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PARKING LOT QUESTIONS 
RATE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

As of RAC Meeting, February 4, 2020 

Item No./ 
Date Member Question Answer

Date 
Answered 

PL-1 9/24/19 Daniel Meza Are there unique classes in the rate structure 
for churches, nonprofits or cemeteries? No, there are not currently. 10/11/19 

PL-2 9/24/19 James Smyle 

Also, in looking at the list of pricing 
objectives presented here (and in 
comparison to those listed in the AWWA 
manual), I would suggest that it be 
considered to remove “Economic 
Development”.  First, the concern should be 
that rates be fair and equitable.  If fair and 
equitable rates would unnecessarily hinder 
“economic development”, i.e., be non-
competitive in comparison to similar 
markets, then there are likely to be broader 
issues to deal with that rate setting does not 
address (or which may pave over). Second, 
water rates would seem to be a very blunt 
instrument for incentivizing greater 
economic growth, once one moves beyond 
having reasonably competitive rates.  Third, 
this runs the risk of implicitly establishing a 
principle that water rates for “economic 
development” may (or do) merit a subsidy 
as a “public good”…and going down that 
path would require great transparency and a 
compelling, prior, economic justification. If 
the members prefer to keep a reference to 
economic concerns, I would then suggest 

SAWS has not interpreted “Economic 
Development” to mean “Competitive 
Rates”.  We have implemented targeted lower 
rates for a major jobs creation project which we 
referred to as “Economic Development” 
rates.  The last time we had such rates was to 
support a major new Toyota vehicle 
manufacturing plant built here about 13 years 
ago; those targeted lower rates were in effect for 
a limited time from 2006 to 2013. 

While “Economic Development” was the 
number 6 pricing objective priority for both the 
RAC and the SAWS in the 2015 study, we do 
not have any targeted Economic Development 
rates currently.  We recommend to the RAC that 
“Economic Development” stay on the pricing 
objectives list so the RAC members can 
prioritize it higher, lower, or not at all as they see 
fit. 

10/11/19 
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that “Competitive Rates” be substituted for 
“Economic Development”. 

PL-3 9/24/19 Daniel Meza 

What rate structure/class is the City of San 
Antonio, Bexar County and other 
government or semi-governmental agencies 
under?  What about military bases? 

All are in the General Class. 10/11/2019 

PL-4 9/24/19 James Smyle 

To what extent did the new tiered rates 
achieve the stated objectives, e.g., of 
sending price signals to residential water 
users that incentivized water use efficiency 
and/or water conservation? 

Staff provided a presentation at the 10/29/19 
meeting on this issue. 10/29/2019 

PL-5 9/24/19 James Smyle 

How accurate/realistic were demand 
projections (water and EDUs) and what, if 
any, implications might this have for the 
assumptions to be made for current analysis? 

Staff provided a presentation at the 10/29/19 
meeting on this issue. 10/29/2019 

PL-6 9/24/19 James Smyle 

Did the merging of all non-residential 
classes -- Commercial, Institutional, and 
Multi-family Residential classes -- into one 
“General” user class have the effect of 
obscuring a central rate setting principle that 
“one class should not subsidize another”? 

Commercial, institutional and multi-family 
customers have always been in the General Class 
since SAWS was formed in 1992. 

10/11/2019 

PL-7 9/24/19 James Smyle 

Did the 2015 rate-change for the Water 
Supply Fee, which created tiered rates for 
the general class, in practice reflect the real 
cost of the water supplies it was supposed to 
support? 

The Water Supply Fee was adopted by the 
SAWS Board and the City Council for the 
exclusive purpose of recovering the cost of 
developing non-Edwards Aquifer water supplies.  
The 2015 Rate Study recommendations made 
adjustments to the Water Supply Fee to ensure 
that that the rate structure continued to meet this 
requirement. 

10/11/2019 

PL-8 
9/24/19 James Smyle 

Did the reclassification into the General 
Class have unintended outcomes as regards 
cost apportionment, for example, General 
Class usage increased slightly (3% to 4%), 
while its share of Water Supply Fees 
dropped almost 15%? 

There was no reclassification of other customer 
groups into the General Class in 2015.  
Commercial, institutional and multi-family 
customers have always been in the General Class 
since SAWS was formed in 1992. 

10/11/2019 
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PL-9 9/24/19 Joseph Yakubik Does SAWS have the highest fixed rates in 
Texas? See Attachment I 10/11/2019 

PL-10 
9/24/19 Patrick Garcia Please provide the history of SAWS rates 

and rate structures over the last 10 years. See Attachment  II 10/11/2019 

PL-11 
9/24/19 

Raine Tanner, 
Daniel Meza, 
Patrick Garcia 

Please provide a summary of incidental fees 
that have accumulated, for example the 
Stormwater Fee, over the last ten years. 

See Attachment II for SAWS rates and fees 
history.  See Attachment III for Storm Water Fee 
history. 

10/11/2019 

PL-12 
9/24/19 Patricia Wallace Please compare SAWS rates over the last 10 

years to those of other cities. See Attachment IV 10/11/2019 

PL-13 
9/24/19 Daniel Meza 

Please provide affordability history, 
including what the discount has look like 
over time. 

See Attachment V 10/11/2019 

PL-14 
9/24/19 Daniel Meza 

Disclose what SAWS tests for when testing 
water quality; Describe water quality testing 
protocol at SAWS and prospects for possible 
third party verification of SAWS water 
quality testing; provide full RAC with 
website reference 

See Attachment VI 10/11/2019 

PL-15 
9/24/19 Raine Tanner 

Who will pay the higher water rate (which 
customer) will pay the higher rate for the 
Vista Ridge water? How does SAWS 
determine who is going to pay that higher 
Vista Ridge water rate than the cheaper 
Edwards rate? SAWS should never be 
selling our water outside of its service area.  

This will be addressed when we discuss cost of 
service and rate design. 10/16/2019 

PL-16 
9/24/19 Stephen Lara 

Discussion of the number of area entities 
having emergency interconnect contracts 
with SAWS.  

Additional questions from Mr. Lara sent on 
October 10, 2019: 

1. How are these cities charged and how are
the individual meters checked for billing?

See Attachment VII 10/11/2019 
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2. Can an overview of the agreement and
the actual system be briefed at some point?
3. Is there a tier system that regulates the
pricing for high volume users?
4. Is there a tier system that regulates more
frequent users of the interconnect
agreement?

PL-17 
10/22/2019 James Smyle 

Can the RAC process revisit the recently 
approved water supply impact fee?  As has 
been stated in the last two RAC meetings, 
Vista Ridge water is “baseload” due to the 
take-or-pay nature of the 
contract.  However, in setting the water 
supply impact fee, it was assumed that only 
32.4% of the incremental water supply for 
new growth would come from Vista Ridge 
water and the remaining 67.6% from 
Edwards Aquifer water supply.  This 
assumption resulted in the water supply 
impact fee actually being reduced by some 
3% to $2,706 per EDU.  As the information 
provided to the RAC has clarified that 100% 
of the incremental water supply will be 
Vista Ridge water, this implies that the 
actual water supply impact fee should be 
about $7,002 (based upon the model used by 
the consultants, Carollo, in their report 
“Water and Wastewater Facilities LUAP, 
CIP, and Maximum Impact Fees”).  If it 
cannot be revisited, would it be correct to 
say that the difference between the 
established fee of $2,706/EDU versus the 
actual cost of $7,002/EDU would leave a 

See Attachment VIII 10/25/2019 
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projected cost of almost $674 million to be 
picked up by SAWS ratepayers? 

PL-18 
10/22/2019 Joseph Yakubik 

Mr. Yakubik had a question about a slide in 
a presentation that had been removed from 
the RAC web page.  He asked for the 
presentation to be reposted.  He then wished 
to reconcile a statement Gavino Ramos had 
made during his presentation in which he 
mentioned direct mail as having the best 
results and was the most cost effective 
method for outreaching to potential 
Affordability Discount Program participants 
with a slide in the deleted presentation 
which he remembered said “…a $0 cost 
versus $3700 cost to mail, or something like 
that…” 

The deleted presentation has been reposted on 
the RAC web page.  Gavino Ramos responded to 
Mr. Yakubik’s question as follows:  The slide 
Mr. Yakubik saw in the previously deleted 
presentation was regarding a very informal 
Survey Monkey survey SAWS did to assistance 
program participants. The bullet point he was 
referencing stated: 

 This survey cost $0 compared to mailing
which would have cost us $2,935 for
printing and mailing cost

Had SAWS printed and mailed the surveys to the 
participants, the estimated cost would have been 
$2,935. This was a survey, not a direct mail 
campaign aimed to increase participation in our 
UpLift programs 

11/5/2019 

PL-19 
10/29/2019 Frances Gonzalez 

Did the 500 irrigation residential customer 
accounts become established in 2001 right 
after the establishment of the irrigation rate 
class, or did the number of such accounts 
increase over time? 

At the time the Irrigation Class was established 
beginning in 2001 there were 220 residential 
irrigation accounts established. There are now 
604 residential irrigation accounts.  141 of the 
accounts were established from 2002 to 2010 and 
243 accounts have been established to date since 
the end of 2010.  

11/8/2019 

PL-20 
10/29/2019 Patricia Wallace 

What in your professional opinion is the rate 
structure used by another city that would be 
the best fit for SAWS? 

This will be addressed during the rate design 
process as various rate structure options will be 
brought for review so the RAC can decide which 
structure is the best fit. 

11/8/2019 
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PL-21 
11/5/2019 Joseph Yakubik 

Please have the slides from both 
presentations available in RAC4, along with 
Doug Evanson's initial slides to the Board 
when he introduced the RAC process earlier 
the year. I am interested in the bill 
comparison slides. 

Detailed bill comparisons with other utilities will 
be made during the rate design process 11/8/2019 

PL-22 
11/5/2019 Joseph Yakubik 

I would also like to have a discussion about 
price signals. Where are they, specifically, 
in the current structure? Where were they 
before? Does the emphasis on fees in SAWS 
structure dilute the signal? Do other cities 
structures have stronger signals? How are 
they manifested in real-world bills, 
including wastewater? Diagrams would 
help. I'll bring mine. 

The structure of current and alternative price 
signals will be addressed during the rate design 
process. 

11/8/2019 

PL-23 
11/1/2019 Joseph Yakubik 

Also – I am ready for Raftelis and SAWS 
staff to discuss the “Austin Model” about 
rate objectives, as recommended by Berto 
Guerra during the introduction to this 
process. I think we should have a robust 
discussion about how our neighbors to the 
north were able to reduce rates by focusing 
on affordability. What were their objectives, 
how did they balance competing needs? 

Alternative affordability-related rate structures 
will be addressed during the rate design process. 11/8/2019 

PL-24 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

The RAC needs to have actual numbers – 
not percentages or medians or averages – for 
each of the classes within the General Class.  
Equally, to better understand Residential 
usage, per capita data should be presented 
along with “customer” data.  Can SAWS 
commit to presenting the RAC with this 
detailed breakdown?   

We hope to begin a discussion of “Rate Classes” 
during the 10 Dec 2019 meeting.  This will 
include some data related to General Class, 
including current subgroups. Additional data, 
including residential per capita data, will be 
provided during future cost of service and rate 
design discussions. 

12/6/2019 

PL-25 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Slide 16 of the 29 Oct 2019 RAC 
presentation compares “budgeted”, which is 
an estimate of required budget vs actual 

Please see Attachment IX for the referenced 
source documents detailed on slide 16.  We will 
be happy to meet with you to discuss any further 

12/6/2019 
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revenue.  Please inform us as to what was 
“actual expenditure” so we can understand if 
projected budgetary requirement shortfalls 
translated into actual revenue requirement 
shortfalls and to what extent surpluses 
translated into bankable savings.  Also, 
please explain what “Chilled Water” refers 
to in the footnote on that page. 

questions which you may have after reviewing 
these documents.  As will be discussed during 
the 10 Dec 2019 meeting, Chilled Water is one 
of SAWS four currently existing business units.  
As shown on slide 17 of the 10 Dec 2019 
presentation, this business unit provides cooling 
services to various downtown hotels, Convention 
Center, Alamodome and Port San Antonio 
tenants.  As further discussed, this business unit 
is not part of this rates advisory process. 

PL-26 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Slide 19 of the 29 Oct 2019 RAC 
presentation states that the current rate 
structure classes have been in place since 
2001 and the “parking lot” matrix states that 
the “General Class”, as currently defined, 
has been in place since SAWS’s inception in 
1992.  Please confirm that, for the “General 
Class”, this is correct.  If not, please explain 
the historic differences in the “General 
Class” and what the justifications were for 
those changes. 

The statements are correct.  The General Class 
has always included multi-family, commercial 
and industrial customers since 1992.  The slide is 
referring to the fact that SAWS has maintained 
four different classes of water customers since 
2001:  Residential, General, Wholesale and 
Irrigation. 

12/6/2019 

PL-27 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Reference Slide 25 of the 29 Oct 2019 RAC 
presentation.  Please explain why 
Residential contribution increased over 42% 
while General Class and Irrigation Class 
contributions increased less than one-third 
of that (12%).  Also, for purposes of clarity, 
can we please not lump together “General 
Class” and “Irrigation Class”?  It is 
important that we understand the details of 
each class. 

The reason is directly attributable to the results 
of the prior Cost of Service and Rate Design 
Analysis completed in 2015 which found that the 
Residential Class was under-recovering its Water 
Supply cost of service and required a 15.79% 
rate increase while General and Irrigation class 
were both over-recovering their Water Supply 
cost of service and had an indicated rate 
reduction of more than 14%.  Please see in 
particular pages 33 and 34 of the attached 2015 
rate study report (report is available at 
www.saws.org/RAC).  We understand the 

12/6/2019 
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request relating to the combination of General 
Class and Irrigation Class and will not group 
these classes in presentations or analysis going 
forward. 

PL-28 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Reference Slides 21, 26 and 27 of the 29 Oct 
2019 RAC presentation.  Please explain 
why, when General Class usage increased 
and Residential Class usage decreased, that 
General Class contribution decreased while 
Residential Class contribution increased, 
and Residential Class rates escalated at a 
rate 70% greater than that of General Class.   

As shown on Slide 26, the May 2015 
Comprehensive Cost of Service and Rate Design 
Analysis found that the Residential Class should 
be paying 56.771% of all water related costs 
while in 2015 they were actually only paying 
53.568% of such costs.  Conversely, the rate 
study found that the General Class should be 
paying 31.393% of all water related costs while 
in 2015, they were actually paying 36.689%.  As 
a result, the rate design adopted in 2015 and 
implemented effective in January 2016 resulted 
in additional revenue being generated from the 
Residential Class as compared to the General 
Class.  This is why the effective level of rate 
increases experienced by the Residential Class 
since 2015 have exceeded those of the General 
Class.    

12/6/2019 

PL-29 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Reference Slides 21, 26 and 27 of the 29 Oct 
2019 RAC presentation.  Please identify the 
problem or flaw that resulted in this 
outcome and provide suggestions as to how 
such an outcome can be avoided in the 
future, i.e., so that increased usage by a class 
is absorbed by that class, rather than by 
others. 

As pointed out in PL-28 above, this result is a 
direct result of adhering to cost of service 
principles by rate class as opposed to any 
“problem or flaw”.  Increased usage by a class is 
and has been absorbed by that class, rather than 
by others, however, rate increases are attributable 
to and applied to all volumes of usage not just 
incremental usage.  

12/6/2019 

PL-30 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Reference Slide 33 of the 29 Oct 2019 RAC 
presentation.  Please define acronyms when 
first used.  What is “ADP”?  Also, please 
correct. Slide states that average bill 
declined, while presents data showing 
average use declining. 

ADP means Affordability Discount Program and 
this should have been defined. The subtitle of the 
slide states that “Average Residential Water Use 
Per Bill Declined” which is consistent with the 
data presented on the slide. 

12/6/2019 
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PL-31 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Reference Slides 36 and 38 of the 29 Oct 
2019 RAC presentation.  Total increase in 
wastewater was 1.85 billion gallons, from 
which 14.5% was contributed by Residential 
Class and 85.5% was contributed by General 
Class.  To pay for this increase SAWS 
charged an additional $43.7 million, of 
which almost half (49.7%) was paid for by 
the Residential Class.  Please explain why 
the Residential Class paid for almost one-
half the increase while actually only 
contributing only about one-seventh of the 
increased wastewater volumes.  Also please 
note that the presentation of the Cost of 
Service for Wastewater appears misleading 
as seems to imply that the General Class 
absorbed a higher percentage of the costs 
overall, when it actually speaks to relative 
percentage increases.  In contrast, according 
to the figures presented, the Residential 
Class absorbed 175% more of the cost than 
it should have, on a per unit volumetric 
charge basis. 

The additional $43.7 million of referenced 
revenue relates primarily to extensive 
improvements being made to our existing 
Wastewater infrastructure.  As discussed above 
in PL-29, any rate increases are applied to all 
wastewater volumes not just the incremental 
volumes.  You are correct in stating that of the 
additional $43.7 million in wastewater charges 
(to the Residential and General Classes), “almost 
half was paid for by the Residential Class”.  
However, you need to compare this level of 
revenue contribution to the total wastewater flow 
contribution (as opposed to incremental flow 
contribution).  In total, the Residential Class 
accounted for more than 53.6% of wastewater 
flows in 2015 and still more than 51.8% in 2018.  
As a result, it is reasonable that “almost half” of 
any incremental revenue would have been paid 
for by the Residential Class and it is incorrect to 
assert that “Residential Class absorbed 175% 
more of the cost than it should have, on a per unit 
volumetric charge basis”. 

12/6/2019 

PL-32 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Reference Slide 39 of the 29 Oct 2019 RAC 
presentation.  Please provide some insight 
into why certain key outcomes – 
particularly, Cost of Service, Conservation, 
Affordability to Disadvantaged Customers, 
and Drought Management – were not fully 
achieved.   

As there are a number of variables that impact 
each of the key outcomes it is very difficult to 
ever fully achieve all of the objectives.  This is 
why such rate studies are conducted once every 
five years or so.  During this rate study we hope 
to enhance our rate structure to better achieve the 
objectives determined to be the highest priorities 
of this committee.   

12/6/2019 

PL-33 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Reference Slide 39 of the 29 Oct 2019 RAC 
presentation.  Based upon accepted water 
utility good practices, what are the 
suggestions/recommendations that Raftelis 
would have for the RAC as to changes in the 

This will be explored during the rate design 
process of the study.   12/6/2019 
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current rate structure so next one might do a 
better job of achieving these outcomes. 

PL-34 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

As it is clearly too early in the process to ask 
the RAC make informed decisions on such a 
highly subjective subject matter, I would 
strongly urge that this upcoming exercise be 
defined as no more than a straw poll in order 
to have an idea of the RAC’s preliminary 
views.    

The ranking results will be presented at the 
December 10th RAC meeting to solicit the RAC 
member’s feedback on these results.  
Additionally, staff and the consultant have 
acknowledged that the results of the initial 
ranking process are subject to change later in the 
Rate Study Process. 

12/6/2019 

PL-35 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Thank you for breaking out the “must 
haves”, as it was confusing to have these up 
for discussion in the same manner that other 
priorities might be.  I suggest that a further 
break out and expansion is needed on what 
are core principles of rate setting, as these 
should be considered and understood by the 
RAC before any discussion of “priorities”, 
which is what the majority of the so-called 
“pricing objectives” are.  I am referring to 
core principles that are articulated in the 
AWWA manual and which are critical 
context for the RAC to keep in mind while 
doing its job. These include such principles 
as “user pays” and “one user class should 
not subsidize another”, which I understand 
as being the point of “Cost of Service Based 
Allocations” mentioned on Slide 44.  As a 
principle for rate setting, including it in this 
list of priorities to be rank ordered is mixing 
apples and oranges.  Another important core 
principle, not yet mentioned to the RAC is 
“growth is to pay for growth”.  There are 
others.  I think it very important that the 
presentation be expanded to include a 
section on “rate setting principles and 
criteria” and that this be well presented and 

While the RAC has provided their preliminary 
views on priorities, we will provide information 
during the cost of service and rate design process 
related to industry standards and principles. 

12/6/2019 
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discussed prior to any efforts to solicit the 
RAC’s preliminary views on “rate setting 
priorities”. The most important step in 
priority setting is first laying out objective 
criteria by which those priorities will be 
established.  The “must haves” and 
“established rate setting principles” (and 
lessons learned from the 2015 RAC and 
current industry best practice? Others?) 
provide such objective criteria 

PL-36 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Reference Slide 46 of the 29 Oct 2019 RAC 
presentation.  Conservation is not just 
permanent reductions in use thru “increased 
efficiency”, it is “permanent reduction in 
usage through reduced consumption, 
increased efficiency and/or shifting to 
sustainable alternatives, such as rainfall 
collection.” 

Please refer to the Conservation pricing objective 
definition agreed to by the RAC at the November 
12 meeting:  “A pricing structure that encourages 
reductions in discretionary water usage and 
efficient use of water.” 

12/6/2019 

PL-37 
11/12/2019 James Smyle 

Reference Slide 50 of the 29 Oct 2019 RAC 
presentation. Economic development.  I do 
not understand what is intended by this, 
please explain.  How has this been exercised 
in the past (e.g., Toyota, other examples). 
What would be the purpose/objectives of 
using water as a means of incentivizing 
economic development?  Provide examples 
of what might constitute “economic 
development” that would be considered 
eligible for receiving incentives (subsidies) 
during the 2020-2025 period.  Notionally, 
how much might be provided in subsidies 
during this period. What form would the 
subsidies take?  Who would decide who 
receives such subsidies?  Who would pay 
for those subsidies?  Provide examples of 
how other public water utilities successfully 

Please refer to the response to PL-2 above.  Also, 
please refer to the Economic Development 
pricing objective definition agreed to by the 
RAC at the November 12 meeting:  “ Establish 
special rates to incentivize targeted economic 
development.”   

12/6/2019 
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incentivize economic development through 
subsidizing water supply and how they pay 
for the costs of those incentives/subsidies. 

PL-38 
12/10/2019 Frances Gonzalez 

At the Dec. 10 RAC meeting, Chair 
Gonzalez and Mr. Yakubik raised Shavano 
Park’s emergency interconnect rate issue. 
He said the current ordinance governing the 
rate may already allow for a wholesale rate. 
He said this may be something the City 
Council should revisit but might not be 
within the purview of this committee. Chair 
Gonzalez asked staff to respond in the 
Parking Lot.  

Staff is deliberating this issue. 

PL-39 
12/10/2019 Joseph Yakubik 

With respect to slide 20 in the Dec. 20 RAC 
meeting presentation, Joseph Yakubik asked 
if SAWS has traceability of cash sources 
supporting the 2020 CIP. 

See Attachment X 01/10/2020 

PL-40 
12/10/2019 Stephen Lara 

Mr. Lara asked if suburban cities like 
Balcones Heights are included in ICL or 
OCL. Staff responded that if there is a 
franchise agreement with the city, it is 
treated as an ICL. He asked the various 
suburban city information to be provided in 
the Parking Lot. 

See Attachment XI 01/10/2020 

PL-41 
12/30/2019 Mike Chapline 

Mr. Chapline wishes the RAC to consider 
developing a summary of the minutes of 
each meeting for the media. 

The RAC agreed that staff would prepare a 
single page action summary will along with the 
regular committee meeting minutes. 

01/14/2020 

PL-42 
12/17/2019 James Smyle 

On Dec. 17, Mr. Smyle sent an e-mail to 
staff asking for the following information: 

1. SAWS affordability program – I
would like to better understand the
distribution of the households that
are enrolled in the affordability
programs (i.e., Uplift, Sr. Billing,
Project Agua, Disability billing),

On Jan. 7, 2020, staff met with Mr. Smyle to 
clarify his requests.  Based on this meeting, staff 
prepared the below listed specific reports 
identified during the meeting to address Mr. 
Smyle’s requests.  Reports 1, 2, 4, and reports 6 
through 9 are provided at Attachment XII.  
Report 5 is available at the website shown below.  
Report 3 involves large EXCEL spreadsheet files 

02/04/2020 
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volumetric water usage by these 
households, total water bills prior to 
any discounts/reductions (at 
household level), and actual cost 
following reductions/discounts. As 
regards locations, would it be 
possible to get a breakdown by 
Census Tract? If not, then by Zip 
Code and Council District? Also, if 
these are mapped on SAWS GIS, 
then I would request a copy of the 
map? For the first part of the request 
-- volumetric water usage by these 
households, total water bills, etc. –- I 
can discuss with the person or 
persons that would generate that 
information in order to identify the 
best and most convenient way of 
breaking that down and presenting it, 
if so desired. 

2. Volumetric water usage within water 
user classes – I would like to better 
understand the variability within user 
classes. To that end, could I request a 
breakdown of volumetric water 
usage by month for each of 
residential, multi-family, 
commercial, industrial, other 
institutional users (schools, city, 
other?), wholesale, and irrigation by 
deciles? I am imagining a 
spreadsheet for each of user class or 
subclass, with columns of 
“Volumetric Decile Rank*”, 
“Number of users in Decile”, and 
“Total Volumetric Water Use of 

and they can be downloaded from the RAC 
webpage under Meeting 7 materials.  The first 
page of the attachment contains a cover memo 
that defines certain codes used in many of the 
reports and describes information provided on 
maps requested by Mr. Smyle. 
 

1. Distribution of December 2019 General 
Class accounts by meter size 

2. Mary Bailey’s analysis of General Class 
2018 Usage by Decile Summary  

3. Bill frequency analysis given to Raftelis  
4. ADP customer usage by block (2018)  
5. Five-Year Conservation Plan (2019) 

Please note that this document has been 
provided to Mr. Smyle.  The plan is 
available for download at the following 
web address: 

https://www.saws.org/conservation/conservation-
conservation-plan/ 

 

6. ADP Information Reports. 
a. Table (December 2018 data) 

showing the number of ADP 
customers at each discount level.    

b. Table showing ADP customer 
average consumption by bill 
month in 2018.  

c. Table showing for each 2018 bill 
month, the average bill with the 
ADP discount applied vs. average 
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Decile” (by month, so 12 columns). 
As to the years, could I request this 
information over the period 2017, 
2018 and 2019 year-to-date? Again, I 
would be happy to consult with 
whoever would pull this together in 
order to clarify the request, if 
desired. 

 

bill before application of the 
discount by discount level.  

7. Table (2018 data) showing each Uplift 
program and the number of customers 
participating in each (ADP, Senior 
billing, Project Agua, and Disability 
billing)  

8. Report (December 2018 and December 
2019) showing the percentage of all 
SAWS customers vs. percentage of ADP 
customers having service cutoffs for non-
payment  

9. Geographic information. 
a. Map images from Tableau system 

showing distribution of ADP 
customer accounts in certain parts 
of service area 

b. Table showing number of 
customers receiving ADP 
discounts by zip code as of 
December 2018  
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1/14/2020 SAWS Services to Other Municipalities

Municipality Description Agreement 
Date

ICL or 
OCL 

SAWS 
Rates

Description Agreement 
Date

SAWS 
Wholesale 

Sewer 
Customer?

ICL or 
OCL 

SAWS 
Rates

Balcones Heights Water Franchise Agreement 10/4/1972 ICL Balcones Heights Sewer Service Yes
Castle Hills Retail Water OCL Sewer Franchise Agreement 9/8/1998 No ICL
China Grove Water Franchise Agreement 9/9/1969 OCL No Sewer Service No
Converse Retail Water OCL SARA Sewer Service No
Hollywood Park Retail Water OCL Hollywood Park Sewer Service Yes
Helotes Water & Sewer Franchise Agreement 9/29/2000 ICL Water & Sewer Franchise Agreement 9/29/2000 No ICL
Hill Country Village Retail Water OCL Hill Country Village Sewer Service Yes
Leon Valley Water Franchise Agreement 3/25/1999 ICL Leon Valley Sewer Service Yes
Live Oak Water Franchise Agreement 1/11/1979 ICL CCMA Sewer Service No
Olmos Park Water Franchise Agreement 5/15/1969 ICL Olmos Park Sewer Service Yes
Shavano Park Water Franchise Agreement 10/28/1999 ICL SAWS Retail Sewer No ICL
Somerset Retail Water OCL Somerset Sewer Service No
Terrell Hills Retail Water ICL Sewer Franchise Agreement 6/11/2008 No ICL
Windcrest Water & Sewer Franchise Agreement 5/5/2009 ICL Water & Sewer Franchise Agreement 5/5/2009 No ICL

Water Service Sewer Service

Link Matrix



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT XII (PL‐42) 



1 
 

Mr. Smyle, 

Please find a short description and explanation of the reports below.  Please let us know if you have any 
questions or comments. 

     
Excel Reports*      
Code  Service Type  Poverty Level     
A  Water and Sewer  50%     
B  Water and Sewer  75%     
C  Water and Sewer  100%     
D  Water and Sewer  125%     
K  Water Only  50%     
L  Water Only  75%     
M  Water Only  100%     
N  Water Only  125%     
R  Sewer Only  50%     
S  Sewer Only  75%     
T  Sewer Only  100%     
U  Sewer Only  125%     
Z**  N/A  Customers are no longer in the program     

     
*Discount codes listed on all summaries are current values.  The 2018 discount code values are no longer 
available.  All monthly totals are based on the bill month associated with each bill. 
**Customers with code "Z" were active in the discount program in 2018 but are no longer in the 
program.  
 

Maps 

There are 29,235 points on these maps which denote the 29,235 Affordability customers that received 
discounts as of December 2018.  Below is a short description of what each map is showing: 

Map#1 – Counts, by zip code, of Affordability customers 

‐ The shading denotes the ADP customer count in that zip code.  The darker the shading denotes 
more customers received the discount in that zip code. 

Map#2 – Map of all affordability customers by their geographic location across the SAWS service area 

Map#3 – An example of a specific zip code to show the detail of higher concentration areas of 
affordability customers. 

*The mapping software used will not allow the viewer to zoom in to gain additional detail, however, 
additional maps are available if you are interested in a particular geographic location or detail level. 

 

 



Meter Size (Inches) Number of Meters

0.625 10,887 

0.75 1,615 

1 4,706 

1.5 4,718 

2 4,590 

3 1,108 

4 774 

6 397 

8 108 

10 22 
TOTAL 28,925 

General Class Meters by Meter Size
December 2019

Item 1



Cumulative Usage Band 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% % of Total

General Class Total
Billed Usage (million gallons)
Multi-Family - 800 2,488   4,257   5,851    7,124    7,955    8,541    8,885    9,308     38.5%
Industrial 1,540   2,146   2,288   2,382   2,418    2,444    2,467    2,487    2,497    2,503     10.4%
Commerical/Municipal 871      1,875   2,465   3,033   3,819    4,944    6,510    8,323    10,388  12,365   51.1%
Total Cummulative Usage 2,411   4,820   7,242   9,672   12,088  14,512  16,932  19,351  21,769  24,176   100.0%

Number Accounts
Multi-Family - 33 141      294      485       718       966       1,282    1,730    4,584     15.4%
Industrial 16        36        45        53        57         62         69         80         93         147        0.5%
Commerical/Municipal 9          42        81        130      228       445       929       1,944    4,691    25,016   84.1%
Total Accumulated Accounts 25        111      267      477      770       1,225    1,964    3,306    6,514    29,747   100.0%

Cumulative % of Customers 0.1% 0.4% 0.9% 1.6% 2.6% 4.1% 6.6% 11.1% 21.9% 100.0%

Average Monthly Usage per Decile (million 
gallons) 8.04 2.33 1.29 0.96 0.69      0.44      0.27      0.15      0.06      0.01       

Multi-Family only
Billed Usage (million gallons) 932      1,857   2,785   3,722   4,659    5,587    6,518    7,449    8,381    9,308     
Number Accounts 39        95        163      242      335       447       593       800       1,171    4,584     
Cumulative % of Customers 0.9% 2.1% 3.6% 5.3% 7.3% 9.8% 12.9% 17.5% 25.5% 100.0%

Average Monthly Usage per Decile (million 
gallons) 1.99 1.38 1.14 0.99 0.84      0.69      0.53      0.37      0.21      0.02       

General Class, excluding Multi-family
Billed Usage (million gallons) 1,401   2,951   4,462   5,947   7,438    8,928    10,415  11,902  13,388  14,868   
Number Accounts 10        38        105      244      518       979       1,735    3,125    6,122    25,163   
Cumulative % of Customers 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 1.0% 2.1% 3.9% 6.9% 12.4% 24.3% 100.0%

Average Monthly Usage per Decile (million 
gallons) 11.68   4.61 1.88 0.89 0.45      0.27      0.16      0.09      0.04      0.01       

2018 General Class Usage by Decile Summary

Item 2



2018 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Block 5 Block 6 Block 7 Block 8 Total
JAN 7,630         4,721         4,213         3,113         3,469         1,606         390             149             25,291        
FEB 8,791         5,082         4,240         2,935         2,844         1,202         266             100             25,460        
MAR 8,677         5,127         4,332         2,948         2,894         1,188         227             90               25,483        
APR 8,030         5,115         4,426         3,194         3,094         1,318         260             94               25,531        
MAY 7,674         5,052         4,401         3,304         3,704         1,642         378             133             26,288        
JUN 6,302         4,541         4,275         3,652         4,449         2,449         693             242             26,603        
JUL 6,356         4,512         4,386         3,536         4,498         2,563         649             272             26,772        
AUG 6,846         4,728         4,499         3,682         4,339         2,328         606             247             27,275        
SEP 6,885         4,904         4,622         3,687         4,477         2,458         637             259             27,929        
OCT 9,309         5,548         4,519         3,244         3,376         1,545         349             141             28,031        
NOV 9,642         5,522         4,177         2,777         2,706         1,179         251             111             26,365        
DEC 9,684         5,747         4,782         3,444         3,419         1,631         364             164             29,235        

*These are the number of affodability customers' bills that ended in each block.

Affordability Discount Program Bills by Block*

Item 4



Discount Codes December 2018
A 7,605
B 6,490
C 7,537
D 6,079
K 329
L 279
M 334
N 243
Z 339

Grand Total 29,235

Affordability Bill Count by Discount Code

Item 6A



Month 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
A 6,299 5,733 5,715 5,948 6,238 7,093 7,051 6,841 6,906 6,019 5,603 5,966
B 5,801 5,268 5,241 5,455 5,790 6,524 6,573 6,368 6,417 5,408 5,012 5,444
C 5,154 4,740 4,712 4,927 5,264 6,011 6,146 5,884 5,898 4,953 4,622 4,981
D 5,110 4,614 4,601 4,811 5,137 5,896 5,970 5,879 5,842 4,847 4,474 4,867
K 7,177 5,597 5,672 5,484 6,037 7,377 6,960 7,025 6,938 5,881 5,976 6,430
L 5,867 5,675 5,377 5,159 5,847 7,662 6,420 6,256 6,557 4,981 4,957 5,650
M 6,055 4,999 5,483 5,130 5,630 7,191 6,734 6,213 6,605 5,254 4,997 5,502
N 5,197 4,449 4,488 4,693 4,996 6,261 5,907 5,857 5,876 4,659 4,725 4,747
T 3,740 4,489 2,992
Z 7,445 6,643 6,607 7,102 7,161 7,772 7,637 6,896 7,390 6,688 5,996 6,552

*There was one customer with discount code "T" in 2018 and that account was closed in April 2018.

D
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t C
od

es

2018 Affordability Discount Program Average Consumption By Bill Month (in gallons)

Item 6B



Discount 
Code

Average Bill Amounts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 69.20$      74.30$      70.00$      71.00$      72.50$      77.80$      77.20$      75.80$      76.40$      71.30$      69.10$      71.30$     
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 48.20$      50.60$      45.90$      46.90$      48.40$      53.70$      53.10$      51.70$      52.30$      47.20$      45.00$      47.20$     
Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 64.90$      70.40$      65.00$      65.70$      67.50$      71.70$      72.00$      70.70$      71.20$      65.50$      63.90$      66.60$     
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 50.70$      53.50$      48.10$      48.80$      50.60$      54.80$      55.10$      53.80$      54.30$      48.60$      46.90$      49.60$     
Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 59.50$      65.90$      60.30$      61.10$      62.80$      67.00$      68.10$      66.10$      66.30$      61.60$      60.10$      62.00$     
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 50.40$      54.60$      49.00$      49.80$      51.60$      55.80$      56.90$      54.90$      55.10$      50.40$      48.90$      50.80$     
Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 58.80$      64.40$      59.30$      59.90$      61.90$      65.80$      66.40$      65.70$      65.80$      60.70$      59.10$      61.40$     
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 51.50$      55.40$      50.30$      50.90$      52.90$      56.80$      57.40$      56.80$      56.90$      51.80$      50.20$      52.50$     
Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 72.90$      68.60$      66.90$      63.00$      66.60$      76.20$      76.30$      76.10$      75.10$      66.20$      70.10$      73.80$     
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 63.70$      57.70$      55.90$      52.00$      55.50$      65.10$      65.20$      65.00$      64.00$      55.10$      59.10$      62.90$     
Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 56.50$      68.50$      58.00$      57.10$      60.20$      76.90$      66.80$      65.50$      67.80$      56.40$      58.60$      62.50$     
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 50.30$      60.60$      50.10$      49.10$      52.20$      68.80$      58.70$      57.40$      59.70$      48.30$      50.50$      54.50$     
Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 60.20$      67.70$      60.60$      58.80$      60.50$      72.60$      70.80$      64.70$      68.50$      58.60$      58.80$      61.90$     
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 55.70$      62.30$      55.20$      53.40$      55.10$      67.30$      65.50$      59.40$      63.20$      53.30$      53.40$      56.60$     
Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 51.80$      53.60$      50.80$      52.30$      55.70$      62.40$      62.10$      60.90$      60.30$      54.60$      60.30$      56.40$     
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 48.10$      49.50$      46.50$      47.90$      51.50$      58.30$      58.00$      56.70$      56.00$      50.40$      56.10$      52.10$     
Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 60.30$      65.20$      56.20$      ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$         
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 56.00$      60.00$      51.00$      ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$         
Avg. Bill Amount Before Discount 82.80$      84.40$      79.80$      82.90$      82.00$      84.80$      84.60$      78.00$      81.60$      77.40$      73.10$      77.10$     
Avg. Bill Amount After Discount 69.00$      68.10$      63.30$      66.40$      65.50$      68.20$      67.80$      61.10$      64.90$      60.60$      56.40$      60.80$     

*There was one customer with discount code "T" in 2018 and that account was closed in April 2018.

2018 Affordability Discount Program Average Bill By Bill Month
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Item 6C



2018
ADP               

Program           
Recipients

Senior             
Program 

Participants 

Disability     
Program 

Participants 

Project             
Agua              

Recipients

Project Agua        
Assistance          
Provided

January 25,291  112,769  1,243  236 22,968$  
February 25,460  114,922  1,247  324 30,196$  
March 25,483  115,537  1,229  315 29,587$  
April 25,531  116,214  1,225  203 18,174$  
May  26,288  117,163  1,212  240 23,132$  
June 26,603  118,044  1,215  343 34,604$  
July  26,772  118,955  1,205  408 39,922$  

August  27,275  119,858  1,202  542 61,691$  
September 27,929  120,716  1,199  472 68,617$  
October 28,031  121,650  1,210  475 76,884$  
November 26,365  122,400  1,220  178 18,297$  
December  29,235  122,901  1,527  59 6,015$  

3,795  430,087$                 

Project Agua‐ eligible recipients receive emergency payment assistance up to two times a year

2018 Uplift Participation by Program

ADP ‐ eligible recipients receive a credit on their water bill based on the services they receive and their level of poverty

Senior Citizen Program ‐ customers age 60 or older have late penalties waived

Disability/Disabled Veteras ‐ 10 day payment extension to eligible customers who receive disability income

Item 7



Count % Count % Count %

Accounts Turned Off for Non‐Payment          7,277  24.9%        62,307  14.0%        69,584  14.7%

Total Customers        29,235  100.0%      444,098  100.0%      473,333  100.0%

Count % Count % Count %

Accounts Turned Off for Non‐Payment          7,464  23.3%        50,238  10.4%        57,702  11.2%

Total Customers        32,083  100.0%      481,994  100.0%      514,077  100.0%

December 2018

December 2019

Accounts Turned Off for Non‐Payment
ADP vs Non‐ADP Customers

ADP Customers Non‐ADP Customers Total Customers

ADP Customers Non‐ADP Customers Total Customers

Item 8



Item 9A





 



Zip Count
78015 8
78023 28
78065 13
78069 23
78073 52
78101 15
78109 165
78112 69
78201 1,445
78202 781
78203 392
78204 407
78207 2,830
78208 174
78209 74
78210 1,478
78211 1,176
78212 599
78213 577
78214 917
78215 4
78216 218
78217 217
78218 873
78219 262
78220 994
78221 842
78222 404
78223 1,084
78224 469
78225 685
78226 266
78227 1,292
78228 1,801
78229 39
78230 117
78231 15
78232 87
78233 420

Customers Receiving ADP Discounts By Zip Code         
as of December 2018

Item 9B



Zip Count

Customers Receiving ADP Discounts By Zip Code         
as of December 2018

78237 2,034
78238 328
78239 304
78240 156
78242 1,507
78244 477
78245 799
78247 310
78248 19
78249 212
78250 520
78251 327
78252 124
78253 147
78254 324
78255 22
78256 2
78257 14
78258 48
78259 50
78260 35
78261 38
78263 7
78264 113
78266 6
Total 29,235

Link to Matrix


	Parking Lot Matrix (14 Jan 2020)
	Atch I thru V
	Atch VI
	Atch VII thru XI
	Response for Mr. Smyle.pdf
	0) Cover Memo
	1) 2019 General Class Meters by Meter Size
	2) 2018 General Class_Usage by Decile Summary
	4) Affordability Discount Customer Usage by Block (2018)
	6A) ADP Bill Count by Discount Category
	6B) ADP Average Consumption
	6C) ADP Average Bill Amounts
	7) 2018 Uplift Participation by Program
	8) ADP v. Non-ADP Non-Payment Service Cutoff Pctgs.
	9A) ADP Customer Distribution Maps
	9B) ADP Customers by Zip Codes




