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COMES NOW, the City of Austin, (herein sometimes referred to as “City,” “Austin” or

“Respondent”), in the above styled and docketed wholesale water and wastewater rate

appeal

proceeding and serves this, its Objections to Prefiled Testimony of Petitioners and PUC staff,

L INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.
in Order No. 1 dated, June 17, 2013.

The City of Austin was made a paty to this whole sale water and wastewater rate appeal

22




2. On July 14, 2014, the City of Austin filed its Prefiled Testimony and Exhibits.

3. On October 17, 2014, Petitioners filed their Prefiled Testimony and Exhibits. Petitioners’
Prefiled Testimony included the direct written testimony of David Malish, Thomas C.

Arndt and Jay Joyce.

4, On, December 12, 2014, the Public Utility Commission of Texas (“PUC”) staff filed its
Prefiled Testimony. PUC’s Prefiled Testimony included the direct written testimony of
Heidi Graham.,

5. In accordance with Order No. 9, Objections for Prefiled Testimony is due December 22,
2014,

Pursuant to Order No. 3 Finding Jurisdiction under Texas Water Code Section 13.044

and Denying Petitioners’ Motion to Establish Interim Rates:

1. The hearing on the merits shall be a cost of service evidentiary hearing under Texas
Water Code § 13.044(b). The City of Austin shall have the burden of proof to show

that its rates are just and reasonable.

The Administrative Law Judge(s) provided for an extended prehearing schedule to allow the
parties a reasonable opportunity to resolve the cost of service issues which are the subject of this
contested case hearing. Austin and Petitioners did engage in extensive structured and informal
settlement negotiations, formal mediation, and renewed resolution attempts. At the time of this
pleading, Petitioners” response to Austin’s most recent settlement offer has been pending since at
least December 7, 2014. During the extensive prehearing period allowed by the Administrative
Law Judge, Austin and Petitioners have further defined the scope of this contested case hearing
by identifying matters which are contested and malters which are not disputed. Petitioners
largely dispute the City’s cost of service in terms of whether various line items or cost centers of

the City of Austin’s annual revenue requirement should be allocated to Petitioners, or whether
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those line items or cost centers are retail only. The portion of Austin’s revenue requirement
which is not associated with provided service to wholesale customers should not be included in
Petitioners’ cost of service. Austin has had two (2) additional rate settings' since February, 2013
when the protested rates went into effect. In each fiscal year, Austin has considered issues raised
by Petitioners concerning whether costs were joint or retail only. Consequently, Austin has
adjusted its revenue requirement in accordance with the City’s agreement with Petitioners or in

partial resolution of this contested case hearing.

Cost of service is defined in two ways under the applicable agency rules; cash
basis or utility basis. Austin uses the cash basis which is defined as follows:

Chapter 24.  Substantive Rules Applicable to Water and Sewer Serivee
Providers.

Subchapter I. Wholesale Water or Sewer Service,

PUC Substan. R. § 24.129. Definitions. (3) Cash Basis calculation of cost
of service — A calculation of the revenue requirement to which a seller is entitled
to cover all cash needs, including debt obligations as they come due. Basic
revenue requirement components under the cash basis generally include operation
and maintenance expense, debt service requirements, and capital expenditures
which are not debt financed. Other cash revenue requirements should be
considered where applicable. Basic revenue requirements under the cash basis do

not generally include depreciation.

Austin presented its water and wastewater utility revenue requirements: for the test year or

reference year, (Fiscal Year 2012), which ended less than 12 months before the date the

! As detailed in the prefiled testimony of Greg Meszaros and David Anders, each annual consideration of the budget
for Austin Water Utility is a separate rate setting. These annual considerations of the budget or revenue requirement
for Austin Water are not phases of some past rate setting, as suggested in Order No. 9. Each rate setting is a stand-
alone consideration of the current year’s revenue requirement and the rates needed to generate that revenue
requirement for each customer class.
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protested rate went into effect; Fiscal Year 2013, the year of the protested rate; Fiscal Year 2014;
and Fiscal Year 2013,

The basis for Austin’s objections to Petitioners® prefiled testimony, as detailed below is
that the testimony is not relevant (legal opinions given by lay witnesses), or that it is intended to
deny Austin’s rights under the SOAH Rules and the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure to “obtain a
just, fair, equitable and impartial adjudication of Austin’s rights under established principles of
substantive law. Texas Rules of Evidence at TRE 401 defines relevant evidence as evidence
having any tendency to make the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the
determination of the action more probable or less probable than it would be without the evidence.
TRE 402 states that relevant evidence is admissible and evidence which is not relevant is
inadmissible. In other words, Austin’s objections to statements which are mere speculation, are
known to be untrue, and which, on their face do not make any fact material to the determination
more or less probable should be sustained. TRE 701 states that lay witness testimony is only
admissible if it is rationally based on the perception of the witness (such as matters within the
witness’ personal knowledge), or helpful to a clear understanding of the witness® testimony or
the determination of a fact in issue. Legal opinions rendered by lay witnesses are usually not
helpful or necessary to a clear understanding or determination of a fact in issue. Finally, as to
expert witnesses: Under TRE 702, an expert may render an opinion if scientific, technical or
other specialized expertise will assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine
a fact in issue. A witness qualified as an expert may give an opinion because such an expert

opinion may prove helpful to the trier of fact.

1I. OBJECTIONS TO PETITIONERS’ PREFILED TESTIMONY

While Petitioners brought forward some complaints and claims regarding cost of service
in addition to the claims set forth in the July 31, 2013 Jay Joyce affidavit, Petitioners and PUC
staff also took the opportunity to take Austin to task for agreeing with Petitioners regarding some
cost of service issues which they raised. Additionally, Petitioners fault Austin for not addressing
certain utility service related matters unrelated to a determination of cost of service. To the

extent that Petitioners’ testimony offers legal opinions from non-lawyers, faults Austin for
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reaching agreement with Petitioners on disputed cost of service revenue requirements, suggests
that Petitioners’ failure to address concerns regarding Austin’s water and wastewater revenue
requests are based on Austin’s failure to comply with Petitioners® discovery requests, and that
Austin does not have the opportunity to rebut the Parties’ claims through Austin’s direct and
rebuttal cases, Petitioners’ prefiled testimony should not be considered. Austin objects to
Petitioners® prefiled testimony based on TRE 401, 402 regarding the definition of relevant
evidence and the inadmissibility of irrelevant evidence; TRE 701, regarding opinion testimony
by lay witness; and TRE 702, 703 regarding opinion testimony by expert witnesses and the bases

of opinion testimony by experts, as indicated below.

A, Prefiled Testimony of David Malish, P. E.

David Malish testifies on behalf of Petitioners to provide “technical and historical support
information” on behalf of Notth Austin MUD No. 1, and Wells Branch MUD. (Prefiled
Testimony of David Malish, P.E., Page 7 of 20, Lines 6, 7). Austin objects to David Malish’s
testimony as follows

1. From Page 9, Line 4, to Page 14, Line 17. This testimony concerns pressure
problems North Austin MUD No. 1 had with the City of Austin and City of Austin
facilities. There is no information in this testimony concerning any of Austin’s
revenue requirement in the test year or going forward or the allocation of costs to
North Austin MUD No. 1 and Wells Branch MUD. This testimony regarding a
dispute which far predates the time period of this cost of service inquiry is neither
relevant, probative, nor material to a determination of the cost of wholesale water
setvice to North Austin MUD under the Fiscal Year 2013 protested rate.

2. From Page 14, Line 28, beginning after the word “Drive” to Page 16, Line 16.  This
testimony concerns pressute problems Wells Branch MUD had with the City of
Austin and/or City of Austin facilities. There is no information in this testimony
concerning any of Austin’s revenue requirement in the test year or going forward, or
the allocation of costs to Petitioners. This testimony regarding a dispute which far
predates the time period of this cost of service inquiry is neither relevant, probative,
nor material to a determination of the cost of wholesale water service to Wells Branch
MUD under the Fiscal Year 2013 protested rate.

AUSTIN'S OBJECTIONS TO PARTIES’ PREFILED TESTIMONY
DECEMBER 22, 2014 PAGE S




3. From Page 16, Line 19, to Page 17, Line 24. This testimony comes under the heading
“Water Treatment Plant No. 4 Not Used and Useful to Petitioners.” Under the cash
basis, which Austin uses, a utility is authorized to fund construction works in
progress. Austin detailed its use of Water Treatment Plant No. 4 in its prefiled
testimony,  Additionally, the referenced portion of David Malish’s testimony
regarding Water Treatment Plant No. 4 is neither relevant nor probative to a
determination of the cost of wholesale water service to Wells Branch MUD and North
Austin MUD under the Fiscal Year 2013 protested rate, because it is contrary to the
established facts of Austin Water Utility as an integrated regional utility. Nothing in
the record supports the notion that either North Austin MUD No. 1 or Wells Branch
MUD has been allocated any costs of wholesale water service on the basis of
proximity to specific components of the Austin Water Utility, or direct assignment,

B. Prefiled Testimony of Thomas C. Arndt, P. E.

Thomas C. Arndt, P. E. testifies on behalf of Petitioners to provide “technical and
historical perspective” on behalf of Travis County Water Control & Improvement District No.
10. (Prefiled Testimony of Thomas C. Arndt, P.E., Page 4 of 13, Lines 26, 27). Austin objects
to Thomas C. Arndt’s testimony as follows:

1. From Page 6, Line 25, to Page 10, Line 12. This testimony relates to Travis County
Water Control & Improvement District No. 10°s compliance with storage and
pressure infrastructure standards of the TCEQ. District 10 asserts that Austin does
not provide adequate pressure, storage, and fireflow within the District 10. However,
these issues are regulated by the TCEQ, and the TCEQ has authorized District 10 to
finance the construction of facilities within District 10 to address these issues, at a
cost to District 10 and not Austin. And, District 10 intends to finance additional
facilities within District 10 for increased fire flow. Contrary to Mr. Arndt’s
suggestion, the TCEQ has not held Austin responsible for the cost of providing the
facilities within the district for storage, pressure and fireflow. Moreover, Mr. Arndt
does not state that the City of Austin is or should be responsible for the costs of those
facilities, Mr. Arndt simply offers technical information supporting regarding the
costs to the District and broad statements regarding the need for those facilities. The
need for those facilities was reviewed and approved by the TCEQ which has
oversight over the expenditures of District 10. The distant past District 10 costs for
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storage, pressure enhancement and fireflow within the district are neither probative
nor relevant to a determination of the cost of wholesale water service to Travis
County Water Control & Improvement District No. 10 under the Fiscal Year 2013
protested rate.

2. Page 10, Line 15 to Page 13, Line 3. These questions and answers come under the
heading “Water Treatment Plant No. 4 Not Used and Useful to District.” The
limitation on physical facilities in service is not a limitation under the cash basis
calculation of cost of service, which Austin uses. Under the cash basis, a utility is
authorized to fund construction works in progress. There is no support for the notion
that either Travis County Water Control & Improvement District No. 10 has been
allocated any costs of wholesale water service based on its proximity to specific
components of the Austin Water Utility or direct assignment of facilities. In order for
Mr. Arndt’s statements to be relevant or probative on the issue of the Fiscal Year
2013 cost of service for District 10, which is the subject of this hearing, then it would
have to be shown that Austin did not operate an integrated, regional water atility.
Additionally, Mr. Arndt’s description of Water Treatment Plant No. 4 and his
disputes with the City of Austin regarding the need for this facility and its use as part
of Austin’s integrated regional water utility is contrary to the positions of all the
regulatory authorities which have permitted and authorized Water Treatment Plant
No. 4.

C. Prefiled Testimony of Jay Joyce, Witness for Petitioners

Jay Joyce testifies on behalf of Petitioners North Austin MUD No. 1, Northtown MUD,
Travis County Water Control & Improvement District No. 10 and Wells Branch MUD stating:

“The purpose of my testimony is to discuss the errors in the City of
Austin’s cost of service determinations for the Petitioners, which are all wholesale
customers of the City of Austin. I will identify certain adjustments that are
required to the City of Austin’s requested water and wastewater costs of service
filed before the Commission.”

To the extent that Mr. Joyce identifies and quantifies those “certain adjustments” he advocates
on behalf of Petitioners, Austin does not argue that Mr. Joyce’s testimony is not relevant or
itrelevant and probative to the matters at issue in this contested cost of service case, though, of
course, subject to dispute and rebuttal. To the extent that Mr. Joyce offers legal opinions and
commentary on the legal and procedural aspects of this case, Mr. Joyce’s testimony as a lay
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person who has not been offered as a legal expert, is gratuitous and not probative. At the same
time, Austin’s failure to object to some of Jay Joyce’s incorrect statements cannot be considered
as the City of Austin’s agreement with adjustments and recommendations which are propetly the
subject of this contested case hearing. Austin will rebut Jay Joyce’s disputed testimony and
recommended adjustments in its rebuttal case. The objections set forth below are restricted to

testimony offered that is not relevant, probative and/or which is unnecessarily inflammatory and
misleading,

Attached to this testimony as Exhibit C is a copy of Jay Joyce’s testimony with the

testimony Austin objects to redacted, or stricken. Austin objects to Jay Joyce’s testimony as
follows:

1. Page 9, Line 3, after “review,” and ending with the words “I assumed.” Austin
objects to the statement “and even though the City does not provide any evidence of
the reasonableness of necessity of true costs that are included in the cost of service
study.” This clause denies the testimony of Greg Meszaros, Director and David
Anders, Assistant Director, who testified regarding the costs of water and wastewater
utility service, as shown on Exhibits A and B? to these objections. Every single line
item of the Austin Water Utility’s annual revenue requirement was explained. Also,
Richard Giardina, the project manager of the 2008 Cost of Service Rate Study, and a
nationally recognized expert in rate matters, testified regarding the reasonableness of
the process and the methodology for allocating the costs of Austin’s revenue
requirement,

2. Page 9, Line 11, 12. Austin objects to the statement: “Although the City objected to
virtually every request,” and the word “limited.” Comments on the discovery process
are inappropriate and are not relative or probative. Moreover, the City provided
thousands of pages of data for Mr. Joyce’s review even before this contested case
hearing was convened, during discovery, and during informal settlement discussions.
it is both inaccurate and non-probative for Mr. Joyce to state that Austin did not
provide the information requested by Petitioners at all times, See, TRE 401, 402
regarding the definition of relevant evidence and the inadmissibility of itrelevant
evidence.

2 Exhibits A and B hereto are the Bates stamped pages from the prefiled testimony of Greg Meszaros, Director and
David Anders, Assistant Director of Austin Water Utility as indicated. These Exhibits relate to the Fiscal Year
2012-2013 Approved Budget, but similar documentation was provided for the Fiscal Year 2011-2012, the test year,
Fiscal Year 2013-2014, and Fiscal Year 2014-2015.
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3. Page 9. Line 24, through Page 10, Line 2, ending just before the words, “In my
testimony, . . .” Mr. Joyce gives his impressions as a non-lawyer of whether Austin
“grasped the fact that it has the burden of proof.” His speculations and comments on
what it means to have the burden of proof in a contested rate case are not relevant or
probative.

4. Page 10, Line 4, 5. Austin objects to the clause, “given the City’s unwillingness to
cooperate with discovery” for the reasons stated above.

5. Page 10, Line 6, the word, “sceretive.” Mr. Joyce deliberately mischaracterizes the
public ratemaking procedures Petitioners have enjoyed. As a public agency, and as
stated elsewhere in Mr. Joyce’s testimony, Austin’s water and wastewater rates have
been set through an open, inclusive and patticipatory process in accordance with the
Texas Government Code, the Texas Local Government Code, and the rules of the
TCEQ and now the PUC.

6. Page 12, Lines 16 and 17. Austin objects to Jay Joyce’s statement that David Anders
admits the AWU water and wastewater rates are not based on the cost of service. This
statement is rank hyperbole, and, as such is neither relevant nor probative. The
remainder of the response contains an approptiate characterization of David Anders’
testimony that, while the Petitioners rates were based on the 2008 Cost of Service
Rate Study, which Petitioners’ participated in with their own rate consultant, some
costs were identified by Petitioners in this current proceeding which Austin could
agree should not be included in Petitioners’ cost of service.

7. Page 14, Line 12, the words “unfaitly over.” Jay Joyce’s characterization of
reclaimed water utility costs and subsidization is not probative, because the issue of
whether the burden of the reclaimed water utility costs should be borne by water and
wastewater customers is a legal issue to be decided by the ALJs.

8. Page 19, Lines 2, 3, the clause “and is simply another hidden tax on the water and
wastewater utilities.” Jay Joyce never defines his concept of tax, and the drainage fee
charge obviously was not hidden from Petitioners.

9. Page 19, Lines 6, 7, the clause and buy-out home of Austin resident located in
floodplains. Jay Joyce claims that these purposes of the Watershed Protection
Department are stated on the City’s website. Instead, the City website states:
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“Watershed Protection protects lives, property and the environment of our community
by reducing the impact of flood, erosion and water pollution.” Deliberate and
gratuitous inflammatory hyperbole and inflammatory misinformation is neither
relevant nor probative on the question of whether watershed protection costs should
be included in Petitioners® cost of service.

10. Page 19, Linc 24, the phrase, “It is a phantom tax.” Calling a Public Improvement
District assessment a “phantom tax” is not helpful to the determination of whether the
Public Improvement District should be included in Petitionets’ cost of service. Mr.
Anders agreed to remove that expense from Petitioners’ cost of service; however, Mr.
Giardina noted that the Public Improvement District costs related to Austin Water
Utility’s headquarters location in downtown Austin was appropriately included in
Petitioners’ cost of service.

11. Page 24, Line 23, to Page 25, Line 4. Austin objects to the question and answer
regarding the Austin Bnergy rate case. Austin and Petitioners in that case resolved
their differences and reached settlement on all matters, including the General Fund
Transfer. The settlement was approved in a Final Order issued by the PUC. Jay
Joyce’s attempt to re-litigate the settled issue of the Austin Energy General Fund
Transfer in this water and wastewater rate case is barred by res judicata.

12, Page 26, Lines 11, 12, Austin objects to the sentence: “Once again, AWU’s
ratepayers are used to make up a shortfall in general government funding.” This
statement is not relevant or probative on the issue of whether costs associated with the
Radio Communications Fund should be included in Petitioners cost of service.

13. Page 26, Lines 24 through 26. Austin objects to the sentence: “It appears that this is
just another excuse for the water and wastewater utilities to fund Austin’s general
government,” This statement is not relevant or probative on the issue of whether
costs associated with the AFD Transfer for Hazmat Protection Fund should be
included in Petitioners cost of service.

14, Page 27, Lines 17 through 19. Austin objects to the sentence: “It appears that this is
just another excuse for the water and wastewater utilities to fund Austin’s general
government.” This statement is not relevant or probative on the issue of whether
costs associated with the AFD Transfer for Hazmat Protection Fund should be
included in Petitioners cost of service.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Page 29, Lines 3 lines above Line 5 through Line 11, Jay Joyce’s comments on the
status of discovery regarding City of Austin rate case expenses which he agrees
should be allocated to Petitioners, at least in part, are not relevant or probative on the
question of whether rate case expenses should be included in Petitioners’ cost of
service.

Page 31, Lines 18, 19, Austin objects to Jay Joyce’s statement: “since transfers to
other departments are not reflective of real costs and are subject to manipulation by
the City.” This statement is contrary and inconsistent with other testimony provided
by Jay Joyce which notes that the Austin Water is entitled to include transfers to other
departments in payment for services rendered in the cost of service to wholesale
customers.

Page 32, Line 17 through Page 33, Line 2. Austin objects to Jay Joyce’s deliberate
mistepresentation of Austin’s review of its personnel, Review of personnel costs and
expenses is part of every annual ratesetting by Austin, which takes place in public.
Moreover, Jay Joyce’s statements regarding discovery, and the fact that Austin Water
has not commissioned an outside agency to perform a staffing review supporting a
recommendation that Austin is 10% overstaffed is simply not responsive to the
question asked and nonsensical.

Page 33, Lines 19 and 20. Austin objects to Jay Joyce’s deliberate misrepresentation
of any support for his recommendation that the City overpays its employees by 5%
and that the City should justify the compensation paid to its employees in its next rate
case. According to Jay Joyce, the “evidence that the City overpays its employees” is
“On the City’s website, it states, “The Austin Police Department pay schedule is one
of the highest in the State of Texas and the nation.” This statement has nothing to do
with the petsonnel costs of Austin Water Utility staff and is not responsive to the
question asked. Jay Joyce’s adjustments in this excerpt of his testimony are based on
such spurious information as to render it wholty immaterial.

Page 33, Line 23. Austin objecis to Jay Joyce’s statement: “The City has not
supported its compensation levels at all” as being simply not a correct legal
conclusion from a lay witness. Personnel costs are included in the budget detail of
every City of Austin budget, and are considered as part of Austin’s annual rate
setting.
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20. Page 34, Line 10, the word “hidden.” The General Fund Transfer included in Austin
Energy electric rates cannot be considered “hidden”, As stated in Item 11, above,
Austin objects to Jay Joyce attempting to undo the approved settlement in the Austin
Energy rate case. Austin and Petitioners in that case resolved their differences
regarding cost of energy setvices and reached settiement on all matters, including the
General Fund Transfer. The settlement was approved in a Final Order issued by the
PUC. 1t is res judicata for Jay Joyce to attempt to re-litigate the settled issuc of the
Austin Energy General Fund Transfer in this water and wastewater rate case.

21. Page 38, Line 24. Austin objects to Jay Joyce’s statement that the Revenue Stability
Reserve Fund is a “slush fund”. This statement deliberately mischaracterizes the
protection from rate shock afforded wholesale customers of Austin Water. Moreover,
the concept of a “slush fund” might indicate that these funds are available for use by
Austin Water for purposes other than protection from unexpected rate spikes, which

is not the case. Accordingly, this clause is known by Jay Joyce to be neither relevant
nor probative,

22. Page 41, Lines 9 and 10. Austin objects to the question and answer about whether the
allocation of costs to transmission (to be included in Petitioners’ wholesale cost of
service) versus distribution (retail only costs) system based on net asset values of
those facility components is consistent with industry standards. Jay Joyce states that
the cost allocation based on net asset values is not standard industry practice.
However, the M1, states this method of cost allocation based on net asset value is
appropriate.

23. Page 49, Line 6. Austin objects to Jay Joyce’s statement, “Due to the City’s failure to
adequately respond to our discovery in a timely manner,” as the basis for his failure to
complete changes to the wastewater cost of service model. As stated above,
comments on the discovery process are inappropriate and are not relative or
probative. Moreover, the City provided thousands of pages of data for Mr, J oyce’s
review even before this contested case hearing was convened, during discovery, and
during informal seftlement discussions. It is both inaccurate and non-probative for

M, Joyce to state that Austin did not provide the information requested by Petitioners
at all times.
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[II. OBJECTIONS TO WRITTEN PREFILED TESTIMONY OF HEIDI GRAHAM
ON BEHALF OF THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS

A, Factual Backeround of PUC Staff Participation in This Contested Case Hearing

Heidi Graham provided prefiled testimony on the part of the Public Utility Commission
staff. Ms. Graham’s testimony was preceded by no discovery requests to ot from the City of
Austin, and no substantive participation in this case since agreement on the hearing schedule at
the May 15, 2014 prehearing conference, which was the first prehearing conference concerning
the wastewater appeal and marked the consolidation of the two cases. Because the expectation
was that this rate dispute might be resolved without a hearing, the City of Austin did not burden
PUC staff with any discovery. In fact, when City of Austin counsel requested a meeting between
City of Austin staff and PUC staff on October 26, 2014, counsel for PUC stated that the PUC
staff would not agree to meet with Austin. Additionally, counsel for PUC had spoken with
counsel for Austin and Petitioners separately, before a scheduled meeting between Austin and
PUC counsel on October 25, 2014, requesting additional time to prepare prefiled testimony.
Counsel for Austin and Petitioners agreed with counsel for PUC that the parties would not object
to the additional month for PUC staff to prepare its prefiled testimony. Then, without
explanation, counsel for PUC notified the parties on November 26, 2014 “that Commission Staff
will not be pursuing an extension to file its prefiled testimony after all.” Cortespondence

documenting this sequence of events is attached to these objections as Exhibit “D.”

B. General Objection to Testimony of PUC Staff as Expert Opinion

Austin objects to PUC staff prefiled testimony presented by Heidi Graham based on TRE
702, 703 regarding opinion testimony by expert witnesses and the bases of opinion testimony by
experts, as indicated below. PUC staff was charged with providing an expert opinion to assist
the ALIJs with technical knowledge, but PUC staff elected not to do so.

Austin objects to the testimony of Heidi Graham beginning on Page 5, Line 19, and

ending on Page 9, Line 10 as expert opinion because, by her own admission, she simply did not
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review the documents provided regarding the revenue requirement, and she did not understand,
as Jay Joyce did, the mathematical formulas embedded in the cost of service rate models which
assigned costs to Petitioners under the base excess capacity model based on whether such costs
could fairly be determined to be joint or retail only. The Austin Water Utility revenue
requirement in FY 2013 was over $500 million, across hundreds of cost centers. Nothing in
Heidi Graham’s listed experience was similar in complexity of the Cost of Service Rate Model
for cither water or wastewater. While it would be pointless to assign blame for Heidi Graham’s
lack of understanding, clearly her opinions, which begin on Page 5, Line 19, and end on Page 9,
Line 10 are not an appropriate PUC staff recommendation. Heidi Graham’s statement of her
own lack of understanding of the city of Austin revenue requitement and cost allocations to the
wholesale customer class renders her expert opinion of no probative value. If an expert states
that she did not understand the information provided, or found it inadequate to form an opinion,
then, in recognition of that lack of understanding and perceived inadequacy, an expert opinion
should not be offered, or if offered, it should be disregarded by the trier of fact on the basis that it
is not credible, relevant or probative.

As stated above, PUC staff did not actively participate in this contested case hearing, or
in Austin’s and Petitioners’ efforts to resolve this matter. From the standpoint of allocation of
scarce regulatory resources, the PUC staff approach in this case makes perfect sense, assuming,
as Austin did, that this case would be resolved before hearing. Additionally, it made sense for
the PUC staff to request additional time for preparation of their prefiled testimony as PUC staff
became aware that many thousands of pages of information and model output had been presented
as to which staff did not have time to review and/or develop a position. Austin does not object to
PUC staff taking an additional opportunity to review the documentation and develop a qualified
expert opinion regarding the cost of service for Austin’s wholesale customers. Austin does
object to PUC staff refusing to render a qualified expert opinion until after the hearing is

underway, depriving Austin of the opportunity to rebut the PUC staff case.
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In light of the PUC technical staff’s limited participation in this case and failure to meet
with the City of Austin staff, it was more than surprising that PUC staff testified that the City
provided inadequate and incomplete information, and offered comprehensive statements:

“There is no written testimony supporting the actual numbers for the
revenue requirement. The City provided numbers used for a revenue requirement

in attachments [to its witness’ prefiled testimony] as a part of the process, but the

information in the attachment did not substantiate the reasonableness and

necessity of the increased rate, except for the contested items brought forward by

Appellants.”

In fact, the City of Austin provided thousands of pages of prefiled testimony, including
attachments, detailing and explaining the Austin’s annual costs for water and wastewater service,
supporting its revenue requirement. The testimony of Joe Healy was in support of the
mathematical validity of the model, not the validity of the revenue requirement. This testimony
denies the testimony of Greg Meszaros, Director and David Anders, Assistant Director, who
testified regarding the costs of water and wastewater utility service. Greg Meszaros and David
Anders testified regarding the Austin Water Utility revenue requirement. Every single line item
of costs included in the Cost of Service Rate Model was detailed and explained, as shown on
Exhibits A and B® to these objections. Also, Richard Giardina, the project manager of the 2008
Cost of Service Rate Study, and a nationally recognized expert in rate matters, provided
additional testimony regarding the reasonableness of the process and the methodology for

allocating the costs of Austin’s revenue requirement,

C. Additional Specific Objections to Heidi Graham’s Prefiled Testimony

1. Page 6, Line 5 to Line 13, regarding the basis of the City’s increase in its wholesale
water and sewer rates. Ieidi Graham’s testimony uses a few sentences out of the

3 Exhibits A and B hereto are the Bates stamped pages fiom the prefiled testimony of Greg Meszaros, Director and
David Anders, Assistant Director of Austin Water Utility as indicated. These Exhibits relate to the Fiscal Year
2012-2013 Approved Budget, but similar documentation was provided for the Fiscal Year 2011-2012, the test year,
Fiscal Year 2013-2014, and Fiscal Year 2014-2015.
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testimony of David Anders as the basis for her analysis, This is a gross over
simplification of David Anders’ presentation and quantification of the Austin Water
Utility revenue requirement in Fiscal Year 2013. Because Heidi Graham considered
David Anders’ summarizing discussion as a basis for a water or wastewater rate
increase, she did not review the cost of service documentation provided by the City of
Austin. Therefore, any position she states regarding the revenue requirement cannot
be & qualified expert opinion.

2. Page 7, Lines 3 to 11. Here again, PUC staff complains about data they did not
request from the City of Austin, Unlike Petitioners, PUC staff was unable to
determine the mathematical formulas which support the cost of service rates
developed under the cost of service model, Clearly, it is not impossible to determine
the allocation factors which lead to the cost of service rates. The mathematical
validity of the model, which no other party has questioned, is substantiated by the fact
that it can be used to develop rates for each of the Petitioners. That is, when you
understand it and know how to use it, you can confirm its mathematical integrity as
shown on Joe Healy’s exhibits.

3. Page 7, Line 12 to Page 8, Line 18. Here again, PUC staff complains that the City
failed to provide separate mathematical formulas for each of the allocations made to
Petitioners. Although, PUC staff did not request such analysis, it could overburden
the record to include every formula included in what is a standard cost of service
model for a complex water utility. This case is not in any way similar to the City of
Austin’s previous case where the wholesale customets rates were simply a factor of
the inside city retail rates.

D, Summary of Austin’s Pesition Regarding Prefiled Testimony of Heidi Graham

Clearly, PUC staff needs more time to develop a qualified expert opinion on the City of
Austin cost of service for water and wastewater, because the testimony provided by Heidi
Graham on December 12, 2014 is simply a statement of lack of understanding and information
regarding the City of Austin position. Because the parties have been unable to resolve the
matters in dispute to date, the parties have continued their hearing preparations. And, PUC staff

should be willing to meet with Austin staff to obtain additional information as needed to do S0, in
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the same manner as it might have, if this contested case hearing were still at TCEQ where it

began.,

IV. RELIEF REQUESTED

THEREFORE, CONSIDERING THE FORGOING, AUSTIN RESPECTFULLY
REQUESTS THE HONORABLE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES sustain these objections

and strike the testimony to which theses objections have been made as set forth herein above,

and grant Austin such other and further relief, including the right to rebut disputed items of its

water and wastewater cost of service to which it may show itself justly entitled.

By:

Respectfully submitted,

KAREN KENNARD,
City Attorney

D. CLARK CORNWELL
Assistant City Attorney

WEBB & WEBB

712 Southwest Tower
211 East Seventh Street
Austin, Texas 78767
Tel:  (512) 472-9990
Fax: (512)472-3183

Gwendolyn Hill b
State Bar No. 21026300

Stephen P. Webb
State Bar No. 21033800

ATTORNEYS FOR CITY OF AUSTIN
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Mr. Thomas Tynes, Attorney ~ Legal Division
Public Utility Commission of Texas

1701 N. Congress Avenue

PO Box 13326

Austin, Texas 78711-3326

Phone: 512-936-7297

Fax: 512-936-7268

Thomas. Tynes@puc.texas.gov

AUSTIN’S OBJECTIONS TO PARTIES’ PREFILED TESTIMONY

DECEMBER 22,2014

PAGE 18




THE STATE OF TEXAS §

COUNTY OF TRAVIS §

I, Jannette S, Goodall, City Cletk of the City of Austin, Texas, do hereby certify
that the foregoing instrument is a true and correct copy of the Austin, Texas 2012-2013
Approved Budget, consisting of two volumes of 734 and 850 pages, for a total of 1,584

pages, as on file in the Office of the City Clerk,

WITNESS my hand and official seal of the City of Austin at Austin, Texas, this 1_1“‘

day of June, ?.014. : i

JANNETTE S. GOODALL

. CITY CLERK
Y CITY OF AUSTIN, TEXAS |
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Austin Water Utility

Sources of Funds

Taxksd  Uses of Funds
Requiremen’y

Budget Overview

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2011-12 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended  Estimated Approved
Austin Water Utility Fund

Revenue $361,765,152  $439,812,71%  $458,784,504  $459,844,640 $5086,898,540

Transfers In 418,186,255 $5,100,582 $4,600,582 $4,600,582 47,020,582

Reguirements $386,441,530 $432,431,804 3465,898,838 $463,542,127 $518,152,577

Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs) 1,070.10 1,070.10 1,069,10 1,069.10 1,094.10

Expense Refunds $311,641 $470,956 $355,513 $398,259 $413,859
Total Budgat $386,753,171  $432,902,760  $466,254,351 _ $463,940,386  $518,566,436_
Volume | | 475

PFT of Greg Meszaros-2276




2012-13 Approved Budget, Austin, TX

Austin Water Utility
Organization by Program and Activity for 2013

Engineering Services

Treatment

Collection Engineering
Distribution Engineering
Facility Engineering
Pipeline Engineering

Environmental Affalrs and Conservation

Regulatory Support
Speclal Servicas
Water Conservation
Wildland Conservation

One Stop Shop

inspection, Review, and Support

Pipeline Operations

Collection System Services

Construction and Rehabilitation Services
Distribution System Maintenance
Management Services

Water Meter Operations

Reclaimed Water Services

Reclalmed Water Services Support

476 | Volume |

Laboratory Services

Lift Stations and Remote Faclilties
Maintenance Services

Process Engineeting

Pump Stations and Reservolr Maintenance
Treatment Support

Wastewater Treatment

Water Treatment

Water Resources Management

Systems Planning
Utility Development Services
Utllity Strategic Resources

Support Services

Departmental Support Services

Transfers and Other Reguirements

Debt Interest and Commission
Debt Transfers

Interfund Transfers

Other Requirements
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Austin Water Utility
Mission and Goals for 2013

Mission

The misslon of the Austin Water Utility Is to provide safe, reliable and high quality water services to
our customers so that all community needs for water are met.,

Goals

Strengthen customer value and stakehoider relationships:

* Minimlze'loss of water. Malntaln real loss velume of treated drinking water below 10%.
« Reduce customer service complaints. Keep customer complalnt rate below 1%.

s Improve customer confidence. Increase customer satisfaction survey results to an average of
75%.

e bt e P

Protect the environment through sustainable practices:

+ Reduce greenhouse gas emissions through the Clty's Climate Protection Plan. Maintaln
average annual carbon footprint below target of 6,347. )

* Reduce combined single-family and muiti-family water consumption per capita per day. Work
to reduce per capita dally combined residential water consumption to 86 gallons.

» Reduce growth of non-residential potable water demand relative to projection, Work to reduce
water consumption per capita per day to 156 gallons.

Protect the public health and safety by providing high quality water services:

+ Malntaln quality of water and wastewater system. Malintain zero notices of violations or
enforcement actions.

+ Reduce the number and volume of Sanitary Sewer Overflows. Keep number of reported
wastewater repeat overflows per 100 miles of sewer lines below 1.
« Improve pressure, capacity, velocity, fire protection, and valve shutout capability within water

distribution system. Keep peak day water usage as a percentage of water treatment system
capacity at 80%.

Maintain strong financial position to ensure Improved cost structure and competitive rates:

+ Maximize utliity revenue from all available sources, Keep dolfar amount of revenue recovery

from accounis with meter problems, needing wastewater averaging rate changes, or leak and
other adjustinents above $1 million dollars.

» Reduce operations and malntenance costs. Keep Q&M spending to 98% of budget.
¢ Minimize utllity debt. Keep percentage of cash contributed to CIP above 20%,

Optimize life cycle cost of existing and future assets:

» Improve effectiveness and efficiency of Capital Improvement Program project delivery.
Maintain CIP funds spent compared to budget at 90%.

¢ Achleve approved service levels at optimal life cycle costs, minimal environmental impact and
maxlmized soclal value. Reduce kWh per MG across entlre utility to 2,475 target.

Volume | | 477
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Austin Water Utility

Message from the Director

The Austin Water Utility (AWU) provides retall water and
wastewater services to a population of approximately
900,000 inside and outside the city limits, AWU also
provides wholesale services to about twenty customers,
including the communities of Rollingwood, Sunset Valley,
Manor, Westlake Hiils, two water control and improvement
districts, five runicipal utifity districts, and several water
supply corporations and private utilitles. AWU draws water
from the Colorado Rlver into two water treatiment plants
that have a ¢ombined maximum capaclty of 285 millfon
gatlons per day. Drinking water Is pumped from the plants
Into Austly’'s water distribution system, which has a total
reservolr storage capaclty of approximately 167 million
gallons. AWU also operates a collectlon system that brings
wastewater to two major treatment plants where it Is
treated before being returned to the Colorado River, A
blosolids facility at Hornsby Bend recelves siudge generated
by the treatment processes at AWU's wastewater plants and
uses it to create compost, This facliity has galned national
recognition for its management of the waterways and lands,
leading to Its recognition as a natlonal birding sanctuary. in
addition, AWU manages the City’s wildlands and Balcones
Canyonlands Preserve (BCP), which conserve habltat for
endangered specles. AWU also promotes water
conservatlon through educational and Incentlve programs.

Reliable water and wastewater service are essentlal to the
health and welfare of the community, and continued
Investment in the utllity system Is a prerequisite for
economlc growth and prosperlty In the future, The Utlity
has been recognized for the excellence of utllity services ; :
and management practices, but the Utllity faces Important challenges In continuing to serve the comniunity.
These chaltenges include financlal stabllity, staffing to address core service functions, implementation of our

capital Improvement prograim, and the revenue and cost tmpacts as a result of increased water conservation
awareness,

Curcent projections for the Utllity’s flnancial condition show Increases [n costs exceeding the Increases in
revenue. The Utillty is proposing increases In rates and changes to our rate structures for FY 2012-13 to
ensure adequate funding of the water and wastewater operations and capital needs, white meeting Council
and community conservation values, addressing sustalnability issues, and meeting all financial policies.

While the Utllity Is proposing a rate Increase for FY 2012-13 to close this gap, it is Important for the ratepayers
to know that the Utllity has taken slignificant steps to control costs and enhance revenue. In the preparation
of the FY 2012-13 Budget, the Utility continues to develop budget spending targets which have significantly
reduced the Increase in controliable operating costs. The revenue recovery effort to review billing anomalles
continues to Increase the amount of revenue collected.

The AWU Is confident we wili meet all of the challenges we face. We continue to be a leader in our industry
and will adapt to changing conditions. Our viston Is to be recognized as the best water utllity In the natlon, ina

city that is the best managed clty in the natlon, Our team Is committed to achieving these lofty goals, while
providing safe, reliable, and high quality water services to our customers. % .

%]N
Greg Meszaros, Director
Austin Water UtHity
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the utility to continue to provide high quality service. The Utility continues to focus on a rellable water supply,
guallty customer service, and appropriate investment in infrastructure while minimlzing rate increases.
Howevar, the next flscal year continues to present challenges for the Utllity to address revenue volatility due
to extrema weather patterns and the recent success of watar consetvation Initlatives,

The projected cost Increase needed to cover operating requirements, debt service, and transfers out is higher
than projected increases in base revenues, necessitating increases in water, wastewater, and reclaimed water

ra‘tl?ls. The FY 2012-13 Budget projects total available funds of $513.9 milllon and total requirements of $518.2
million.

Revenue

According to the Lone Star Slerra Club, the Clty of Austin has one of the most aggressive water conservatfon

programs In Texas, and AWU aspires to lead the state, and the nation, in innovative ways to sustaln our

natural resource, Water conservation Inltiatives could prolong the “trigger” to purchase additionai water

under the existing Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA) supply agreement and defer the need to expand

ﬁaﬁltal Infrastructure In the long term, a goal the Utllity genulnely supports, However, more than 80% of the
t

Ity's costs are fixed and conservatlon activities create revenue volatility that {s unsustainable In the short
term.

Subsequent to the FY 2011-12 Budget approval, the Clty Councli passed Resolution No. 20110922-052 which
directed the City Manager to work with a Joint Committee of the Water and Wastewater Commission, Resource
Management Commission, and the Impact Fee Advisory Committee, with input from the public, to develop
recommendatlons for short-term and long-term financial plans to strengthen the flnancia! stability of the AWU.
The FY 2012-13 Budget Includes implementation of the recommendations from the Joint Committee regarding

the current Revenue Stability Fee, changes to the volumetric rate block structure, and the creation of a new
water revenue stability reserve fund.

The FY 2012-13 Budget also includes an Increase In the number of resldents participating in the Customer
Assistance Program, from approximately 4,900 In FY 2011-12 to 18,000 by the end of the FY 2012-13,

Rates

AWU 1s proposing a two-phased change to the current rates
for FY 2012-13 In order to Implement the recommendations
from the joint Committee. The first phase wlil be effective
November 1, 2012, and Include a 6.0% Iincrease for
wastewater service and a 10.8% system-wide reclaimed
water Increase.

The sacond phase of the rate proposal will be effective
February 1, 2013, and includes the following changes to the
water rate structure: eliminate the current Revenue Stabllity
Fee and redesign the flxed revenue structures for all
customer classes; Integrate new volumetiic rate block
Intervals that more accurately reflect actual customer

T - A
-Dowser-Oan ecucsles s¢hiool kids about
Water antd waler conservation.
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usage; and creata a new water revenue stabllity reserve fund to offset revenue shortfalls.

A new tlered minimum flxed water charge for the resldentlal customer class wifl be based on the customer’s
monthly consumption, with lower users paying a lower charge and higher water users paylng a higher charge,
The new monthiy tlerad minimum water charge Is intended to promote conservation and will model the 5 tler
volumetrle rate block structure by assigning a tiered charge for each block, The amounts of the tiered
minlmum water charge wlii start at $2.00 for block 1 and Increase to $12.55 for blocks 4-5. The multifamily
and commerclal customer classes will be assessed a meter-sized-based fixed charge, while the farge volume

and wholesale customer classes wilt be assessed a minimum water charge based on annual fixed revenue
targets for each class.

The AWU has a reskiential 5 tier inclining block rate structure as a means to encourage conservatlon through
water pricing, and changing the volumetric rate block Intervals will provide further incentive for customers to
conserve this essential resource. The new volumetric rate block intervals will ensure that the hottom 10% of
residential water customers based on volumes purchased remain in the first tler and pay a discounted rats,
while the top 10% of resldentlal water customers based on the volumes purchased remaln in the fifth tler and
pay a premium rate.

The AWU also proposes to create a new water revenue stabltity reserve fund that will be funded by a
volumetrlc reserve fund surcharge per 1,000 gallons of water used, as well as excess operating cash balances.

A new financial policy stipulates that the reserve fund can only bhe used to offset revenue shortfalls In excess of
10% from the budgeted level.

The table below reflects the estimated average residentlal customer annualized blil mpact for FY 2012-13,
The £Y 2011-12 versus FY 20:12-13 rate comparison Is based on an average residentlal customer using 7,727
gallons of water and 4,699 galions of wastewater per month with a 5/8” meter. In addition, the water service
rate Includes a 1% transition to cost of service for the residentlal customer class. City Councll a proved a Cost
of Service recorrdlmendatlon In EY 2009-10 to transition the resldentlal class to the actual cost of service over a
% - 7 year period.

Average FY 2012-13 Resldential Customer Bill lmpacf

Currant Approved $ %
2012 Rates 2013 Rates Varlance Varlance

Water Service $28,82 $30.14 4132 4,6%
Water Stabllity Fee $4.40 $0.00 (54.40) 0.0%
Water Tlered Fee $0.00 $5.95 $5.95 0.0%
Water Reserve Fund 50,00 $0,65 $0,65 0.0%
Wastewater Service $39.45 $42.70 $3.25 8.2%
Total Revenue $72.67 $79.44 $6.77 9.3%
Notes:
1, Includes a 19 transition to cost of service for the residential customer class.
2. Assumes wastewater Increase In November 2012 and water increase In February 2013,

Staffing Plan

The FY 2012-13 Budget includes 26 new Full Time Equivaients (FTE} as part of an overall strateglc plan to meet
baslc core services while continuing to incorporate and Integrate environmental consclousness and
sustalnabllity Into all Utllity operations. Below Is a breakdown of the staffing proposal:

« Managing a Growing Systemn & Staffing New Facllities
o Positions for the operations and maintenance of Water Treatment Plant 4 (13 FTEs)
o AWU Electriclan 1l positions to provide electrical dlagnastics, malntenance, repairs and

installation on motors and motor controls, substation switchgear, electrical disttibution
systems and lighting systems (2 FTEs)

o Treatment O & M Tech Senlor posttion to support operations and maintenance of flve newly
constructed facllities (1 FTE}

o Project Coordinator position to coordinate facility projects and assist In the development of
long term plans for faclilty Infrastructure malintenance and replacement (1 FTE}

480 ] Volume |
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* Enhance Water Conservation, Reclalmed Water, Water Accountability & Water Quallty
o Scheduler Analyst position responsible for devetoping, scheduling and moniltoring maintenance
schedules and activities for the treatment plants as well as providing work order quality

control and quallty assurance (1 FTE)

o Water Meter Technlclan Senlor positions to support meter related work demand Increases
generated by Raclalmed Water and Revenue Recovery Programs (2 FTEs)
o Engineer C position to provide engineering support for the Renewlng Austin Water Maln

Replacement program (1 FTE)

o Englneer C posltion for the Regulatory Support divislon to handle permitting and compliance

with alr and hazardous wastes regulations {1 FTE)
¢ Planning for the Future

o Englneer C position for the System Planning division to support and expedite the Capital
Improvement Program {CIP) Management program, plan development, on-going CIP Project
Action Reviews (CIPPAR) for director approval, performance measurement, and coordination
with Budget Office and Capital Planning Office {1 FTE)

« Ensure Solid Business Practices

o Occupational Health & Safety Coordinator position to develop and Implement safety programs
throughout the Utllity to address higher risk employee safety concerns (1 FTE)

o Utlllty Emergency Management Coordinator position rasponsible for the deslgn, devetopment,
coordination, Implementation and malntenance of the utility's emergency response plan (1

FTE}

o Facllitles Supervisor position for the Wildland Conservation division to supervise 6 employees

and coordinate facllity actions {1 FTE)

Since FY 1995-96, Austin Water Utllity has increased the number of new customers served by 60,000 or 40%.
In that same time perlod, the total number of positions has Increased by 13. Additionally, over 700 miles of
new water lines and over 500 miles of new sewer malns have been added. New responsibilities have also
been added to the department Including: Water Conservation, Wildland Conservatlon, Liquid Waste Haulers

Program, and HVAC malintenance from Austin Energy,

The Austin Water Utllity has Identifled additional staffing requirements over the next five yeats, Over the next
several months, the Utllity wiil continue to analyze, priotitize and justify its additlonal staffing requirements.
We expect to provide a report to Council In FY 2012-13 detalllng our proposed staffing plan so Coundli can

conslder It prior to our FY 2013-14 forecast and budget.

FTEs vs, Customer Growth
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Durlng FY 2009-10 significant revenue shortfall resulting from primatily wetter than notrnal weather
condltions, Austin Water Udllity implemented cost containment efforts including Increasing our posltion
vacancles, Our vacancles Increased to a high of over 140, Since earller In 2012, we have aggressively
initiated the hiring of our vacant positions. Over the months of May and june, the Utility has hired over 60
positions, Withih the next several months, It Is expected our number of vacancies would level out between 50
and 75 positions, which is generally our minimum levels dug to turnover and retirements,

Key Performance Indicators

The following graphs indicate the anticlpated impacts of the Budget on key Indicators. Both water and
wastewater qualities exceed state standards.

Drinking Water Quality - Turbldity
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One way of assessing drinklng water quality is to examine its turbldity, or the relative clarity of a lquid.
Turbldity Is measured In Nephelometrlc Turbidity Units (NTU} and it Is an excellent measure of plant
optimization to ensure maximum public health protaction. NTUs of 1.0 or less generally are not detected by
tha naked eye. Per the Safe Water Drinking Act, the permit level for drinking water Turbidity s less than 0.3
NTUs 95% of the tme.

Wastewater Quality - Blologlcal Oxygen Demand Porenit Level 10.0 mg/l

10.0 »
8.0 -
J 6.0
£ 40 3.00 3.00
' 2.14 . y
2,0 ]
0.0 = 1 2 ) X )
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2011-12 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended Estimated Approvad

One way of assessing the quality level of treated wastewater effluent is to compare the actual level of
Blochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD), In millifgrams per Hter, to the permitted level mandated by the
Environmental Protection Agancy (EPA) and the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ). in 2007,
there was a change In the reporting for BOD in order to be in compllance with EPA parameters based on
Quallty Assurance/Quality Control {QAJQC). Values less than 2,00 are consldered less rellable due to the
accuracy of the tests, Therefore, values less than 2 wiil be reported as < 2.00 mg/L, Austin’s wastewater
treatment measures have historlcally been well below the permitted level of 10.00 mo/L.
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Water Conservation

New Initiatives In the Water Conservatlon program for FY 2012-13 Include funding to assist with water-saving
repalrs in low-Income hoimes, additional rebates to reduce water use In landscaping and lrrigation systems,
and funding for research to verify conservation savings and explore hew conservation technologies. Water
conservation helps preserve environmental flows ih the Lower Colorado River, saves money for customers by
reducing usage, helps delay the need for additional capltal Infrastructure, and postpones payments to the
LCRA for additional water under the existing supply agreement. Conservatioty Is a priority of the Utllity and an
Important community value. Following is a graph showing historical galions per capita per day {GPCD). Since
2008, mandatory water restrictions for all customer classes have been In place hased on recommendatlons of
the Water Conservatlon Task Force. As seen In the following graph, the GPCD has dropped over the last 5-6

years. Even in 2011, when the city of Austin experlenced the hottest and driest summer on record, the GPCD
was the 3 lowest ever,

Austin Gallons per capita per day (GPCD) from 1990 to 2011
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Capltal Budget

The Capltal Improvement Program
provides funding for capital projects
necessary to serve new growth, ensure
system rellabllity, comply with regulatory
requirements, and accommodate roadway
improvements In our service area, With
an estimated $3.0 billion In flxed assets,
AWU iIs a very capital-intensive enterprise,
which requires continuous investment In
oxtensive above and below ground
infrastructure.  The flve year Capital
Improvement Program (CiP) spending
plan for FY 2013-17 Is $1,017.4 milllon.
AWU has carefully evaluated each CiP
project to determine the impact of any
project reprioritizations. The five year CiP
spending plan s deslgned to balance
investments In rehabilitation and/or

Water Treatment Plant 4 Construction Site
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replacement projects to reduce risks assoclated with aging Infrastructure with Investments In major
infrastructure system improvement projects to support growth and development, The spending plan for FY
2012-13 Is $258.6 million, or 25,4 percent of the 5-year spending plan. However, only $2.25 million In new
appropriations Is belng requested which is for vehicle purchases and $40.28 milllon in realiocations which Is for
wastewater improvements and reclaimed water projects. This year's appropriations request Is much less than
previous years because of three factors, First, major on-golng -projects such as WTP4 recelved full
appropriations In prior years., Of the $258.6 miilion In planned spending for next fiscal year, $124.2 milllon or
48.0% Is for WTP4 and the related jollyvilte Transmission Maln, Secondly, the Utllity has worked diligently the
fast three years to close completed projects and move remalning appropriation balances to other projects.
Thirdly, we are requesting that unused appropriation for the Austin Clean Water Program to be reallocated to
the Wastewater Utlllty current revenue fund and the new Reclaimed Water Utliity commerclal paper fund,

These CIP expenditures are necessary to ensure the ongolng Integrity of the City’s water and wastewater
systems. The program is financed largely by the issuance of short-term commerclal paper that Is later
refinanced with long-term debt serviced by AWU’s revenue. Additional funding (s provided by transfers fram
aperating accounts, and subdivislon fees, The FY 2012-13 Budget Includes transfers of $58.4 mlllton from the

operating funds to the capltal improvement program as cash funding of the projects to reduce issuance of
additional debt.

ftems Approved by Councli at Budget Adoptlon
« Increase transfers out to the Environmental Remediation Fund in the amount of $287,000,

« Decrease water service revenue in the Customer Assistance Program by $900,000 to provide for water
volumetric rate discounts.

s Increase transfers out to the Sustainabllity Fund in the amount of $383,465.
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Austin Water Ultility

Revenue Changes

Water service revenue Is increasing by $26,767,466 due to the combined Impact of
1} an Increase In base ravenue of $14,567,466 from revised projections related to
customer grovith and the elimination of Stage 2 Water restrictlons In FY 2013, and

2) an Increase In revenue of $12,200,000 resulting from the 5.0% water rate
Increase.

$26,767,466

Wasteviater service revenue |s Increasing by $15,453,773 due to the combined
Impact of 1} an increase in base revenue of $2,253,773 from revised projections
related to customer growth and the change to a 3-month wastewater average

policy, and 2) an increase in revenue of $13,200,000 resulting from the 6.0%
wastewater rate Increase.

$15,453,773

Reclalmed Water Service revenue Is increasing by $551,907 due to an increase In
reclalmed water use by UT Austin and commerclal customers once capital
improvements are completed. The Increase Is also due to a 15.0% system-wide
base reclaimed water rate Increase, which generates $140,000 of the increase,

4551,907

New Water Revenue Stablilty Reserve Fund Surcharge Is to be implemented In
February 2013 and will collect $3,809,300 through a volumetric charge per 1,000
gallons for all customer classes though the remainder of the fiscal year. Revenue
from this surcharge vl be placed into & separate reserve fund to be used for
future water revenue shortfalls according to a new AWU financial policy.

.

$3,809,300

Miscellaneous revenue s Increasing by $2,488,164. This Is primarily due to the
$1.9 milllon Build America Bonds (BAB) Interest subsidy, with the renaining
amount generally due to an Inflationary fee Increase of 2%.

$2,488,164

Interest income s decreasing by $56,574 due to a further decreasa In Interest rate
assumptlons for FY 201213,

($56,574)

Transfers in from Capltal Recovery Fees Increased by $500,000 due to the
projected Impact of revised Impack rate fees.

$500,000

Transfers In from the Reclalmed Utllity Fund of $1,920,000 are transfers from the
water and wastewater utillty funds to the new reclaimed water utility fund to cover
reclalmed utllity costs that are not recovered through reclaiimed service revenue.

$1,920,000

The folloving change was approved by Council at Budget Adoption;

Decrease water service revenue in the Customer Assistance Program by $900,000
to provide for vater volumetric rate discounts,

1$900,000)

Expenditure Changes

FTEs Dollars

Cltywide
The Budget Includes $1,892,118 for salary Increases assoclated with wage

adjustments in FY 2013, An additional $323,752 s included In the Budget for
Increased City contrbutions for health Insurance,

. %2,215,870
The Budget Includes funding for the Employees' Retirement System that is
equlvalent to 2% of payroll for non-civll service employees to help tmprove the
funded status of the penslon system. _ $1,343,524
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Expenditure Changes FTEs Dollars
The Budgat includes $639,337 for vage adjustments assoclated with implamenting
the City's recently completed matket study, $639,337
In the Budget, fleet maintenance charges are Increasing by $407,310 and flest fuel
charges department-wide are decreasing by 36,385, $370,925
Department-wide
A decrease In vacancy savings 1s Included in the Budget which Is attributed to a
lower Utllity-wide vacancy rate of 5%. $1,176,342
The Budget Includes an Incresse In overtime to meet the Increased demands for
services. - $291,591
An Increase In temporary employees Is included In the Budget. $284,066

Treatment
The Budget Includes 13 new Full Time Equivalent (FTE} positions for the operations
and maintenance of Water Treatment Plant 4: 1 Treatrent Superintendent; 2

Treatment O & M Supervisors; 8 Treatment O & M Tech Senlar; 1 Stores
Coordinator; and 1 Englneer C,

13.00 $1,058,675

A new Scheduler Analyst posltion responsible for developing, scheduling and
monitoring maintenance schedules and activitles for the treatment plants as well

as providing work order quality control and quality assurance s Included in the
Budget.

3.00 $91,606

The Budget Includes a new Utllity Emergency Management Coordinator position.
This position wil be responsible for the design, development, coordination,
implementation and malntenance of the utlilty’s emergency response plan.

1,00 $102,832

Two new AWU Electrician Il positions are included In the Budget to provide
electrical diagnostics, maintenance, repairs and Instaliation on motors and motor
controls, substatton switchgear, electrical distribution systems and lighting
systems, .

.2,00 $159,033

The Budget Includes a new Treatment O & M Tech Senfor position to support

operations and maintenance of flve newly constructed facilities.

1.00 $76,224

Atransfer In of a 0.5 FTE posltion to the Treatment program area from the Support
Services program is Included in the Budget.

0.50 $27,439

The Budget Includes a transfer of an Administrative Supervisor position to the
Management Services Departnent,

(1.00)  _ ($66,055)

An Increase of $101,449 for testing services is Included in the Budget to comply
with new State mandates.

$101,449
The Budget Includes an Increase of $500,000 for the sludge haullng contract, $500,000
A decrease of $975,893 In electrical services 1s included In the Budget due to
projected reductions In flows. ($975,893}
The Budget Includes a $250,000 Increase for a generator malntenance contract, $250,000
An Increase of $364,605 In non-CIP capltal for laboratory equipment ts Included in
the Budget. , ... 5364,605
Pipeiine Operatlons
The Budget Includes 2 new Water Meter Technician Sentor positions to support
meter related work demand Increases generated by the Reclaimed Water and
Revenue Recovery Programs, 2.00 $134,572
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Expenditure Changes

FTEs Dollars

An Increase In Interdepartmental charges for street cut repairs Is Included in the
Budget,

$1,334,703

Engineering Services

The Budget Includes & new Englineer C position to provide englneering support for
the Renewing Austin Water Maln Replacemant program,

1.00 $121,520

An increase of $176,017 Is included In the Budget for the Cleaning and TV
Inspection contracts for pipoline maintenance,

$176,017

Water Resources Management

The Budget includes 1 new Englneer C position for the System Planning division to
support and expadite the Capltal Improvement Program (CIP) Management
program, plan development, on-golng CI® Project Actlon Reviews (CIPPAR) for
director approval, performance measturement, and coordination with Budget Office
and Capital Planning Offlce.

100 $121,520

Environmental Affalrs & Conservation
The Budget includes a new Englneer C position for the Regulatory Support division
to handle permitting and compliance with alr and hazardous wastes regulations,

1.00 $121,520

A new Facllitles Supervisor position Is Included in the budget for the Wildland
Conservatlon divislon to supervise six employees and coordinate facility actions for
all bulldings, roads, fences, gates, wells, and fire breaks.

1400 $74,518

Support Services

The Budget Includes a new Occupational Health & Safety Coordinator position to
develop and implament safety programs throughout the Utility to address higher
risk employee safety concerns.

1.00 $92,690

A new Project Coordinator position Is included In the Budget to coordinate varlous
facility projects and assist in the development of long term plans for facliity
Infrastructure maintenance and replacement,

100 $92,690

The Budget Includes a transfer of a 0.5 Admin Assoclate position from Support
Services program to the Treatment program area.

(0.50) {$22,753)

An Increase is included in the Budget to provide security guard services at the
Water Plants.

$565,000
The Budget Includes an increase of $140,600 for completion of the Customer Care
& Bliling integration services, $140,000
Transfers & Other Requirements
An increase of $180,298 Is Included in the Budget for {egal fees. $180,298
An Increase In interlocal water services Is Included in the Budget to purchase
viholesale water from Riverplace per the Glenlake Inter-local agreement, $285,000
The Budget Includes an Increase of $126,359 In Accrued Payroll, en Increase of
$172,631 to the Workers' Compensatlon Fund, a reduction of $50,000 to the
Liabllity Reserve Fund, an increase of $322,169 for CTM Support and an Increese
of $1,123 to the CTECC Emergency Operations Center. $572,282
The Budget Includes an Increase of $4,009,803 for Administrative Support. $4,009,803
The Budagst also Includes an Increase of $1,940,048 for BHilng & Custamer Care, $1,940,048
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Expenditure Changes

FTEs

Dollars

Revenue Bond Debt Service requirements are expected to Increase by $15,518,312
due to the net impact of changes to payment schedules for existing debt,

$15,518,312

The budget Includes a reduction of $200,171 In General Obligation Debt Servlice,
$125,546 In Commercial Paper Debt Service, and 43,934 In Water District Bonds,

($329,651)

There is also an Increase of $8,500,000 to Capltal Improvement Program Funds,
ralsing the percent of cash-funded CIP to assist meeting the goal of funding at least
20% of capltal spending In cash.

$8,500,000

The transfer to the General Fund Is Increasing $2,628,828, malntalning the 8.2%
transfer pollcy per City Council,

$2,628,828

The transfer to the Radio Cemmunications Fund Is Increasing by $22,961, :____

$22,961

Transfers are increasing by $5,516,300 to the new Revenue Stabliity Reserve Fund
as part of the new rate structure recommended by the jolnt sub-committee and by
$1,920,000 to the Reclalmed Uity fynd to increase avallsble funds.

__$7,136,300

The Budget Is decreasing by $169,062 due to a decreasa In AWU's contribution to
the Sustainability Fund.

$162,062

“The folloviing changes were approved by Council at Budget Adoption:

Increase transfers out to the Environmental Remedlation Fund In the amount of
$287,000.

$287,000

Increase transfers out to the Sustainabllity Fund in the amount of $383,465,

$383,465
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Austin Water Utility
Budget Detail by Activity

Program: Engineering Services
Activity: Collection Englneering

To provide the necessary engineering, project management, and technical support to the Collection pipeline
Infrastructure In order to reduce wastewater ovearflows and to transport raw wastewater safely through the
collectlon system to the treatment plants.

Number of reported wastewater repeat overflows per 100 miles of sewer lines per year
0.80
0,70
0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30
0.20
0.10
0.00
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2011.12 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended Estimated Approved
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 201112 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended Estimated Approved
Regulrements
Austin Water Utility Fund 4,059,457 4,432,584 4,943,048 4,565,185 5,183,301
Total Requirements $4,059,457 $4,432,584 $4,943,048 $4,565,185 35,183,301
Fuli-Thnte Equivalents
Austin Water Utliity Fund 20,00 20.00 20,00 20,00 25,00
Total FTEs 20,00 20,00 20,00 20.00 25.00
Performance Measures
Number of 5SOs per 100 miles of New Meas 20,38 30 30 30
sawer line per year
Number of repeat SSOs per year New Meas 83 110 110 110
Number of $S0s per year less than New Meas 534 750 750 750
10,000 gallons _ )
Number of reported waslewater 0.38 0.45 0.80 0.80 0.60
repeat overtiows per 100 miles of
SEWer/iiosperyear . . eiean -
Number of linear feet of Wwastewater New Meas 55,706 25,000 25,000 25,000
main replaced or rehabilitated e e o e mmim e,
Nunmber of SSOs per year greater than New Meas 7 20 20 20
10,000 gallons
Services

Engineering technical services for the Collection pipeline system, Design reviews and comments, Project
management, Englneering consulting; Investigative research and reporting

Boldfitalicized Measure = Key Indlcator
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Austin Water Utility
Budget Detail by Activity

Program: Engineering Services
Actlvity: Distribution Engineerlng

To provide the necessary engineering, project management, and technical support to the Distribution plpeltne and
rectalmed water Infrastructure and control systems In order to reduce water leaks and continuously deliver safe and
adequate supplles of drinking water from the treatment plants to the customers,

Number of prolects managed by Distribution Engineering
100.00
80.00
60.00
40.00
20.00
0.00
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2011-12 2012-13
Actual Actuat Amended Estimated Approved
2009-10 2010-11 201112 2011.12 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended Estimated Approved
Requireamants
Austin Water Utility Fund 923,276 1,122,708 1,870,744 1,864,061 2,309,229
Total Requirements $923,278 $1,122,708 $1,870,744 $1,564,061 32,309,229
Full~TIme Equlvalents
Austin Water UtHity Fund 14,00 14.00 14.00 14,00 9.00
Total FTEs 14.00 14.00 14.00 14.00 9,00
Performance Measures
Linear feet of leak detection performed  New Meas 20,635 10,000 10,000 13,000
on large dlameter water transmilsslon
lines
Nuraber of projects managed by 83 72 50 50 50
Distrlbution Engineering
Percent of linear feet of deterlorated New Meas 0.85 1.33 1,33 1,33

water malns rehabilitated, abandoned,
or replaced for that year

Percentage real loss volume of treated ~ New Meas 8.31 8,50 8.50 8.50
drinking water
Percentage unavoldable real loss of New Meas 3.31 2,70 2,70 2,70

treated water

Services

Englneering technical services for the Distilbutlon plpeline and reclaimed water systems, Deslgn revlews and
cotmments, Project management, Englneering consulting; Engineering services for the Distribution system and
reclalmed water program; lnvestigative research and reporting

Bold/itallclzed Measure = Key Indicator
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Austin Water Utility
Budget Detail by Activity

Program: Engineering Services
Activity: Facllity Engineering

To provide the nacessary englnesring, project managemant, and technical support for the Utlilty's treatment plants in
order to mest comninity water needs, regulatory requirements, operate plant controf systems to treat wastewater,

manage blosallds, and safely discharge the effluent,

SCADA system uptime (percent)

100.00 t?ﬂ 100
80.00
60.00
40,00
20,00
0.00
2009-10 2010-11 201112 2011-12 2012-13
Actual Actuat Amended Estimated Approved
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2011-12 201213
Actual Actuat Amended Estimated Approved
Requirensents
Austin Water Utllity Fund 2,652,683 2,583,554 2,989,570 3,008,318 3,279,502
Total Requirements $2,652,683 $2,583,554 $2,989,570 $3,008,318 43,279,502
Full-Time Equlvalents
Austin Water Utllity Fund 29,00 28.00 28,00 28.00 27.00
Total FTEs 29.00 28.00 28.00 28,00 27.00
Parformance Measuras
Percent of completlion {water ptant 4} New Meas 16.20 35 35 55
SCADA system uptime (percent) 97.25 96 96 96 96

Services

Project management and coordination for water and wastewater treatment plants; Engineering technical services for
water and wastewater treatment plant processes and equipment systems; Design Revlews and comments for water
and wastewater treatment plant englineering projects; Process trouble shooting; SCADA prograrm administration;
SCADA technicalf enginecring services for water treatment plant control systems; Investigative research; Reporting;
Dillo DIrt Cutlet; SCADA technical/engineearing services for wastewater treatment plant control systerns; Investigative

research

Bold/itallcized Measure = Key Indicator
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Austin Water Utility
Budget Detail by Activity

Program: Engineering Services
Actlvity: Pipeline Engineering

To provide the necessary englneering, project management, and technlcal support to the pipeling Infrastructure and
cantrol systems in order to reduce water leaks and wastewater overflows and continuously deliver safe and
adequate supplies of drinking water from the treatment plant to the customers and to transport raw wastewater
‘'safely through the it stations to the treatment plants,

Average labor cost per project recelved for review
700.00 —650,00——850.00——650.00————
$00.00 - e s S
§00.00 2
400.00
300.00
200.00
100,00
0.00
2009-10 2010-11 201112 2011-32 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended Estimated Approved
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2011-12 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended Estimated Approved
Reguirements
Austln Water Utility Fund 2,362,362 2,187,863 2,254,517 2,223,262 2,556,619
Total Requirements - $2,362,362 $2,187,863 $2,254,517 $2,223,262 $2,556,619
Full-Time Equlvalents
Austin Water Utllity fund 26.00 27.00 26,00 26.00 26.00
Total FTEs 26.00 27.00 26.00 26.00 26.00
Parformance Measures
Average lahor cost per project 525 455 650 650 650
recelved for review ~ )
Number of new easements reviewed Neaw Meas 220 220 220 220
per year; broken down by site,
subdivislon, and CIf
Number of projects reviewed 454 548 400 400 400
Percent of as built projects complated No Data 35 60 . 60 60

Services

Project management; Lift Stations support, englneering consulting, and construction projects; Engineering technical
services; Deslgn reviews and comments; Pump Statlons/Reservoirs support; Surveylng Services; Development and
administration of Infrastructure CIP programs; Overslght of deslgn and project management services; SCADA
technlcal/engineering services for control systems,

Bold/itallclzed Measure = Key Indicator
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Utility

Budget Detail by Activity

Program: Environmental Affairs and Conservatlon
Activity: Regulatory Support

To track proposed and enacted rules and regulations and provide informatlon to Utility management in ordar to allow

the Utliity to be proactive In lts regulatory compliance,

GHG Emisslons per Caplta

0.14
0.12
010
0.08
0.08
0,04
0.02
0,00
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2011-12 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended Estimated Approved
2008-10 2010-11 2011-12 2013-12 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended Estimated Approved
Requlrements
Austin Water Utility Fund 1,238,087 1,162,030 1,035,122 1,071,493 1,302,132
Total Requirements 1,238,087 $1,162,030 $1,035,122 $1,071,493 31,302,132
Full-Time Equivalents
Austin Water Utllity Fund 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 11.00
Tolal FTEs . 10,00 10.00 10.00 10.00 11.00
Performance Measures
GHG Emisslons per Caplta 0.14 011 0,02 0.02 0.02
Percent of samples with chlorine New Meas 0.27 3 3 3
residuals less than 0.5 mgll
kWh per million gallons (MG} across New Meas 2,445 2,475 2,475 2,475
entire Utllity L o » e
Services

Liaison with State and Faderal regulators; State leglslatlon monitoring; Water and wastewater treatment alternatives

and methots research; Compliance reporting

Bold/itallcized Measure = Ke;y Indfcator
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Austin Water Utility
Budget Detail by Activity

Program: Environmental Affalrs and Conservation
Activity: Speclal Services

To provide timely water quallty surveys/investigations, backflow assembly testing, and private fire hydrant
malntenance for customers {n order to reduce the probabliity of a backfiove Incident and to control pollutant levels
belog discharged to the wastavater collection system so that pollutants do not affect worker health and safety, pass

through or interfere with treatmant plants, cause permit violations or keep blosolids from beneficial reuse,

Percentage of High Hazard assemblies tested YTD
8,00 8.00 96.00
400.00 ) %}ﬁ SE' e
80.00 ey 5
60.00
40.00
20,00
(.00
2009-10 201011 2011-12 2011-12 2012-13
Actuat Actual Amended Estimated Approved
2003-10 2010-11 2011.12 201112 2012-13
Actuat Actual Amended Estimated Approved
Requlrements
Austin Water Uttlity Fund 2,027,443 2,072,769 2,092,232 2,043,796 2,382,534
Expense Refunds 0 70 0 0 0
Total Requirements $2,027,443 $2,072,839 $2,092,232 $2,043,796  $2,382,534
Full-Tiime Equivalents
Austin Water Utllity Fund 26,00 27.00 26,00 26.00 26.00
Total FTEs 26.00 27.00 26,00 26,00 26,00
Performance Measures
Percentage of High Hazard assemblies 86.90 83.70 96 96 96
tested YTD
Percentage of Industiial users with 99.60 98,70 98 98 98
surcharges assessed
Services

Water Quality surveysfinvestigatlons; Backflow assembly testing; Private fire hydrant maintenance; Pretreatment
Ordinance enforcement; Reguiation of Sanitary sewer Industrial users; Reviaw of Site plans and pretreatment deslgn
ptans and speclfications; Implementation of pretreatment and Interlocal agreements with other political subdivisions

Boldfitallelzed Meastre = Kay Indicator
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Budget Detail by Activity

Program: Environmental Affairs and Conservation

Actlvity: Water Conservation

2012-13 Approved Budget, Austin, TX

To provide conservation services to Austin water customers to reduce water usage In order to slow the Increase In
peak day demand and defer the start date of water payments to the LCRA. To reduce Austin's peak day viater use by

1% per year untll 2017 through conservation and reuse.

180.00

Total water pumpage per capita per day (in gallons)

160.00 160:80° 75600
140.00 ; =
120.00
400.00
80.00
60.060
40.00
20.00
0.00
2008-10 201011 2011-12 2011-12 2012-13
Actual Actual Amended Estimated Approved
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2011-12 2012-13
Actuat Actual Amended Estimated Approved
Requirements
Austin Water Utillty Fund 6,247,885 4,604,386 6,644,349 4,359,163 6,526,427
Total Requirements $6,247,885 $4,604,385 $6,644,345 $4,359,163  $6,526,427
Full-Thme Equlvalents
Austin Water Utliity Fund 23.00 20.00 19.00 19.00 19,00
Total FTES 25.00 20,00 19.00 19.00 19.00
Petformance Measuras
Combined Single-Famlly & Multi-Famlly 80 96 86 86 86
Water Consumption per Capita per Day
{In gailons) . -
Peak gallons per day saved based on 1,279,197 782,073 1,200,000 620,600 620,000
partlcipation in Water Conservation
Programs, and estimated savings per
measure or metered savings by
program. § PR
Total water pumpage per caplta 135,41 160.60 155 153 156
perdayfingalions). . .
Services

To Implement Councll’s water conservation ordinance; Tollet retrofit program; Irrigation audlts; Clothes washer
rebates; Ralnwater callectlon; ICl audits & rebates; Irrigation permitting & Inspecttons

Bold/ftalicized Measura = Key Indlcator
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