
 

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting # 2 (Industrial) 
August 15, 2018, 9:30 AM, Webinar 
 

1. The meeting opened with an Agenda and a discussion of the meeting goals.  The Agenda 
includes Meeting Guidelines and Introductions, Summary of the last meeting, Industrial 
Manufacturing Water Use, Projection Methods, Open Discussion and Upcoming Meeting 
Schedule.  The meeting presentation was about 30 minutes and was followed by 30 minutes of 
discussion.    
 

2. A discussion of how to provide feedback during, immediately after, and following the meeting 
was held: 

 During the meeting use the Webex Chat Box. 

 After the meeting we will have Open Discussion. 

 Feedback following the meeting: 
Please send any input to: scwatermodels@clemson.edu  

 Find meeting materials at: www.scwatermodels.com  
 

Ideally feedback within 30 days gives the study team a chance to include your feedback. 
 

3. The next portion of the meeting included an introduction of the Presenters/Study Team.  
Participants introduced themselves via the Chat Box on the Webex (information provided is 
included in the meeting Roster).   

 Meeting Moderator – Holly Carpenter, Project Manager, USACE Charleston District 

 Meeting 1st Presenter – Tom Walker, Ph.D. is a postdoctoral fellow in the South Carolina 
Water Resources Center.   

 Meeting 2nd Presenter - Alex Pellett, Hydrologist at the SC Department of Natural Resources. 

 Also joining the meeting from the Study Team:  

a. SC DNR – Scott Harder (Senior Hydrologist), Joe Gellici (Chief Hydrologist, SC Dept. 

of Natural Resources) 

b. USACE – Stuart Norvell, Regional Economist, USACE Little Rock District. 
 

Presentation slides contain an overview of what was presented: 
4. Stakeholder Participation – Tom Walker - we welcome all stakeholders to any of these meetings. 

We ask for feedback on what else you want to see on the website, all documents presented at 
these meetings are posted as well as draft analysis information.  Prior to this meeting a 
table/summary on industrial water use was sent, but there was one major error that has since 
been corrected. 

5. Overview from Last Meeting/ Water Demand Project Scope and Timeline was presented (Tom 
Walker).    Presentation slides contain an overview of what was presented. 

6. Alex Pellett reviewed the proposed method for including Industrial water use projections in the 
study.    Alternative methods were also reviewed.    Notes: 

a. It was noted that an excerpt of the Table sent out showed the discharge > withdrawal. 
The large discrepancy could be from stormwater runoff.  More discussion was held 
about this in the open discussion portion of the meeting. 

mailto:scwatermodels@clemson.edu
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b. Alex Pellett mentioned that the subsectors are from the NAIC/SAIC classification system 
and if there was no code available then the subsector was made by assumptions for the 
industry type. 

c. Decay/growth rate is large from the proposed method, but these are national 
projections.  This is similar to Texas study using projected product.  Other states use 
projected employment. 

 
7. Future Meeting schedule was identified.  A TAC meeting is planned for each sector in the 

Project Scope.  Tentative plans include meetings every two weeks on Wednesdays:  
a. Wednesday August 29th – Power 
b. September - Golf  
c. September  - Public & Domestic Supply 
d. Agriculture 

 
8. Open Discussion/Questions 

 

 Alex Butler DHEC - Purchased water has not been tracked since 2001ish. 

 Stakeholder - Alex are you reaching out to the concerned industries along the Savannah to get 

their input on their data sets, or just using the public record data? 

 Alex Pellett - Yes, we will reach out to major industrial water users.  We will contact all major 

industries for input on their expansion rate, but in the absence of more information we will use 

the growth factors that are provided on a wider scale then specific enterprises.  The Kimberly-

Clark example is all over the place, however we are using projections in a surface water model 

that does have the detail on a enterprise to enterprise basis. 

 Stakeholder – Still unclear –what if some new huge enterprise (ie amazon) wants to withdrawal 

from Lake Thurman? How would you account for that? 

 Alex Pellett – A placeholder added for new industries could be incorporated in the projections. 

Placeholders have been used in example studies.  In the 1983 studies new industries were not 

included, they are non-linear and difficult to predict.  Our projection would not include new 

industries, but we could develop a separate scenario that did for comparison. 

 Stuart Norvell – they had the same issue in Texas and it was answered by how often you plan to 

update the state plan?  It is impossible to disaggregate state/regional projections to a local level, 

but talk to industry – do they have plans to expand?  A lot will say probably, but won’t give 

anything specific and will be overly optimistic.  So you probably want to include a placeholder. 

 Scott Harder – Why the 3 year baseline in the example for Kimberly-Clark? They are relatively 

stable last 3 years and production factor made sense.  How do you define the baseline? 

 Alex Pellett – Important questions, we could use a longer than 3 year baseline.   

 Stakeholder - since you are tackling Savannah first, how will Georgia information be brought into 

the process? 

 Alex Pellett – They have their own projections. 

 Stakeholder – I am interested/ concerned about the disparity between the reported withdrawal 

and discharges.  Return flows should be accounted for regardless of the source.   

 Alex Pellett – good point, efforts to filter out storm events from the discharge data will be made.  

Florida used the annual minimum discharge as a return flow and assumed everything else is 

stormwater runoff.  It can be determined on a case-by-case basis/talking to the users 



 Stakeholder - confused how stormwater runoff is in a discharge? 

 Alex Pellett – I am talking about NPDES system permits. 

 Alex Butler DHEC – It could be part of the wastewater collection system. 

 Stakeholder – If discharge is much greater than withdrawal it could be because they are taking 

in groundwater and surface water and they only return excess to the surface water. 

 Example – the first line of the DAK American does not make sense.  DHEC needs to find out why 

there is a much higher discharge then withdrawal. 

 Stuart Norvell – It could be from cooling ponds on site. 

 Stakeholder – onsite pond is exempt from reporting withdrawal, but they are reporting 

discharges. 

 Stakeholder - Just to confirm Alex, the "Industry_Table_DRAFT_8-9-2018" is noted in MGD, but 

is actually MGM and the table in the slides is accurately MGD 

 Alex Pellett -That is correct. 

 Alex Pellett – That is why we are asking these questions to the users. 

 Stakeholder – Some of the tracking should have been done when the SWAM model was created, 

such as incorporating on site ponds.  CDM Smith should or could have segregated this. 

 Alex Pellett– I used their information to join the withdrawal and discharges and to remove 

outliers. As far as distinguishing discharge flows (rainwater vs pond), I don’t think that was done. 

 Alex Butler DHEC – Looking at aerial imagery of DAK America – they do have a large cooling 

pond. 

 Alex Pellett – If it is runoff from a pond we could remove an estimated Volume of discharge.  

 Stakeholder – Is that an NDPES discharge if it is from a pond? 

 Alex Butler DHEC - Yes, likely due to the temperature.  The flow could also be groundwater 

infiltration to the pond. 

 Holly – Alex it sounds like you need to talk to DHEC NPDES POC first then talk to specific 

industries. 

 Alex Pellett – I have a list of reasons now that the discharge could be greater than the 

withdrawal: 

o Purchase 

o Ponds 

o Rainfall runoff- is the most probable 

And the path forward is to: 

1. Reach out to DHEC 

2. As we do each basin we will reach out to each industry 

The method here, uses something between the green and blue line on the chart to get a growth 

rate/projection.  This is the draft data that could be provided to industry for input.  As a user, 

would you provide input on this draft? 

 Stakeholder – How did you get the green line? 

 Alex Pellett – The green line is from the highest discharge?  This is an error in the draft 

information. 

 Stakeholder - So the green line is the highest number from the purple line – or the worst 

possible case withdrawal combined with a draught.  I would tend to use the worst case. 



 Alex Pellett – Yes this is what was done in Texas. 

 Stuart Norvell – some peak measurement was used in Texas.  The Corps also uses maximum 

values for water reallocation studies. 

 Alex Pellett – Maximum from the last 10 years could be used, but not be the best assumption if 

there is an outlier.  It may be best to eyeball it. 

 Stakeholder – How tied are demand projections to season/climate? 

 Alex Pellett – In industrial withdrawal there is no connection from the examples. 

 Stakeholder– no? 

 Alex Pellett – I could do a statistical analysis to test for a relationship between rainfall, 

temperature, etc.? 

 Stuart Norvell - Industrial use (process water) is generally not directly affected by weather.   

 Stakeholder – How far back to go? 

 Alex Pellett –the more data the better, but manufacturing processes may have changed. 

 Stuart Norvell - Most industrial water use today is "hard demand" meaning that there isn’t going 

to be a lot of room for water conservation as it relates to process water.  

 Stakeholder – I would use the 90s onward. 

 Stakeholder – some outages may explain low outliers. 

 Alex Pellett – Details on production history could help with that. 

 Stakeholder – but they may be hard to get  

 Alex Pellett – yes, but it would be nice. 

 Stuart Norvell - Employment is not a good measure due to increasing automation in many 

industries.   

 Alex Butler (DHEC) – Economy is more relevant to growth than climate. 

 Alex Pellett – production history could reduce noise.  I do have employment by county and I 

have production by multiple county groups. 

 Stakeholder - I think the only way you are going to tease out that detail of information will be to 

spend some time with the industry. 

 Alex Pellett – Only input from major industries would be do-able. 

 Stakeholder – Do not get too wrapped up in the industrial problem, but focus on what data is 

used for.  ‘All models are wrong but some are useful’.  Approximate is better. Simple is better.  

Time is spent better on other things. 

 Stakeholder – Concur, aggregate everything will show a good big picture regardless. 

 Stuart Norvell - Keep it simple as possible. Detailed models are good for a utility or site, but it 

gets really messy at the regional or state level 

 Alex Pellett -Wrapping up - concurrence on the method proposed with statistical test to 

weather/seasonality.  Comments are to keep it simple and apply the growth rate.  Comments 

will be documented in the report if there are disagreements.   

 The next meeting is Power – Stuart Norvell will present some examples. 

 Scott Harder – will there be another meeting with industrial users? 

 Alex – the path forward is to coordinate with DHEC, users at the basin level for basin level 

studies, and allow anyone to provide comments on the draft documents.  

 It was noted that the dates for the September meetings need to be adjusted and will be 

advertised on the website and through email invitations. 


