Section IV:  Key Recommendations
The Task Force strongly recommends that Austin explore a different approach beyond the current utility model.  

· We encourage AWU to embrace new decentralized models in addition to traditional centralized models

· We encourage AWU to explore options that may not have been attractive 25 years ago based on cost, water availability and other issues

· The utility needs to look inward and critically assess internal processes and ability to respond to changing water supply conditions and to implement water supply strategies 
· Implement risk-based renewal planning approach to future utility needs.  High risk assets are addressed first.

· Austin Water Utility needs to place a priority on developing partnerships both with regional entities and within city departments.  

· Diversifying sources and investing in deep water conservation will require that Austin Water Utility continue to adapt its rates to become less dependent on volumetric water sales while still using pricing as a tool to achieve water conservation goals. 



The City of Austin and Austin Water Utility must develop a realistic Integrated Water Resources Plan similar to LCRA Water Management Plan and electric Integrated Resources Plan.

· Austin is now the 11th largest city in the United States. For a city of this size not to have an Integrated Water Resources Plan is an unacceptable source of risk to our long-term economic security and our quality of life.
· Meaningful public participation in water supply is paramount to creating a new water paradigm to meet future water supply challenges.  This will enable Austin citizens to become educated and engaged on our water supply challenges and to be partners in solutions.  

· An integrated water resource plan will assist in identifying and facilitating opportunities for regional partnerships, technology cost sharing, balanced regional water reliability, and improved drought preparedness.  

· In developing this plan, Austin should evaluate the impact of various water supply and climate scenarios to ensure sustainability of water supply and to assess the range of outcomes that we should be prepared to address.

· Multi-departmental input in developing Integrated Water Resources plan in essential. 

· Austin Energy should participate in developing and implementing the plan, opening up much-needed collaboration on the energy demands of our water system and the water demands of our electric grid.   This collaboration should include exploration of opportunities for energy generation in our wastewater treatment system. 
· Watershed Protection should be involved in developing and implementing the plan.  This reflects the reality that our city’s stormwater is not a waste product but a potential source of water supply, and that Watershed Protection’s expertise in managing the quality of surface water assets that may be affected by water supply choices is critical to maintaining quality of life in our community. 
· The Office of Sustainability should also be involved in this plan and help to champion interdepartmental solutions.
· Conservation Potential Assessment (CPA) – Commission an independent consultant’s review to assess the potential for securing water through discrete conservation and efficiency programs. The CPA should assess where untapped opportunities to achieve  water savings still exist to prioritize conservation spending by Austin Water Utility. 

· The plan should consider all water that the city is using and not just water that is “run” through the utility

· The Integrated Plan should include a demand forecast that goes beyond extrapolating historic water use or a simple assumption of 140 gpcd to actually reflect the possible effects of population growth, climate change, land use changes and water pricing on demand forecasts. This is critical to ensure that Austin Water does not overbuild assets to satisfy water demand that does not evidence.  This Task Force recommends using the “Urban Water Demand in California to 2100: Incorporating Climate Change” open source tool made by the Pacific Institute as a model for demand forecasting.

· Austin’s water rates are likely to be affected by the steps we take to ensure water reliability, whether these actions are to conserve our water (reducing volumetric sales) or increasing supply (especially new capital assets). The Integrated Water Resources Plan should include a comparison of the rate impacts of selected strategies. San Antonio Water System’s Integrated Water Resources Plan should serve as a model for this analysis.
· Work on this plan should begin immediately.  

Explore the following options in developing the Integrated Water Resources Plan

· 
Decentralization: The decentralized concept is the idea that water is most effectively and efficiently managed by treating it—and reusing it—as close to where it is generated as practical. Infrastructure failure and vulnerabilities are minimized while water resources utilization is maximized on a local and highly integrated level. The overall system becomes more reliable and is adaptable to a variety of future development scenarios.  Decentralized stormwater or wastewater treatment infrastructure can be part of Austin Water Utility’s capital portfolio. It can also be developed economically by institutions and private developers at a competitive cost of service to what AWU offers, a model that frees up Austin Water’s capital to meet other needs
· Conservation:  These demand side programs should be a primary focus of the utility , A variety of regulatory and voluntary options should be considered and programs should be designed to serve all user groups.  The approach should be proactive and cutting-edge.  

· Diversification of supply sources.  Reliability of water supply is best achieved through diversification of system.

· Develop and foster regional cooperation and partnerships

· Reuse: Focus on multiple cycle reuse of existing water supplies.  The lowest cost water is that which is already under our control.

· Address water demand by realistically assessing water  needs vs. wants

· Austin Water Utility can mitigate the ratepayer impacts of investing in new supply options by adopting a capital planning approach that attempts to discover revenue-positive or revenue-neutral opportunities throughout its asset portfolio. Designing wastewater treatment facilities to capture (and monetize, where possible) the energy and nutrient load is one way of discovering this ratepayer benefit. Progressive utilities around the country, including San Antonio Water System, Alexandria Renew Enterprises and East Bay Municipal Utility District already generate energy or sell natural gas from their wastewater facilities. 

· Austin Water Utility can also mitigate ratepayer impacts by encouraging the use of private capital to finance decentralized infrastructure throughout the city. Given Austin’s extraordinary growth and the scale of new development and redevelopment citywide, there is vast untapped potential to provide water solutions that do not implicate the balance sheet of Austin Water, which is already challenged by necessary efforts at water conservation and essential capital investments. In New York City and San Francisco, private land developers have demonstrated the economic opportunity of developing parcel-scale stormwater and wastewater reuse projects. These projects provide wastewater treatment and non-potable water at a cost of $11 – 15 per 1,000 gallons, making it competitive with Austin’s combined water and wastewater rates. Better still, these projects can be designed to be net energy neutral, using the heat from onsite wastewater treatment to provide hot and chilled water loops that can offset the energy needs of the building. The economic competitiveness of these projects scales with size, but with the smallest economic project pegged at 300,000 sq-ft, there are many opportunities within our growing city. One example of such a project is the New School in New York City.  


Water Supply Project Evaluation Matrix 


The Task Force developed a matrix that we recommend be used to evaluate different potential water supply projects.  This matrix includes evaluation criteria that we believe reflects a Austin’s values and ranges from cost to social impacts.  We encourage the city council to direct the utility to use this or a substantially similar approach to evaluate possible water supply projects.  We have provided definitions of the water supply project evaluation criteria and scoring criteria in order to be clear about the aspects that we feel are important to consider when evaluating water supply.  

While we feel that it is important to evaluate water supply projects, the Task 
Force did not feel that it was appropriate to score the water supply projects 
that were presented to us for several reasons.  We did not have sufficient 
time to go into the level of detail on strategy yield and cost that we feel is necessary to accurately populate this matrix. The numbers that were provided to the task force were from different sources and in some cases varied dramatically.  Different methodologies were used to arrive at cost and savings conclusions.  This made scoring projects in a way that they were weighed evenly against one another difficult in this timeframe.  By scoring the strategies, the WTF would have given the illusion of precision when we don’t have enough information to provide precise scoring on each of these strategies 


We recommend that when populating the matrices, AWU should take care to develop annual costs for both supply and demand management projects using consistent methodology to allow for appropriate comparison. Associated capital expenditures for all projects, regardless of demand or supply management, should be amortized over a set period and added to the related annual operations and maintenance (O&M) cost for a total annual cost of the project. Although it is not currently City financial policy to bond finance associated capital components of demand management strategies, this approach provides for relative comparison of strategies with supply-side options as well as recognizes the statutory and constitutional authority in the state of Texas to bond finance demand management expenditures. Progressive cities such as Las Vegas, Seattle and New York City have used their enterprise revenue bonds to finance water conservation efforts on the private property of their customers on the basis that the efforts serve the public interest, have quantifiable water savings that extend for at least as long as the lifetime of the debt used to finance them, and are secured through some means, such as a conservation easement or contract with the property owner.


Water Supply Recommendations
The Task Force believes that we are approaching water supply emergency and we recommend that Austin take action to use our current supplies more efficiently as well as develop additional supplies.  Our recommendations are as follows:

Short Term Demand Management Strategies -  The following drought response and water conservation should be implemented immediately.  This should not be limited to the following programs.

Proactive Implementation on Drought Response Stages:  We support the development and implementation of an Interim Stage 3 drought restriction as soon as feasibly possible to preserve water supplies.  We recommend the implementation of Stage 3 Interim at no later than 500k acre-feet (combined storage for Highland Lakes) and Stage 4 at no later than 400k acre-feet (combined storage for Highland Lakes).   Prior to implementing Stage 4, the Utility should develop programs to encourage and enable alternative outdoor watering options to preserve outdoor landscapes and the urban tree canopy.  (See Codes and Ordinances section)


Water Conservation:  We recommend that the City place a strong focus on implementing demand side strategies (strategies that reduce per person water use) before implementing supply-side options.  Using the supplies that we currently have as efficiently as possible is paramount to sustainably managing our water supplies whether in drought or out of drought.  Austin Water Utility should develop a cost per acre-foot benchmark reflecting the unit cost of bringing new “wet” water supplies into the portfolio. Any conservation program with a unit cost below that benchmark should be green-lit. For example, San Antonio Water System has a $550 per acre-foot benchmark for water conservation strategies, meaning that any water conservation program with a unit cost of $550/ac-ft or less is automatically approved for funding. 
· Cost effective strategies that reduce water use should be a priority

· Toilet replacement programs – there are a variety of programs contemplated by the utility that target toilet replacement

· Require new facilities to capture Cooling towers and condensate from cooling towers

· Limit Irrigated area in new development (similar to program implemented by Georgetown).  Installed irrigation systems should be as efficient as possible.

· Invest in customer water report software or services that can realize greater customer water savings and more cost-effectively market Austin Water’s existing incentive programs. One example is WaterSmart Software, which has achieved a 5% reduction in total water demand in 6 months at the East Bay Municipal Utility District. The software gives customer’s personalized reports on relative water usage compared to neighbors and identifies opportunities for rebates they haven’t used. A third-party estimate pegged the cost of water saved through WaterSmart at a midpoint unit cost of $380 / acre-foot for email reports and $400 / acre-foot for written reports to customers.

· Direct Reuse - Developing the remainder of the core reclaimed water system has the largest potential water supply impact of any demand-side strategies to better utilize existing water supplies

· Leak Detection – Continue and enhance efforts to reduce leaks from AWU infrastructure

· Water conservation programs should include a mix of regulatory and behavior-based options.  These include…

· Regulatory - Code modifications, etc.
· Behavioral
· Education - Value of Water initiatives
· Incentives (conservation, rainwater harvesting)
· Consumption comparison on average household bill
· Utility should investigate nationally recognized software programs, such as WaterSmart, to integrate individualized customer usage and available rebate incentives and send customize mailings to water customers that identify opportunities for water savings.
Short Term Demand Management Strategies


· Decentralization – The decentralized concept is the idea that stormwater and wastewater are most effectively and efficiently managed by treating it—and reusing it—as close to where it is generated as practical. Infrastructure failure and vulnerabilities are minimized while water resources utilization is maximized on a local and highly integrated level. The overall system becomes more reliable and is adaptable to a variety of future development scenarios.

· Stormwater Management – Expand current stormwater management approach focused on water quality discharges to include volume management for all beneficial purposes including reclaimed and reuse opportunities.


In addition, we recommend that the city pursue several water supply strategies as soon as possible.  These include but are not limited to…

Short Term Water Supply Strategies

· Automation of Longhorn Dam Gates – Immediately implement automation over manual operations.

· Water Long Lake Off-Channel Storage – Explore and study enhanced storage option)

· Lake Austin Varying Operating Level – Use public response as educational opportunity for water awareness.  Implement at 600k acre-feet combined storage. 

· Capture local inflows to Lady Bird Lake – Temporary short-term strategy deployed during deep drought.


Mid Term Water Supply Strategies:  We expect that the city will study these options in more detail to fully evaluate their suitability for water supply solutions.  

· Tiered implementation approach. Diversification of water supply sources should be achieved through integration of regional strategies identified in City and Region K water planning processes.  Begin with the end in mind.

· If there is potential to decommission Decker Power Station at Lake Walter E. Long, immediate implementation of Walter Long Lake enhanced off channel storage should be implemented.

· Indirect Potable Reuse – Given the time required for permitting, the Task Force recommends initializing the permit process now, with the condition that this strategy should not be implemented before the combined Highland Lakes storage reaches 400,000 ac-ft.  
Funding

· The City should investigate alternate financial delivery mechanisms for future water supply projects.

· City of Austin signed a contract with the Lower Colorado River Authority in 1999 to ensure that the agency would provide future water to the city during a repeat of the drought of record, prepaying $100 million to secure the supply.  LCRA should participate in funding any future water supply projects that are necessary to a reliable future supply of comparable volume to the City of Austin.
· Austin’s water rates are likely to be affected by the steps we take to ensure water reliability, whether these actions are to conserve our water (reducing volumetric sales) or increasing supply (especially new capital assets). To minimize rate increases, it makes good sense to look at opportunities for new development and redevelopment in our growing city to bring new water assets with it. This can and should include options beyond Austin Water Utility’s centralized supply options, such as decentralized water treatment for non-potable reuse that can be cost-effectively implemented by land developers.  

� Available at http://pacinst.org/publication/urban-water-demand-to-2100/


� See at http://www.watersmartsoftware.com/





�Is this the right place for strong recommendations?  Move to earlier in report?  


�Sharlene


�I think these recommendations should actually be folded in as Principles in Section II (Marisa’s). Could the two of you connect by phone to see how to incorporate them there? That would mean Section IV would start with the Integrated Water Resources Plan.


�Sharlene


�Lauren


�Lauren?


�Sharlene


�Sharlene


�These two sections should be blended together as they both touch on the integrated water plan but right now the formatting makes it look like it’s separate topics.
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�Include Google Map showing 3 foot drawdown in appendix


�!!!!Careful review required - Sharlene





