
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting # 6 (Golf Water Demand Projection Methodology Meeting) 
 
November 7, 2018, 9:30 AM, Webinar 

 

1. The meeting presentation was about 30 minutes followed by open discussion for a total meeting 
time of 45 minutes.  Participants introduced themselves via the Chat Box on the Webex 
(information provided is included in the meeting Roster).   
 

2. The purpose of these meetings is to encourage stakeholder input: 

 During the meeting we encourage participation, Webex Chat Box or 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. Presentation slides contain an overview of what was presented: 

 Scope and Timeline: Reviewed the scope and timeline for the study.  Method report is 

expected in February and the “Pilot Report” for Savannah River Basin is expected next May.    

This is the last method meeting and is on schedule. 

 TAC – feedback process and ultimate incorporation into study. 

 Projections are not forecasts. 

 Permittee Reported Monthly Withdrawal Volume for Golf Courses 

 2017 Survey of permitted and Registered Water Withdrawals – SC DNR survey summary of 

results.   Review of factors that may have affected the final results of this survey. 

 Proposed Method for Golf Course Irrigation Water Demand Projections: 

o Simple Method – average monthly withdrawals from 2014 – 2017 and assume no 

change 

o Complex Method – try to incorporate a weather model.  

 If you RSVP’d for updates you will receive a complete draft in January and comments 

received within 30 days will be considered in the final draft report.  We will have further 

discussions with water users in each basin as we apply these methods.  This is the last TAC 

meeting, we had 6 meetings with one introduction.  We did not have a meeting for 

domestic, self-supply, but there is a standard method for that sector.  We could consider a 

TAC meeting on mining. 

 

4. Open Discussion Notes:  delete highlighted names or fill in blanks as needed, for internal use 
only 

o USACE – How does golf course consumptive use compare to the state as whole? What 
percentage of total consumptive use? 

o Alex  - I do not have that information off hand, but it is relatively minor.  I staged this 
TAC meetings in order of water withdrawals meetings and gold courses are the smallest 
sector in comparison to the other sectors we are evaluating. 

o USACE – You may want to note that the trend is that they are using less and less water 
as compared to the past in terms of zero-scaping and etc.   
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o Alex – The question is have we already zero-scaped what we want to or is there more to 
be done with more reductions in the future? 

o USACE – That’s a good question, someone from industry needs to chime in on that. 
o Stakeholder: how much golf course irrigated water is from onsite collected storm 

ponds?  And does it matter in the planning efforts if it is? 
o Alex – That’s an interesting question and Tom recently pulled together some studies on 

golf courses.  One thing we saw on those studies is Golf Courses in the southeast region 
have significantly more open water land cover area then compared to golf courses in the 
rest of the US.  Some of it is from irrigation and some of it is land use.  I am not sure all 
of that is necessarily tracked.  If I understand correctly.  It may need to be clarified by 
DHEC. I am not sure we are going to have the data from that to do an in depth analysis 
in this study. 

o Tom Walker:  Throssell et al, 2009 - 62% in the Southeast is from lakes and ponds.  from 
2001-2009 71% stayed the same and 11% decreased in Southeast 

o Stakeholder: I would assume  us as end users remain the same and note that we are 
trending downward in consumption 

o Alex: If I understand correctly that supports utilizing the simple method.  If the data 
supports it we could identify certain golf courses that have the most to gain from 
investment.  You would need to do a water reduce audit in the field to really do that. 

o Stakeholder: Yes. You’re correct, surface water bodies used by golf courses that are 
filled by groundwater are not reported as surface water withdrawals. 

o Stakeholder: Just ran a query of both withdrawal and consumptive use. Golf Courses 
account for .29% of total use for the year of 2017 

o Alex: I wonder if that include thermoelectric power as that dwarfs all other users but 
largely not consumptive in terms of their total withdrawal.  Where is the query data 
source? 

o Stakeholder: I pulled up our access tab and it pulls directly from our database.  Does 
that percentage include the big power users, that are not consumptive, or without those 
uses is 1.29%? 

o Alex – we are trying to join NPDES withdrawals from discharges, that’s how we would 
calculate consumptive use for other sectors.  For Golf and Irrigation in general we would 
assume a high percentage of the water is consumptive use and not returning to the 
aquifer.  We have to make an assumption on this, with feedback from stakeholders, 
such as 80% would be consumed.  Key point is golf course is a relatively minor sector for 
water withdrawal volume on a statewide basis. 

o USACE: For that reason I would keep it as simple as possible. 
o Stakeholder: a high percentage of golf courses along the coast have changed their 

withdrawal from surface instead of ground water. 
o Alex: so there could be local effects and the shift from ground to surface water is in line 

with the last state water plan.  Do you think this will continue? 
o Stakeholder: Yes, from what I see from the data that trend will continue, I don’t see a 

reason why it would stop. 
o Tom Walker: could be sorted out in the River Basin Council process 
o Stakeholder: I agree, as with the other sectors, the first round of demands should be 

high level estimates and then the various management areas can then drill into the 
details as they deem appropriate 

o Stakeholder: Is most golf course irrigation an effort to keep the turf alive, or to maximize 
the golf experience? 



o Stakeholder: Water use for golf courses is based on plant health and playability 
o Stakeholder: are you getting feedback from the PPAC as they continue their work? 
o Alex/Tom: yes 


