
VII.  Developing a Culture of Water Stewardship Innovation – Mason, Leurig
a. Becoming the Most Water-Efficient Community in Texas
· Austin touts itself as a world-class city and a center of technical innovation and intellectual capital
· Austin should capitalize on its reputation by creating a dramatic and achievable goal of becoming the most water-efficient city in Texas
· This will require:
·  clear, understandable metrics that go beyond the 140 gpcd target, which is the result of the legislative process and does not represent the ultimate achievable goal for per capita water use.  In fact, cities such as San Antonio and El Paso have surpassed this metric.  (define this goal)
· a consistent public message about the need (and urgency) for achieving this goal (meet the water needs of a rapidly growing population, sustain a finite resource that is critical to the city’s health, economy, culture, and identity, etc.)
· unfailing public education efforts that instill a new water ethic, as well as an understanding of the cost/value of water
· Austin will necessarily face immediate comparisons with other cities such as San Antonio and El Paso, but it should look outside state boundaries for examples of innovating municipal water efficiency that can be applied in central Texas (e.g., Las Vegas, cities in Calif., AZ, New Mexico, etc.). (For consideration by the TF: is there a quantitative goal we want to set as a “reach” target? For example, California’s “20 by 2020” goal (20% total water use reduction by 2020, what baseline?) or the Colorado River target of 90 gpcd by 2020?

b
.  Tapping into the Cityscape as a Water Supply Source
· Until the turn of the 20th century, Austin’s most reliable sources of water were the Barton Springs/ Edwards Aquifer and rainwater stored through lean times. With the advent of centralized water treatment technologies and construction of the Highland Lakes in the 1960s, Austin gradually shifted its reliance to water from the Colorado River. Today we are reminded of what Austin’s earliest settlers knew: drought is a regular part of life in Central Texas, making the rainwater that falls outside the Highland Lakes catchment area all the more valuable. 

· Centralized water storage and treatment is likely always to be part of Austin’s water portfolio. However, a new generation of water treatment technologies makes point-of-use treatment economically feasible. It is even possible that point-of-use capture and treatment will reach or exceed parity with centralized water services as the costs of point-of-use technologies improve and as the economics of centralized water services adjust to higher sourcing and treatment costs.

· At the same time, Austin Watershed Protection Department is embracing the concept of augmenting its centralized stormwater infrastructure with cityscape water storage, recognizing the economic limitations of a purely centralized approach to capturing, retaining and treating stormwater. (It is worth noting that “stormwater” is a term that regards rainwater as a pollutant vector and flood source rather than a resource).

· Looked at in this way, our entire cityscape can be designed and retrofitted to function as a water supply source. The economic capacity of this cityscape approach to water supply is not fully understood. What we do know is we are barely scratching the surface of what our cityscape can provide through the thoughtful design of streets, buildings and parks to capture, store and treat water for beneficial use in the city of Austin. (Reminder: look at AWP’s stormwater code and estimates of cost/yield). 
· This presents both risks and opportunities to Austin Water and its ratepayers. If we ignore the potential for distributed infrastructure across our cityscape, we risk overbuilding our centralized system and forcing water rates upward. As water rates rise, the economics of providing point-of-source systems become even more attractive, driving even more customers away from the centralized services, causing the utility to adjust rates upward to make up for lost sales, and on and on in a vicious cycle of rate increases. We are better off recognizing the potential for this disruptive technology and designing our policies to encourage its development to best augment our central system.

· We can encourage investment in this distributed water infrastructure through code and ordinance revisions, and credits to tap fees and rate structure revision to reflect the economic benefit of the water services provided by private property owners. For example, Austin Water Utility could adjust its connection fees to reflect the true cost of service for large commercial customers who provide their own water supply through onsite capture and/or treatment.  

c.   Leading a New Era of Regional Cooperation
· Much as the Task Force believes that Austin should not rely solely on surface water from the LCRA as its long-term supply source, we also believe the City should not default to LCRA as the leader for regional water cooperation
· LCRA is charged with a primary focus on raw surface water supplies from the lower Colorado River/Highland Lakes; the City has a “retail” focus on end users of treated water in a municipal setting
· Austin is better situated to work with its neighboring water users (nearby cities, counties, water districts, wholesale water providers) who 1) may not be in the LCRA service area;  2) may be interested in water from sources other than the Highland Lakes (ASR, demand management, groundwater, etc.); and/or 3) may be focused on planning, financing, construction, or management of infrastructure for water treatment, transmission, and distribution.
· Rather than viewing water resources as a zero sum game, Austin should work with its neighbors to create a regional conservation ethic to achieve efficient use of local supplies.  
· Austin should regularly convene a regional water summit with an overarching goal of achieving mutual water benefits that could not otherwise be obtained without regional cooperation (water resources not to be viewed as a zero sum game)
· City will share its resources (large, experienced technical staff), ideas, planning, and best practices with regional neighbors, and invite them to do the same 
· Invite neighboring cities, water districts, river authorities, counties, et al.
· State goal of achieving regional/mutual benefits that would otherwise be more difficult without cooperation  —  lowered costs, more efficient use of water supplies, increased political influence, etc.), as well as reinforcing a new regional water ethic
· The City should vigorously implement the LCRA/COA Water Partnership created by the June 2007 settlement agreement; give it substance, staff it at highest level. 

· City must continue to take an active leadership role, and encourage regional neighbors to do the same, in participating in revisions to the LCRA Water Management Plan in order to protect the firm water supply
�I think that it is a good idea to present that suit of ideas/initiatives that are out there, but not to recommend anything in particular.  We have recommended that Austin develop an Integrated Water Resources Plan that includes a robust public process.  I hope that the goal would be developed out of that process.  If we don’t have confidence in that though I am willing to make a recommendation.  


�I would switch section B and C.  A flows into C better and section B breaks up the flow a bit.  I like that part about using the cityscape as a water supply source, but I wonder if it would fit better in another part of the report.  This is up to you all though.  


�I totally agree with this.  Both entities have not taken this seriously and it could be a good resource.  





