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NEDWR = Station 02096500 - HAW RIVER AT HAW RIVER, MWC ——- Daily Averaged Streamflow (cfsz)
Daily flows less than or equal to zero are set to 0.01 cofs.
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Water Use

Water Use Pattern

Monthly Average Use == Annual Average Use
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2006 Supply and Demand Projections
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Future withdrawals will come from current
INtake locations

Future wastewater discharges will be
same percent of withdrawals at the same
locations

Sellers will continue to meet buyers’ needs

Future flows will be within the range of
flows In the historical record

Local utilities are the best judges of future
system growth
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Boating Impacts on Jordan Lake

June - September

—* Crosswinds Rampl

FPoes Ridge, Foplar Paoint, SeafarthZ

Farrington3, Crosswinds Marina2, Roberson Creek2, New Hope2

¥
3
&
w

Crogswinds Campground

EbenezerZ, Ysita Point2, Farrington2

Seaforthl

L uFEhenezerl, %ista Point1, Farringtonl, Crosswinds Ramp2, Crosswinds Marinal, Robeson Creek?, New Hopel

—2 = © @ = . =@ ° &

Percent of simulated time steps

e 7003 Demands e 030 Demands
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Criteria

Lock and Dam #3 Flow Duration

Flow (CFS)

40 80
Percent of simulated time steps

s 2003_Demands amms 7030_Demands = 7050_Demands
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Lock and Dam #3 Flow Duration

Flow (CFS)

20 25
FPercent of simulated time steps

R 2003_Demands s 2030 Demands = 2050_Demands
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Criteria

Stream Condition Middle Deep River (Node 280)
June - November

@< 10% of QAA*

m 10 - 20% of QAA

0 20 - 30% of QAA
030 - 40% of QAA

m 40 - 50% of QAA

@ 50 - 60% of QAA

m 60 - 100% of QAA
0 100 - 200% of QAA
m >200 of QAA

% of Days at Flow Level

Unimpaired 2003 Demands 2030 Demands 2050 Demands
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Table 4-3: Water Supply Demand & Deficits Predicted by the Neuse River Basin Hydrologic Model, 2050

Scenario

Model Scenario

Water Systems

2050
Average
Demand

(mgd)

2050
Average
Deficit
(mgd)

Longest
Deficit
Period
(Days)

Years
Demand
Not Fully

Met
Out of 78

Orange-Alamance

0.21

0.14

30

2

Hillsbaorough

2.76

1.84

30

2

Piedmont Minerals

0.25

0.16

30

2

Raleigh

129.23

86.18

36

Durham

40.92

29.13

60

3]

SGWASA

10.01

8.7

79

14

LongestDeficit (Days) = The greates

supply demand may not be met.
Years Demand Not Met = The number of years out of a total of 78 annual flow pattems that the full water supply

demand may not be met.

number of consecutive days over the enfire 78 year record that the full water

Systems in Red are those for which a deficit is predicted in any scenario seven ormore years out of the 78 year

record.




Needed Information
for Plan Update

Annual Water Use Data LWSP & WWR

Update LWSP
Projections to 2060
Projections of wastewater discharges
Anticipated source changes (GW --=> SW?)
Anticipated additional water sources

USE “NOTE” FIELDS to submit additional
INformation



| About | Contact | Jobs

LOCAL WATER SUPPLY PLANS Welcome, Wayne Howard i@ Logout
Dashboard Files Charts Systems

PrDjectiDns * denotes required fields

Population Projections

*Year-Round

Seasonal

Water Use Projections (MGD) 2006

*Residential 0.018

* Commercial 0.002

*Industrial 0.000

* Institutional 0.003

* Systemn Process 0.003

Unaccounted-for Estimate [ Calculate J
* Unaccounted-for 0003

MNote:

Add 2060 data here

Cancel
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Would a reasonable reduction In
demands avoid the identified problems?

Could an alternative source meet
expected demands?

What happens if future droughts are
longer or more severe?

What happens if we can not discharge
the same percent of wastewater?
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WwWww.ncwater.org

919-/7/33-4064



	River Basin�Water Resources Planning
	Critical Questions
	More than 70 years�Annual Flow Patterns
	Examples
	Tar River Model�DRAFT Schematic
	Major Assumptions
	Interpretation
	Reservoir Water Levels
	Stream Flows
	Stream Flows
	Flow Regime Changes
	Water Supply Deficits
	Needed Information �for Plan Update
	What ifs:
	Division of Water Resources��www.ncwater.org��919-733-4064

