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Denver Water Treated Water Demand and Population
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Denver Water Retail Treated Water Sales

Large Multifamily Irrigation-Only

(6+ Units) 6% Single Family
16% 47%

Industrial
4%

Government
Small Multifamily 4%
(2-5 Units) Commercial Source: 2008-2013 Average Billed Water Use
4% 19%

25% of the water sold by Denver Water each year, is
used outdoors by single family customers.
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Single Family Outdoor Demand

Single family residential customers in the retail and
master meter service areas use about 16.6 billion
gallons of water outdoors each year.

Single Family Water Use

Total Qutdoor
50%

Clothes Washer
%

Dishwasher, 1%
' 5%

Bathtub
1% Other
Source: 2011 Residential End Use Study 3%
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Trends

All Single Family Residential Average Monthly Indoor/Outdoor
Demand, 1995-2014
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SFR Outdoor Demand, 2000/2001 vs. 2010/2011

10/7/2015

Comparison of Total SFR Indoor/Outdoor Volumes

Gallons per Square Foot
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Census Tract-Level Analysis
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Research Questions

 |s this reduction sustainable?
 What is the risk for rebounding outdoor water use?

* What factors/motivations are contributing to the
observed reductions?
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Gallon per Square Foot Histogram
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Closer Look at Customer Shifts in
Outdoor Water Use

Current Water Use

High Moderate Low Minimal
Moderate 8#5 13,299 19901 4,583

Low 45006 6,873 o Ey
Minimal &?; lggbs 3;?;5

Water Use 10 Years ago
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Closer Look at Changes in Water Use

Current Water Use
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Here were our Initial Assumptions
Sustainable
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Here were our Initial Assumptions
Rebound
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Here were our Initial Assumptions
Risk
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The Survey

 Who maintains the landscape?

 Major changes made and the motivation?

* In-ground sprinkler, If so, who sets it?

e Has the amount of water you use changed?

« How satisfied are you with your landscape?
 What would you do to increase satisfaction?

 How have the landscapes in your neighborhood
changed?

 Demographic info
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Satisfaction with your Landscape

* Risk (5.9 mean score)
— 44% rated their landscape between 7-10

 Rebound (7.4 mean score)
e Sustainable (7.2 mean score)

Low High
(1-4) (7-10)

Risk 27% 29% 44%
Rebound 6% 22% 72%
Sustainable 9% 24% 67%

a DENVER WATER

10/7/2015



Satisfaction with Landscapes in your
Neighborhood

Better Stayed the
Same

Risk 34% 9% 55%
Rebound 37% 8% 52%
Sustainable 30% 11% 56%
TOTAL 34% 9% 54%
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Has the Amount of Water You Use
Increased or Decreased

-“
5% 6%

Increased 13%
Decreased 40% 44% 33%
Same 41% 45% 47%
Don’t Know 14% 5% 7%

e 2 out of 3 people misjudged their change in water use
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Will the Savings Last?

Residential Outdoor Use Projection

20,000

17,988

18,000 -

15,000

14,000 -
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10,000
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3,000 -
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4000 -

2,000

Inefficient Customers Risk Sustainable

B Current MW Potential

What if current inefficient customers become efficient?
What if customers that reduced return to pre-drought levels of use?
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Will the Savings Last?

Residential Outdoor Use Projection
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Abandoned <) \Well Maintained
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Closer look at the “RISK”

Condition
Abandoned Some Maintenance Moderate Maintenance Well Maintained

Low 1

2 Maintained, Low Satisfaction

3
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High 10
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“Sustainable” Group

Abandoned
12%

Satisfaction Low
7%

Satisfaction High
81%
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“Sustainable” Group
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“"RISK" Group

Satisfaction
High
33%

Abandoned
50%

Satisfaction
Low
17%
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“RISK” Group
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"RISK” Group

211 S Downing St
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"RISK™ Group

o " 7039 E KenyonTAVE
e ! Ul F

= y g - —— " -."-.\
a s g - 1 -

i — | jieh S g "_'F__- . '\\‘

10/7/2015 a DENVER WATER



32

magery|Date 1213112001, 29| 1993

10/7/2015

o238 EEnyon  Ave

39738158105 N 10475346 3714 W elev: O

Eyeialt 1591

a DENVER WATER




33

magery Dale: 106/2014 | 1950

10/7/2015

8939 E Kenyon Ave

=015 Gacgle

19T IATE 050 K 104° A3 dE 1 I ey

Google'earth

Eyealt 1590

@ DENVER WATER




mAgary Date S@nld

r-'
® 2800W 24t Ave
e i)

34 10/7/2015



35

magery Date: 6/2014

10/7/2015

O

%

e
=
-

i3 BN S Saeglis
NS Sl

SRR L IR RPN Sey 180

- 2630/Quitman;St

@ DENVER WATER




36

10/7/2015

0 2630 QuitmangSit

150G 00gle
imagelllts G eologicallSuney.

3974515 68X N 050272416 3 W elev U.@,

Eyelall 35T

a DENVER WATER




L A
:;:5 3 CluitmanSt

N e .
S Vol 24 ;‘LF

L]
Googleearth]

10/7/2015 a DENVER WATER



Will the Savings Last?

Residential Outdoor Use Projection
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Will the savings last? I'd bet the farm on It.

Residential Outdoor Use Projection

20,000 -
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16,000 - 15,366 6,671 AF

= Found to be unlikely to
rebound
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50% of Risk deemed sustainable, 15% of remaining Risk to remain abandoned
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Demand Management
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Questions?
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