surface Water: Projected physical water supply shortages in 2075
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Alluvial Groundwater: Projected physical water supply shortages in 2075

Northwest o 68 4 e £ 81 ‘
/J 53 67172 ‘
Upper
I S — 7: Ark:’r)asas 14 Mi‘ddles ctand l‘\
‘ 54 Arkan@s 80
Legend 52 . ey
‘ 63
[__] Planning Regions " o
| 49
‘ 9
Planning Basins
. . 20 West Central Central e 47
Projected Alluvial Groundwater | X |
. . | ower 46 ';i
Depletion Magnitude (AFY) under |- 5 s - 50 Arkansas A
Historical Driest Conditions for 2075 y 2 Eoral |
fx 56 17 16 57 61 |
Demands | e 5 s |
i \M’s?-Sbuthwest 2 15 56 \‘
No AGW Demand |
‘ 38 28 |
41
0 N % 29 = 14 : ® }
;_’\\ 49 ! 3 Beaver-Cache, Lower Washita 9 3 4
1 = 500 T b 27 2 12" Blue-Boggy Southeast ‘
b 23 \
501 -2.500 RSN 2| 7 5 |
“ i‘"*'s i 10 f
" 2,500 - 10,000 & B o N et = A Ko |

- Greater than 10,000




Bedrock Groundwater: Projected physical water supply shortages in 2075

Legend
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| Planning Basins

Projected Bedrock Groundwater
Depletion Magnitude (AFY) in Excess
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Projected legal availability of groundwater (2075 demands)

Legend
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Planning Basin
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Water Management Strategies:
Effectiveness of 7 categories of potential solutions in each of Oklahoma'’s 82 Basins

Demand Management Agriculture Options Water Transfers
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Water Management Strategies:
Effectiveness of 7 categories of potential solutions in each of Oklahoma'’s 82 Basins

WMS Tier 1 Demand
Category Sectors
Demand Management PS, SSI|, Partially Effective -
oG, TE Shortages Remain
Agricultural Options Cl, LS Partially Effective -
Shortages Remain

Increase Reliance on In-Basin All
Surface Water

Increase Reliance on In-Basin All | May Increase Shortages -
Groundwater Use with Other Strategies
Stormwater Capture PS, SSI | Potentially Effective with
& Use Local Variability
Reuse PS, SSI

o
=X
Q.
Q.

Water Transfers All

OCWP 2025 21
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Water Quality #=-% » » »

Elm Fork of the Red River near Carl

Dashboards Southwest

Water Quality

The Southwest region encompasses open plains, rugged plateaus, and rocky outcrops shaped by the Southwestern Tablelands and the Red Prairie
of the Central Great Plains, anchored by the Wichita Mountains. Its water resources are diverse, including three major bedrock aquifers, three
alluvial aquifers, and surface water from four major rivers and a combination of small municipal supply lakes and larger multi-purpose reservoirs.
Despite these resources; low surface water availability, declining and seasonally variable groundwater levels limit irrigation potential. Major
aquifers in the region experience elevated concentrations of nitrate, sulfate, total dissolved solids, and salinity. High salinity and limited seasonal
data, especially in sensitive karst systems, make it difficult to monitor groundwater quality over time. These challenges highlight the need for
targeted water conservationmand' management strategies to protect long-term municipal and agricultural supplies.

Watar Assessments, Trends, and
Environmental Research Division

000

GROUNDWATER STREAMS

TRENDS DASHBOARD 0cWP 2025




What stories does Water Quality tell?

quality concerns due to its local geology and
ecology. Water use also plays a role in how water
resources are distributed.

Stories highlight concerns for each of the 13 regions. ‘.

For example, in the Lower Washita:

mm

Each region has its own characteristics and water .I |tl

Major aquifers Lakes are Streams and rivers

exhibit impacted by face erosion, Lower
elevated levels elevated levels increased :
of nitrates, of nutrients, sedimentation and Washita
total dissolved chlorophyll-a, growing nutrient

solids, and and turbidity. concentrations

. . OCWP 2025 23
salinity. concerns.




OCWP provides planning insights for a range of audiences

Technical
Summary Report

Dashboards

Detailed Technical Reports
(data and methods)

OCWP 2025 | 24




Region Fact Sheets summarize data and policy for
easy understanding by a wide audience

Southeast
Planning Region

Summary

The Southeast Region re|
the state’s 2075 projecte
4% of the state’s total 20
projections.

75 o De wewen oy
ik rlnkllh)mg)'. b twatae.

Population

zomlm]olmslzol&lm[ms

7437 | A5 | 396 | 7207 | AL | et

Water Demand Projections

Water demands {withdrawals) are projected to

increase by 28% between 2020 and 2075,

The Southeast Region's largest demand sector is Seli-supplied
Industrial, representing 66% of the region's 2075 water demands
The second largest demand sector is Public Supply, representing
15% of the region’s 2075 water demands.

Bediock Groundwates
Aluvial Groundvisies

= Suriace Wate:

Reliable water supplies must be physics
at the fime and place it's needed), legall
use the water), of sultable quality for its
neeessawminstmcwrew civert comn
For the Southeast R 4

follawing sirateg

Reduce water demand through conserv
ctivities [PS, 551, OG, TE
Reduce waler desnand through agriculty
€1, 15,

Continue/increase reliznce on in-basin §

Continuelincrease relignce on in-basin ¢
basins, (D EED

For some Basins where existing and fra
Tuture demands, stormwaler caplure an
and water transfers (all sectors) may be

Options to address water quality concerns |
protection programs and expanding waler)
Infrastructure Fnitations can be addressed
Possible sources of new funding Include pn
rates, public-private partnerships, state pro

Do, 551 = Sett
on.L§ =

Wster Demand Sectors; F5 = Fu
TE = Thermoalactsic Power, €1 = Crapl

ﬁﬂ\\‘Pslmnrmrht(nmmmd:mnni The recs

ge of
Demands Met by
Each Water Source

Viates demand refors 1o the amaunt of wates tat needs to be
withdrawn from surface waters andios groundwater fo meet the
rieeds of people, communities, induistry, agriculiure, and other
ugers. Changes in watar demands conespond te glowth of
declne in population, agriculture, industry, or related econamic
ty. Demands were prajected through 2075 for seven distinct
consumptive water demand sectors.

In the Southeast Reglon, Self-supplied Domestic, Seff-supplied
Inclustrial, Crop lrrigation, Public Supply, and Thermaslectri
demands will increase while Livestock demands will deerease
between 2020 and 2075, There is ne change in Ol & Gas demands

Total Demand by Sector (AFY)

2020 | 2030 | 2035 | 2008 | 2060 | 2078
e 8| es|  em| e eme|
setaupoled | ol smess| soem| szsas| wess| sen
Industrial

Cropmigation | 4055|  6248| 6285 aane| 65T
Livosteck am a7 3204 1681 aen
0il & Gas 287 Ford FiH 28 82
Public Supply am| 10,069 0ET| 10586 11359 2002
::::':m'i: 159 im 33 T 2,967 3410
Tatal EL270| G3453| 64,961 67216 72,19 78130

BFY = ere-tesst per year, Smal dikleresces mey resut due ko o

Physical Water Short

fy physical surface wa
depletions thraugh 207

proportions while out-of-basin ¢
amouents or projected demands

The Seutheast Regian & projec!
gops [where demand exceeds s
depletions [where water use e
detailed in the lables below. Th
projected for all planning years,
ol 3 shorlage occurring is estim
Bedrack graundwater frequene
of difect connection o surface
shortages with large magnitude
peed to implement alternative y

cted to remain legally
9 75 i all of the Basins within Lhe
Southeast Ragien. Permitting of surface water In postions or all of
Southeast Region basin is subject 1o provisions of the 2016 Watar
Selliement Agreement.

Sustace Water Legal vallzallity

SURFACE
WATER GAP 2030 | 2035
Basin Mag
1
z
3
4
5
5
AFY = aare-teet
AL 3 P
GROUNBHATER
OEPLETON 2030 | 2035
i [
£
i
|
o dat par o
BEIROCK
GROUNBATER
DEPLETION 2000 | 2035
Basin Mag
1 T
H . ' e
s
: R
& 1l 5 i

AFY = ECr0-Real E R

Legal Avallability

Surface Water Resource
O @

The DCWP uses historical monihly s
which ref et natural and fi
frunoff, diversions and use of water,
reservolrs 1o represent the water th
to meet projected demand. The ma
feservalr can dependanly supply du

referrad 1o as its yield. The table be
remairin: r supply yield that is
GHSTNG 1ESEIVOIFS in the region
Estim
Resanvoir ¥
Pine Creek Lake
Broken Bow Lake
Hugo Lake
Carl Allert Lake.
Sardis Lake

ITHEAST FLANNI

Groundwater Resources
D € D D

For the OCWP physical water availabilily analyses, alluvi uilers
are defined as aquifers comprised of river alluvium and terrace
deposits, occurring alang rivers and streams and coasisting of
unconsolidaled deposits of 2 and clay. Alluvial aquifers

are more hydralogically connected with surface water features

51 5] than bedrock aquifers. Badrack aquifers

ed fsalid) ar partially consolidated rocks, such
e, dobomite, and gypsum. Bedrock aquifers
are typically replenished slawly by recharge frem surface infiltration
[recipitation] and from adjacent aguilers.

Equal Praportionate
Aquifer Class | Share [FYifcre)
Antlers Major
Braken Bow Minor
Pl Wnor 10
Molly Croek Minor lemparary 200
Kiamichi Minur temparary 20
Little River Mnor L]
Minor temparary 20
Minur temporary 20
Mnor tomparary 20
Wsjor femgarery 20
Mnor tamparany 20

Water Quality

Groundwater: Groundwales lrom U
of the Antlers and Red River exper
concenirations of nitrate, total dissalved salids,
and salinity.

Lakes: Water guality in thes region s impacted
by elevated levels of nutrients, Chlorophyll-a
ity - Factors that directly aflect both
recreat IOI1(|| and water supply uses. Lakes in this
area are classified as eutrophic or hyperewtraphic,

jing high productivity and polential witler quality
concerns. These conditions contribute to a heightened
risk of harmfid algal blooms (HASS), increased
water treatment costs, taste and edor issues, and
diminished recreational value—impacting bath
recreational and water supply bereficial uses.

Streams: Rivers and streams are impacted by
ncreased development and flow alteration. which
eads to sedimentation, increased unef. and

eased water demand. Streamflow and towrism are
cally impartant.

Water Infrastructure Needs €I

OWRE compiled near-lerm wastevater project needs, water
supply project needs, and state flood plan project needs as part of
developing the 2025 DCWF Mear-term costs include drinking weter
and wastewater projects by public utilties fvasious system sizes|
and other entities (such as conservancy disiricts, department of
wildlife, regional councils, and taurism). &0 fieod mitigation projects
in the database were identified by public water suppliers in the
State Flood Plan,

Noar-torm Driniking Moar-tarm Noarorm
Water Cost Wastawater Cast Stormvater Cost
{2024 dollars) (2024 dollars) (2024 dollars)
$3EEM $3a3M oM
M=ilkza
For drinking w osts were projected for the next 20 years for
public suppliers. While it is difficult to anticipate all the changes

that miay aeeur within this extencied timeframe, it 15 beneficial to
evaluate the order of magnitude of the kag-range potential costs of
meeting demands. Esimated costs include rehabilitation of exsting
water infrastructure and construction of new water MiEsIUCILE
owith and requlalory compliance. The costs ara ca

BCCOTING 10 SyS1em Sizes:

= Small systems serve less than 3,300 peaple;

= Small-medium systems serve 3,301 10 10,000 people;

= Medium-large systems serve 10,001-100,000 peaple; and
* Large systems serve more than 100.000 people.

System Waster Cast | Winter Costs through | Wister Costs through
Sire (2024 dolfars) | 20 {2025 dollars]' | 2045 (2025 do
Small i) $750M S7E0M
small- .
Modium =M $3.368 $3.355M
Medium- ’ " "
Large. WA L L3
Large: W Hil il
Nan-Public ’
g S2HEM hils il
Total $388M $4136 $THE
= ;3 = ilion; NiA = ol apphcetie

1. Hot nciusivs of oo tar

2 Kt inchesive ol rearterrs o Tuturs dricking wiler eosts Shoush 2035

Click here for detuiledt information on regional lrend analysis:

6e84B6c250043h2bh

OCWP 2025 |



Dashboards provide statewide summaries, regional statistics,
and basin-level details

o 6

o Qo
Water Physical Water Water Infrastructure

Demands Supply Shortages Needs
Weather Extremes

Water Management
Strategiges Legal Supply Water Quality (demand and
supply)

OCWP 2025 | 26




Select a Planning Region Select a Planning Basin sy Select a Planning Year —ew Select a Water Source

s

Centra 64 - Middlle Cimarron Ri. HH 2075 = Torl
L1eaf fisa) Independence .
Total Demand by Sector (AFY) e el
% Iupl\n ‘Wildlid
. Liberal Red Hills Coffeyville i&
120k
B
100k [ B 2:*’;;
i s T Lake
0G
B0k 9.2k Rogers
e En 9.2k - TE
9.2k ; Springdale
60k fei}
9.2k . Fayetteville
B s
a0k Bc
[ I Mou
1l
20k
a
2020 2030 2035 2045 2060 2073

. . . irillo @ N 44 Mount Mag
64 - Middle Cimarron River \ i

WManagemen

ol mmaci et ey e e o ey weica s
water used for crop irrigation. ODOC Population Projections were used
in conjunction with per capita water use data was used to develop ¥
these demand projections. " .

Crop Irrigation (Cl) - Water use for agricultural crop production to /J Ouachita

supplement natural rainfall. The projected number of irrigated acres 33 i 8 Mountains
and water use per irrigated acre of crop were used for demand b o 29 = 14

projections. Caprock Canyons Childress 6
Thermoelectric Power (TE) - Water use associated with power plants to Demand by Source (AFY) gl e i %

cool equipment and condense steam to drive generators. Projected ar
energy generation and water use per plant and/or kWh were used to Aaimview el

project the consumptive demands for this sector. Esri, USGS | Texas Parks & Wildlife, Esri, TomTom, Garmin, FAQ, NOAA, USGS, EPA, NPS, USPWS

Self-Supplied Industrial (551) - Water needed by large industrial users

who do not receive water from a public water supplier. Demand 64 - Middle Cimarrol’l River TOtaI Demand by Sector (2075)

Caney Creek
wilidlife: i

Management
hrea

12 s 3 -
23 21 7

Powered by Esri

projections for this sector were based upon employment projections BGW 15.7k
and water use per facility.

Livestock (LS) - Water required for animal nutrition, cooling, sanitation,
and waste removal. Demand projections are based upon projected
livestock count and per animal water use.

Oil & Gas (OG) - Water use associated with cil and gas production.
Examples include enhanced recovery of petroleum, drilling or
completion of a well, and rig wash. The historic maximum number of
wells drilled, and water use per well drilled were used for projection
development. It is assumed that maximum drilling activity has already
been reached, so projections are held constant between 2020 and
2075.

Qil & Gas (0G) Public Supply (PS) Self-Supplied Domestic (S5D) Self-Supplied Industrial (SS1) Livestock (LS) Crop Irrigation (ClI) Thermoelectric Power (TE)

SW41.9k

9,154 AFY 43,228AFy 2,745AFY () AFY 5482AFY e6s8s8ary () AFY

Please review the surface water (SW), alluvial groundwater (AGW), and
bedrock groundwater (BGW) tabs for more information, or read the Water
Demand Forecast Report (Coming Soon) on OWRB's website. Note that all q n . . S .

data s in draft form, and tha GCWP Team is working to finalize it. Oil & Gas (0G) Public Supply (PS) Self-Supplied Domestic (SSD) Self-Supplied Industrial (SSI) Livestack (LS) Crop Irrigation (CI) Thermoelectric Power (TE)

0% 47 % 44% -~ -4% 41 % =

64 - Middle Cimarron River for 2075

64 - Middle Cimarron River Percent Change in Total Demand by Sector (2020 to 2075)

AGW 68 9k

Dashboard text last updated on October 6, 2025. Dashboard data last updated on August 18, 2025.

Overview Population Total Demand SW Demand AGW Demand BGW Demand Oil & Gas Public Supply Self-Supplied Domestic Crop Irrigation Thermoelectric Power Livestock Self-Supplied Industrial 0




,;J“J 2025 OCWP - Water S upply Select a Planning Region Select a Planning Basin way Select a Planning Year
b %
N~

Oklahoma Comprehensive Water Plan = Central 64 - Middle Cimarron Ri. HH 2075

Annual Historical Streamflow at the Basin Outlet

Average Streamflow Minimum Streamflow
{1950-2020 Water Years)
Wichita Wichita
25M ) Rl i) Jenp
JJ600ft Jfe0of
M || : 160} [sol I [rsa} 1
/ ‘ '| Hills fills

Physical "
Supply

500k

An inter-basin (or out-of-basin) transfer is where water is withdrawn from ane o
Planning Basin and used in another. Existing inter-basin supplies are
implicitly represented in the streamflow record. Future inter-basin supplies
are limited to existing permitted amounts or the Basin's demands, whichever
is smaller. Monthly Historical Streamflow at the Basin Outlet
{1950-2020 Water Years)

§ s
195,
199
200,
019
207

r

The Average and Minimum Surface Water Supply at the State's Downstream

Points is the sum of water available to permit at the bottom of Basins 1, 2, 44, 12k 160k
44, and 66.
Statewide 2075 results automatically populate upon opening of the
dashboard. Navigate to the "Select a Planning Region” drop down to view ® IS
the results for any Region across the State. Next, navigate to the “Select a
Planning Basin” drop down to view the results of a Basin in the selected
Region. Select the planning year (2020, 2030, 2035, 2045, 2060, 2075) that o
you would like to evaluate in the upper right corner of dashboard. s00
Dashbaard text last updated on October 23, 2025. Dashboard data last updated on August 18, 2025, g =
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Water Management
Strategies

and livestock production.

* Water Transfers: Obtaining water resources
from external suppliers or regions.

* Increase Reliance on Surface Water:
Developing or utilizing above-ground
water resources.

* Increase Reliance on Groundwater:
Developing or utilizing underground water
resources.

® Stormwater Capture and Use: Collecting
and beneficially using post-precipitation
runoff.

* Reuse: Reclaiming and treating water for
beneficial purposes.

On the map, results automatically populate for
the Demand Management WMS when you open
the dashboard. Navigate to the "Select a Water
Management Strategy” drop down to change the
WMS results displayed. Populate the effectiveness
scores for a Planning Basin of your choosing by
navigating to the "Select a Planning Basin” drop
down.
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Oklahoma Comprehensive Water Plan

Water Infrastructure
Needs

collectors. Individual project costs for dams and reservoirs were
added to the source category cost if they were provided by one of the
sampled systems.

* Storage projects include all finished water storage and onsite raw
water stora ge.

On the map, statewide results for all systems sizes automatically populate
when you open the dashboard. Navigate to the “Select a System Size” drop
down to change the needs results displayed. Populate the estimated needs
for a Planning Region of your choosing by navigating to the “Selecta
Planning Region” drop down. “M” equates to a million (2.g. 1M represents
1,000,000}

OWRE Activities and Infrastructure Meeds by Legislative District

As a part of the 2025 OCWP work, water, wastewater, and
stormwater/floodwater projects were collected from public providers,
priority project lists from Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality,
Intended Use Plan from OWRB, unfunded American Rescue Plan Act
projects, response to the EPA Drinking Water Infrastructure Needs Survey
and Clean Watersheds Needs Survey, and others. The survey compiled
responses received between 2020 and 2025. Nearly 400 unique water
suppliers are reflected in the survey of water, wastewater, and
stormwater/floodwater projects.

The fundamental difference between these two dashboards is that the
Legislative Dashboard does NOT include information on all utilities nor did
all utilities that submitted information include costs through 2045. This
dashboard estimates infrastructure needs for all drinking water providers
across the state through 2045 by using statistically significant sampling and
simplifying assumptions.

Learn more about the results and their development in the 2025 OCWP
Technical Summary Report (Coming Soon) on OWRB's website. Please note
that all data is in draft form, and the OCWP Team is working to finalize it.

2025 OCWP Projected Drinking Water Infrastructure Needs
Workbook

2025 OCWP Water Demand Dashboard

Water Casts (Millians of Dollars)

2025 OCWP - Drinking Water Infrastructure Needs
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Goals for OCWP Regional Meetings

Why and how we gathered input

Identify the most pressing local
water issues and policy needs.

Guide the identification and
deployment of solutions to those
Issues and needs.

Chart a course toward reliable,
resilient water management
locally and statewide.
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Priority topics raised in Round 1 carried throughout the OCWP process

Infrastructure
Improvements &
Funding / Financing

Collaboration /
Partnership

Support from
Agencies / Scientific
Communities

Staffing /
Workforce
Shortages

Education

Permitting /
Regulations / Policy

Water
Quantity
YIES

Water Quality Issues

Support to Rural
Communities

Water
Conservation

Environmental /
Instream Flows

Water
Reuse

Data
Collection /
Management

Best
Management
Practices /
Sustainability

Implementati
on

Regional
Planning

Stormwater /
Flooding

Weather
Extremes
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Regional Meetings: Round 3
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Regional Meetings: Round 4
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Regional Meetings: Round 5
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BASIN 55 e

 Physical water availability

« Major economic activities
depend on water supply

Focus Basins

A Fostering dialogue
between local water users
and interests to explore
solutions to water issues
of local and regional
significance

Facilitation support

Michael Baker &« c2 -"Gl'l'a

INTERNATIONAL
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BASIN 55
Physical water avallablllty
« Major economic activities
depend on water supply

Focus Basins

A Fostering dialogue
between local water users
and interests to explore
solutions to water issues
of local and regional
significance

Facilitation support

Michael Baker &« c2 -"Gl'l'a

INTERNATIONAL

BASINS 73/78/80

« Physical water availability

Rapid / S|gn|f|cant growth
Flood risk !
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BASIN 55
Physical water avallablllty
« Major economic activities

depend on water supply e : ~ BASINS 73/78/80

- Physical water availability
 Rapid/ S|gn|f|cant growthi- .
* Flood risk

Focus Basins

A Fostering dialogue
between local water users
and interests to explore
solutions to water issues
of local and regional

significance
: BASIN 4

« Physical water availability

- Rapid / significant growth

Facilitation support - .. Recreation / environmental flows
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Surveys provided ongoing opportunities for stakeholder input
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Surveys provided ongoing opportunities for stakeholder input

=1

O

Water Supply and
Infrastructure Needs

(WSIN)
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Surveys provided ongoing opportunities for stakeholder input

= PG

Water Supply and Clean Watersheds
Infrastructure Needs Needs Survey
(WSIN) (CWNS)
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Surveys provided ongoing opportunities for stakeholder input

= PG

Water Supply and Clean Watersheds
Infrastructure Needs Needs Survey
(WSIN) (CWNS)

g
t‘JD
Local Projects and

Programs (LPP)
Database Survey
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Workgroups focus on advancing key needs %0
and strategies for Oklahoma'’s water future

H Workgroups

Oklahoma
Source Water
Collaborative

OCWP 2025 | 48




Workgroups focus on advancing key needs %o
and strategies for Oklahoma'’s water future

m Workgroups

Oklahoma Oklahoma
Source Water Water Reuse
Collaborative Action Plan
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Workgroups focus on advancing key needs %0
and strategies for Oklahoma'’s water future

H Workgroups

Oklahoma Oklahoma
Source Water Water Reuse
Collaborative Action Plan

Water
Workforce
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Workgroups focus on advancing key needs
and strategies for Oklahoma'’s water future

Oklahoma
Source Water
Collaborative

Oklahoma
Water Reuse
Action Plan

Water
Workforce

’i Workgroups

Irrigated
Agriculture

OCWP 2025 | 51



OCWP Preliminary
Recommendations
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Feedback from related state
Public input through environmental agencies, tribal

regional meetings, surveys, nations, workgroups, and
written comments, etc. organizations

= i
OCWP

Recommendations

mﬁua?ﬂ% A e o

Water demand, physical supply, Other technical and
legal analysis, water quality, etc. supplemental studies

OCWP 2025

53



2025 Oklahoma Comprehensive Water Plan Update

Focus Areas for Policy Recommendations:

Water
Water Water Water Data &

Infrastructure Supplies and Management

& Workforce Storage & Policy Information

Ultimate Goal: Water Security for the future!

Preliminary policy recommendations will be detailed in the OCWP Executive Summary. The following slides
contain highlights from each focus area.

N oKLAHOMA
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2024 Infrastructure Needs Surveys: >$24B
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OCWP Recommendations— Preliminary

Water Infrastructure & Workforce

1. Establish a recurring “Water for Oklahoma Fund” to address $24 billion infrastructure financing
need (water, wastewater, stormwater, and conservation/water loss).

— Fully leverage existing, proven loan and grant programs and new water system “gap” assistance
program (e.g. planning and design to meet eligibility requirements), local/tribal cost share, etc.

— Expand technical assistance programs and leverage other non-state programs (e.g. CFO-to-Go,
assessment of emerging industries, water loss, rate studies, capital planning)

— FY 27 Budget request: $50 million; 100% pass through

2. Expand State investment by developing new capitalization source and partnerships (e.g. cost-share
to leverage state investment, gambling revenues, impact fees, tribal match grants, local tourism tax).

3. Address critical water workforce shortage. Partnership with Oklahoma Workforce Commission,
trade organizations, OSU well drillers- gw university.

A% oKLAHOMA
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New Texas Water Fund Legislation

Special fund created outside the general revenue fund that enables the Texas Water Development Board
(TWDB) to provide funding through existing financial assistance programs and the newly created New
Water Supply Fund for Texas (2023 SB 28 and SJR 75)

SB 30 authorized a one-time, $1 billion supplemental appropriation TWDB authorized to transfer money to the

of GR; Proposition 6 received over 77 % voter approval following programs:

Equivalent to ~$130 million in Oklahoma based on population New Water Supply for Texas Fund
State Water Implementation Fund for Texas (SWIFT)

and State Water Implementation Revenue Fund
Texas Water Fund administrative fund

Flood Infrastructure Fund

Clean Water or Drinking Water SRF

State Priorities for Use of Funds

1. Development of new sources of water supply;
2. Water infrastructure projects for “at risk” rural and <150k pop.;

3. Projects for which all required permitting has been substantially Rural Water Assistance Fund
completed,; statewide water public awareness account
4. The statewide water public awareness program; Texas Water Development Fund Il water financial

assistance; participation; and economically
distressed areas accounts
Agricultural Water Conservation Fund

5. Water conservation strategies;
Water loss mitigation projects.




OCWP Recommendations— Preliminary
Water Supplies & Storage

1.

Strengthen Oklahoma’s dam safety program, implement Oklahoma State Flood Plan/Flood,
Drought Task Force recommendations, expand owner training, Hazard Mitigation Revolving Fund
Loan Program

Fund OCC’s upstream flood control watershed dam rehabilitation program to restore and
extend life of critical flood control infrastructure.

Support voluntary agriculture water conservation and support local economic drivers through
water planning services, basin-specific technical studies, and stakeholder engagement.

uuuuu

Support a voluntary tourism and recreation-related water
conservation targeting specific stream segments and

support local economic drivers; assess quantity and timing :
of water conservation efforts, water use options, and o N SR ERRLE o
economic impacts of competing water uses. £yt T =

'NEIP Partcipation

&

1414:
14

342 57 6

o0
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OCWP Recommendations— Preliminary

Water Reuse

Water Supplies & Storage

Action Plan

5. Implement Oklahoma Water Reuse Action Plan (OWRAP) advisory group
recommendations, evaluate statutory limitations, incentives, partnerships,
and guidance on innovative strategies for developing new sources (e.g.
water reuse, aquifer storage & recovery, and marginal quality water).

6. Dedicate recurring funding for water quality and quantity protection and
restoration: Restore soil health, reduce flooding, and remove woody
invasive species; expand outreach through Oklahoma Source Water {OCWP g¢ amom
Collaborative, support Oklahoma’s 319 Nonpoint Source Program. -

7. Evaluate potential new water sources and opportunities to increase water storage in basins with
projected shortages. Identify feasible basins for aquifer storage and recovery, marginal quality water
sources and best uses; update reservoir site location report, perform preliminary screening for new
reservoirs, reservoir capacity expansion, including cost updates.

"' OKLAHOMA
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OCWP Recommendations— Preliminary
Water Management & Policy

1. Increase dedicated, recurring funding to modernize and improve Oklahoma’s water rights
administration program.

2. Complete groundwater maximum annual yield studies for all basins statewide to allow proper water
management and prevent over-allocation.

3. Modernize water laws to improve groundwater mgmt. and ensure long-term reliability (e.g. establish
statutory water well spacing minimums for all basins to prevent waste and safeguard private property.

4. Improve agriculture water management and use accounting by permitted water right holders (e.g.
technology-based accounting methods or voluntary programs that increase conservation, such as
mobile metering incentives, and allow flexibility in water use.

5. Establish a statutory framework and funding for regional water management districts, including
technical support, administration, stakeholder engagement, legal.

A% oKLAHOMA
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Designated Water Districts or Management Areas

Explore designated water districts, measurement districts, irrigation districts, gw

management areas, etc.

 Non-regulatory or regulatory to provide local planning, infrastructure needs evaluation,
aquifer level monitoring, water use oversight and reporting, water supply banking, or local
conservation funding initiatives

 Some states use these to place additional protections on specific basins (e.g. showing
excessive decline or well to well impact, frequent water shortages or user disputes)

* Could be initiated by request from groundwater users or OWRB
* Could adopt hearing process with public input similar to MAY process

Explore local OWRB officer or engineer/consultant dedicated to specific basins.

Q% oKLAHOMA
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Western State Groundwater Management Districts

 Groundwater Management Districts with local control — Kansas, Texas, Nebraska, Colorado,
Idaho, California

 Wyoming — Water Control Areas (stricter regulations)

* New Mexico — Critical Management Areas and Active Water Resource Management Areas
(AWRM) (stricter regulations)

 Montana — Controlled Groundwater Areas (CGWAs) for higher restrictions

* |daho —local groundwater districts and Groundwater Managements Areas/Critical Groundwater
Areas (GMAs/CGWAs)

 Utah — Groundwater Management Areas (GMAs) and Critical Management Areas (CMAs)

 Nevada — Groundwater Management Areas (GMAs) with tailored regulations and Active
Management Areas (AMAs)

e Arizona — Active Management Areas (AMAs) to achieve a safe yield

* Oregon — Critical Groundwater Areas GCAs (restrictions in place for conservation)

A% oKLAHOMA
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OCWP Recommendations— Preliminary

Water Data & Information

Accurate, accessible water quality and quantity data are essential for effective management, public health
protection, economic investment, and long-term water security.

1. Fully fund targeted regional and local water availability and water quality studies and monitoring
programs to track trends and diagnose impairments and restoration actions.

2. Restore eroded funding and increase statewide coverage of Oklahoma’s comprehensive stream
gauging network, essential for water rights administration, interstate river compact compliance, etc.

3. Expand the Oklahoma Hydronet, the state’s comprehensive, real-time water data and information
source, through modernizing instrumentation coverage and public facing platforms and products.
Estimated cost: $965,000, with $475,000 passthrough to OSU.

A% oKLAHOMA
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2025 OCWP Funding Requests (OWRB/OCC)

Water Infrastructure & Workforce: Oklahoma Water Fund S50,000,000
Water Supplies and Storage: Flood Plan, dam safety, upstream watershed dam
rehabilitation, local soil and water conservation programs, woody invasive species, 9,626,000

unpaved road erosion (OWRB/OCC)

Water Management & Policy: Water rights administration 907,000
Water Monitoring Network, Data, & Information: stream gauging network, 3315 000
Oklahoma Hydronet (OSU/Mesonet/OWRB), targeted regional studies ’ ’

New Water District Tech. Assistance/Voluntary Metering Program 1,900,000

Total Investment ~$65,700,000

D% oKLAHOMA
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Questions? Comments? A6, oxaona

? ag Water Resources Board US Army Corps

of Engineers.

Get Involved!

Matt Cogburn | Director of Water Planning
Oklahoma Water Resources Board
405-530-8856
Matt.Cogburn@owrb.ok.gov
waterplan@owrb.ok.gov

Website: Oklahoma.gov/OWRB/Water-Planning
Facebook: Oklahoma Comprehensive Water Plan

Sign up for
OCWP updates

Oklahoma Comprehensive Water Plan
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