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Rockland County, New York

Urban and suburban community 30
miles north of NYC

— Bear Mountain State Park

— Hudson River, “Valley gateway” |
Suez/United Water New York /

3 Hud g -lh'l'r.l'-

— Private water supplier to County \\"*——‘mi E——"

Est. 280,000 service area population b L -
~ 83,400 water customers H\j ' ANy
2014 avg. day: 29.1 mgd 9 ﬂf"ffa;g{%
— 12% below 33.0 avg. day safe yield ‘mﬂw“.’::.,lﬁ- 1 m-z-“’i ﬂfimuﬁ
Max. day safe yield: 51.4 mgd L N

Source: Rockland County (NY) Planning Department, 2010



The Hudson River is one of Rockland’s greatest natural

resources.
Source: BFJ Planning, 2010

ROCKLAND TOMORROW: ROCKLAND COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Rockland County, New York (2011)



Suez/United Water NY-Rockland Desalination Debate

2007

e Suez proposes 7.5 mgd Hudson River desal plant for Rockland

 Many oppose, instead urge sustainable water management

2010: USGS study: RC groundwater recharge faster than expected,
addt’l 1.0-1.5 mgd available with optimized well management

2014: NY PSC established Water Management Task Force, involving
all stakeholders—officials, Suez, Coalition—to study desal alternatives

e Phase 1: System and customer demand study, preliminary estimates of
potential water loss and customer savings

e Phase 2: Comprehensive conservation plan, min. 2-3 mgd savings goal

2015: Phase 1 system and customer demand study, “Vickers report”
e PSC cancels desal proposal

2016 postscript



Scope of Work: Phase 1, March 2015-July 2015

 Data & Information Collection
— UWNY production and customer use data
— Rockland County planning and demographic information

e Profiles of Customer and System Water Use

— Sorting and analysis of customer and system demands

e Residential, nonresidential, and system/utility

e Metrics/Indicators: Per capita, rank, percentile, in/outdoor, NRW/UFW
— ldentify significant or high indoor and outdoor water uses

e Compare to efficiency benchmarks, e.g., homes and leaks/losses

* |dentify types of water-saving measures and program strategies to
evaluate in Phase 2—Water Conservation Plan development

* Preliminary estimate of potential conservation savings



Project Approach
Primary Source Materials

Suez/United Water New York (UWNY)
— System production, water loss, and customer meter data
— Numerous background studies and reports
New York State Public Service Commission (PSC)
— Annual Reports of United Water New York
— Non-revenue Water reports of UWNY

New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (DEC)

— Water Withdrawal Reports submitted by UWNY

— Water Conservation Program Report submitted by UWNY, 2010
(most recent).

Rockland County
— Planning reports, maps, and demographic data



Project Approach
Standards & Methodologies

 American Water Works Association (AWWA)

IWA/AWWA Water Audit Methodology

AWWA Water Audit Software v5.0 (2014)

Manual: M36—-Water Audits and Loss Control Programs (37 ed.)

Manual: M6—Water Meters: Selection, Installation, Testing, and Maintenance (5% ed.)
Manual: M52—-Water Conservation Programs—A Planning Manual (1st ed.)
Partnership for Safe Water Distribution System Optimization Program, June 2014.

Vickers, Amy, et al. “A Guide to Customer Water-Use Indicators for Conservation and Financial
Planning” (American Water Works Association, Denver, CO, 2013).

“Water Loss Control: Apparent and Real Losses” (2012)

e Water Research Foundation (formerly AWWA Research Foundation)

Residential End Uses of Water Study Update (preliminary findings as of 2015)
Residential End Uses of Water (AWWA Research Foundation, Denver, CO, 1999)

 Water Research Foundation and the Environmental Protection Agency.

Real Loss Component Analysis: A Tool for Economic Water Loss Control, Report #4372a (2014).



- REPORT-

Water Losses And Customer Water Use In The
United Water New York System

July 2015

WaterSense® labeled hornes are
designed to use less water!

Prepared for

Rockland County Task Force on Water Resources Management
Rockland County, New York

Prepared by

— .-
Amy Vickers & Associates, Inc.
Water Planning, Policy, and Management




SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

Suez/UWNY water demand has been largely flat during
2000-2014 despite a growing population

High system water losses have persisted for decades

Data inconsistencies, errors, and missing data in UWNY’s
records and reports make it difficult if not impossible to
know the true volumes of water supplied, consumed by
customers, and lost to non-revenue water for at least the
last three years (2012-2014).

Errors found in UWNY’s AWWA Water Audit Reports
underestimated leakage recovery potential, overestimated
apparent losses (2012-2014)

— Revised reports prepared by Task Force consultant

(Cont.)



SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS (Cont.)

5. The snail’s pace of UWNY’s main replacement put it on an
astounding 704-year schedule in 2014, on top of being more
than a decade behind the state’s recommended timetable
for surveying leaks in system mains.

6. Preliminary estimated 4.4 MGD to 7.0 MGD of potential

water savings, about 15% to 25% untapped capacity in
UWNY system

— 2.5 MGD to 3.3 MGD of recoverable leakage
e Corrected UWNY AWWA Water Audit reports

— 1.9 MGD to 3.6 MGD from customer-oriented
conservation
e Based on analysis of customer water use/efficiency

7. Need for additional water supplies is doubtful at this time

— Leakage reduction, conservation, water reuse, rainwater harvesting, and
green infrastructure = future water independence for Rockland County



KEY FINDING #1

Water demand in United Water New York’s
service area has been largely flat since 2000
despite a growing service area population, a
trend that may continue for the foreseeable
future



Million Gallons Per Day (MGD)
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Figure 1-1. United Water New York: Annual Average Day Production,

Maximum Day Demand and Population Served, 2000-2014
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Figure 1-2. UWNY Categorical Water Usages in 2014,
Total 10,513.7 Million Gallons

Other-Unmetered & Water Losses

Unknown (Nonrevenue/
2.1% Unaccounted-for
Water)
Residential (Single- 19.6%

family & Multifamily)
58.8%

Water Exports (UWNJ
& Hillburn)

0.8%

Nonresidential
(Commercial,
Industrial,
Institutional &
Municipal)
18.6%



KEY FINDING #2: High system water losses and leakage have
been a chronic problem in the UWNY system for decades.

Figure 2-2. UWNY Non-revenue/Unaccounted-for Water (UFW/NRW)
Annual 12-month Rolling Average, 2000-2014
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Environment Agency

DEMAND MANAGEMENT CENTRE

FINAL REPORT:

WATER CONSERVATION PLANNING
USA CASE STUDIES PROJECT

June 1996

Amy Vickers & Associates, Inc.
Water Planning, Policy, and Management

Ambherst, Massachusetts 01002-2402
United States of America

THE CHARTERED INSTITUTION OF WATER
AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

One day Conference on

“Water conservation planning
in the USA”

Friday 14 June 1996

CBI Conference Centre, London

Sponsored by the Environment Agency
Organised by CIWEM Events



Source: United Water Co/New York 1996
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KEY FINDING #3

Data inconsistencies, errors, and missing data
found in UWNY’s records and reports.

It is difficult if not impossible to know the true
volumes of water supplied, consumed by
customers, and lost to leakage and other types of

non-revenue water for at least the last three years
(2012-2014).



Table 2-1. Data Inconsistencies in Volumes of Water Supply, Demand, and Water Losses (UFW/NRW) in

UWNY Reports to the PSC, DEC and Task Force Consultant

Total Water Produced (Sources of supply)

PSC Annual Report of UWNY (p. 400):
NY DEC Annual Water Withdrawal (Permit) Report by UWNY, Section 2:
UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v4, v5 and v6:

UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v7:
Maximum difference among ranges, MG/Y:

Total Water Purchases (Imports)

PSC Annual Report of UWNY (p. 305}

NY DEC Annual Water Withdrawal (Permit) Report by UWNY, Section 2:
UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v4, v5, v6 and v7:

Maximum difference among ranges, MG/Y:

Total Water Consumption (Customer demands)

PSC Annual Report of UWNY (p. 300}

PSC Annual Report of UWNY (p. 400):

NY DEC Annual Water Withdrawal (Permit) Report by UWNY, Section 2:

UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v4, v5 and v6:

UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v7:

UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, total of customer metered demands*:
Maximum difference among ranges, MG/Y:

Million Gallons per Year

2012 2013 2014
10,348.87 10,384.00 10,513.68
10,330.82 10,384.03 10,513.68
10,322.66 10,357.80 10,402.64
10,348.87 10,384.00 10,513.68

26.20 26.20 111.04
Million Gallons per Year
2012 2013 2014
182.50 182.50 182.50
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
182.50 182.50 182.50
Million Gallons per Year
2012 2013 2014
8,188.56 8,068.39 8,453.84
8,141.95 8,068.39 8,453.84
8,192.28 8,124.09 8,447.44
8,142.36 8,068.39 8,221.31
8,141.95 8,068.39 8,453.84
7,981.15 7,825.20 8,101.46
211.13 298.89 352.38

(Continued)



(Continued)

Table 2-1. Data Inconsistencies in Volumes of Water Supply, Demand, and Water Losses (UFW/NRW} in

UWNY Reports to the PSC, DEC and Task Force Consultant

Total Water Sold (Exports/Resale)

PSC Annual Report of UWNY (pages 300 and 305): United Water New Jersey and

Village of Hillburn

Total Exports reported to PSC:
NY DEC Annual Water Withdrawal (Permit) Report by UWNY, Section 2:

UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v4, v5 and v6:
UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v7:
Maximum difference among ranges, MG/Y:

Total NRW/UFW: Water Produced/Imported Minus Water Consumed/Exportedt

Million Gallons per Year

2012 2013 2014
35.33 38.45 39.46
38.24 32.41 44.74
73.57 70.87 84.20
41.54 3241 44.73
73.75 70.98 80.32
73.57 70.87 84.20
32.21 38.57 39.47

Million Gallons per Year

2012 2013 2014
PSC Annual Report of UWNY (p. 400) 2,315.85 2,427.24 2,158.14
NY DEC Annual Water Withdrawal (Permit) Report by UWNY, Section 2: 2,138.55 2,259.94 2,066.25
UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v4, v5 and v6: 2,111.10 2,232.30 2,064.40
UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v7: 2,206.90 2,315.60 2,059.80
Maximum difference among ranges, MG/Y: 204.75 194.94 98.34
Total NRW/UFW: Water Produced/Imported Minus Water Consumed/Exportedt Percent
2012 2013 2014
PSC Annual Report of UWNY (p. 400): 22.0% 23.0% 20.2%
NY DEC Annual Water Withdrawal (Permit) Report by UWNY, Section 2: 20.7% 21.8% 19.7%
UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v4, v5 and v6: 20.5% 21.6% 19.8%
UWNY data sent to Task Force consultant, v7: 21.3% 22.3% 19.6%
Maximum difference among ranges, Percent: 1.5% 1.4% 0.6%




2._..0un Town, WEDNESDAY, JuLy 1, 2015

Contradicting

data

sends United Water

performance reports
down the drain

By Anne Phyllis Pinzow

STAFF WRITER

A preliminary analysis of water
use in Rockland County the fifth
wettest county in the State of New
York and the supplicr, United Water
of MNew York (UWNY), was the
subject of a report given on June 27
at Rockland Community College to
the Rockland County Water Task
Foree from  the internationally
known consultant, author in the
field of water conservation and effi-

ciency and engineer, Amy Vickers.

After it had been vetted by both
the New York Public Service
Commission (PSC) and UWNY 1o
determine if any rate payers’ confi-
dentiality had been breached, the
prelminary report was cleared For
viewing said Harriet Comnell, chair-
person of the Task Force and
Rockland County legislator.

In addressing a group of about &)
people, Vickers smd her hndings
showed that UWNY has been using
different figures to report on water

Source: OurTownNews.com



KEY FINDING #4

Errors found in UWNY’s AWWA Water
Audit Reports underestimated leakage
recovery potential, overestimated apparent
losses (2012-2014).

Revised reports prepared by Task Force
consultant yielded much higher estimate of
recoverable leakage.



The IWA/AWWA Water Balance

Water Exported
(corrected for Billed Water Exported Revenue Water
known errors)
Billed Metered
Billed Authorized Consumption ,
o Revenue Water
Consumption Billed Unmetered
o Authorized Consumption
From Own Consumption Unbilled Metered
Sources Unbilled Authorized Consurnption
(corrected Consumption Unbilled Unmetered
for known cmsumpﬁun
errors) : —
System Customer Metering
Input Inaccuracies
Unauthorized
Volume Water Apparent Losses Eoterton
Supplied
Systematic Data
Handling Errors Non-revenue
Water
Leakage on Transmission and
Water Losses | Distribution Mains
Water Leakage and Overflows at
e Real Lssas Utility’s Storage Tanks
ﬁrﬁ;ﬁg Leakage on Service
arr ors) Connections up to the Point of
T Customer
Metering
NOTE: All data in volume for the period of reference, typically one year.

‘\\@American Water Works Association



Table 2-3. Reporting Worksheets in UWNY's Annual AWWA Water Audit Report: Data Inconsistencies, Missing Data, and Errors in Reports
Prepared By UWNY Compared to Corrected Reports Using Data in UWNY'’s Annual Reports to the PSC, 2012-2014

REPORTING WORKSHEET {AWWA Water Audit Software*}

"A" Columns: UWNY Water Audit Data &
Default Overrides

"B” Columns: Corrected UWNY Water
Audit Data Using UWNY"s PSC Annual
Report Data & No Default Overrides

2012

2013 2014

2012

2013

2014

A. WATER SUPPLIED

Volume from own sources {MG/Y):
Water Imported {(MG/Y):
Water Exported (MG/Y):
Total Water Supplied (MG/Y}:

B. AUTHORIZED CONSUMPTION
Billed Metered Consumption (MG/Y):
Billed Unmetered Consumption (estimate) (MG/Y):
Unbilled Metered Consumption (MG/Y):
Unbilled Unmetered Consumption {estimate) (MG/Y):
Total Authorized Consumption:

C. WATER LOSSES
Total Water Losses (Water Supplied-Authorized Consumption) {MG/Y}):
C.1 Apparent Losses
Unauthorized Consumption {estimate) (MG/Y):
Customer Metering Inaccuracies [estimate){MG/Y):
Systematic Data Handling Errors (estimate){MG/Y):

Total Apparent Losses {MG/Y}:
C.2. Real Losses {Current Annual Real Losses or CARL}

Total Real Losses (MG/Y):

Total Water Losses {MG/Y]:

D. NON-REVENUE WATER
Total Non-Revenue Water, MG/Y:

Total Non-Revenue Water, Percent of Total Water Supplied:

E. SYSTEM DATA
Length of mains miles):
Number of active and inactive service connections:

Service connection density {conn./miles main)
ﬁ Average length of service line (ft):
Average operation pressure (psi):

Total annual cost of operating water system ($/year):
Customer retail unit cost {applied to Apparent Losses {$/100 ccf)):
Variable production cost (applied to Real Losses) [$/MG):

F. COST DATA

=

G. WATER AUDIT DATA VALIDITY SCORE {maximum 100}

Million Gallons per Year

10,348.865 10,389.154 10,513.682
0.0 00 0.0
41542 27.280 0.0
10,307.3 10,3619 10,513.7
Million Gallons per Year
8,192.276 8,124.086 8,447.437
0.0 0.0 0.0
29.555 65.717 30.250
128.842 129.523 131.421
8,350.7 83193 8,609.1
Million Gallons per Year
1,956.7 20425 1,904.6
497.0 4129 3738
2221 2212 229.0
800 191.7 1439
799.1 825.8 746.7
1,157.6 1,216.8 1,157.9
1,956.7 20425 1,904.6
Million Gallons per Year
2,115.0 2237.8 2,066.2
20.5% 21.6% 19.7%
System Data
1,0493 1,050.5 1,056.3
73,733 74,576 74,973
70 71 71
750 750 44.0
107.0 103.30 103.30
Cost Data
$32,332,734 blank 452,637,304
S 574 blank [ 511
s 362.00 blank $ 430.51

Million Gallons per Year

10,348.865 10,383.997 10,513.682
182.500 182.500 132.500
73.569 70.366 34201
10,457.8 10,495.6 10,612.0
Million Gallons per Year
8,141 947 8,063.390 8,453 843
43.117 129.600 131.275
0.825 4.019 8.250
2.670 5.968 6.385
8,188.6 8,208.0 85998
Million Gallons per Year
2,269.2 2,287.7 20122
26.1 26.2 265
219.9 2180 228.6
204 20.2 211
266.4 264.4 276.2
2,002.8 2,023.2 1,736.0
2,269.2 2,287.7 20122
Million Gallons per Year
2,272.7 2,297.6 20269
21.7% 21.9% 19.1%
System Data
1,0493 1,050.5 1,056.3
73,733 74,576 74,973
70 71 71
440 410 440
107.0 103.30 103.30
Cost Data
428,759,617 $27,442,369 526,529,066
[ 532 § 553 § 573
s 36200 $ 43051 S 430.51




lable 2-4. Performance Indicators in UWNY's Annual AWWA Water Audit Report: Results of Data Inconsistencies, Missing Data, and Errors
in Reports Prepared By UWNY Compared to Corrected Reports Using Data in UWNY's Annual Reports to the PSC, 2012-2014

"A" Columns: UWNY Water Audit Data &

"B" Columns: Corrected UWNY Water
Audit Data Using UWNY's PSC Annual

. % .
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS (AWWA Water Audit Software*) Default Overrides Report Data & No Default Overrides
2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014
H. System Attributes Million Gallons per Year Million Gallons per Year
Apparent Losses (MG/Y): 7991 8258 746.7 2664 2644 2762
+ Real Losses {CARL) (MG/Y): 1,157.6 1,216.8 1,157.9 2,002.8 2,023.2 1,736.0
= Water Losses (MG/Y): 1,956.7 2,042.5 1,904.6 2,269.2 2,287.7 2,012.2
Unavoidable Annual Real Losses {(UARL) (MG/Y): 960.4 935.6 816.2 8336 81138 816.2
Cost Data Cost Data
Annual cost of Apparent Losses: $ 6,131,511 blank $ 5,005,668 | $ 1,894,860 $1,954,947 S 2,134,347
Annual cost of Real Losses: S 419,042 blank S 498,483 S 725013 S 871,010 S 747,365
. Financial Performance Indicators Performance Indicators Performance Indicators
Non-revenue water as percent by volume of Water Supplied: 20.5% 21.6% 19.7% 21.7% 21.9% 19.1%
Non-revenue water as percent by cost of operating system: 20.4% blank 10.8% 9.1% 10.3% 10.9%
. Operational Efficiency Performance Indicators Performance Indicators Performance Indicators
Apparent Losses per service connection per day {gal/connection/day): 29.7 30.3 27.3 9.9 9.7 10.1
Real Losses per service connection per day {gal/connection/day): 43.0 44.7 42.3 74.4 74.3 63.4
Real Losses per length of main per day (applies to small systems only): NA NA NA NA NA NA
Real Losses per service connection per day per psi pressure: 0.40 043 0.41 0.7 0.72 0.61
Real Losses = Current Annual Real Losses (CARL) (MG/Y): 1,157.6 1,216.8 1,157.9 2,002.8 2,023.2 1,736.0
Infrastructure Leakage Index {ILI)* [CARL/UARL]: 1.21 1.30 1.42 2.40 2.49 2.13




Table 2-5. Summary of UWNY's System Water Losses and Estimated Recoverable Leakage: Comparison of UWNY's Annual AWWA Water
Audit Reports to Corrected Reports Using UNWY Data As Submitted in Annual Reports to the PSC, 2012-2014

SYSTEM LOSSES AND RECOVERABLE LEAKAGE

"A" Columns: UWNY Water Audit Data &
Default Overrides

"B" Columns: Corrected UWNNY Water
Audit Data Using UWNY's PSC Annual
Report Data & No Default Overrides

2012 | 2013 | 2014

2012

2013 | 2014

K. Non-revenue Water Loss Components

Total Non-revenue Water, Percent of Total Water Supplied:

Total Apparent Losses, Percent of Total Water Supplied:
Total Real Losses, Percent of Total Water Supplied:

Total Recoverable Real Losses, Percent of Total Water Supplied:

L. Recoverable Leakage

Current Annual Real Losses-Leakage {CARL) (MG/Y):

Unavoidable Annual Real Losses-Leakage (UARL) (MG/Y):

Est. Net Recoverable Leakage (CARL-UARL), MG/Y:

Est. Recoverable Leakage/Real Losses, Average MGD:

Est. Net Recoverable Leakage Per Mile of Main, Avg. MG/Y:

Est. Recoverable Leakage, Percent of Total Water Supplied:

Percent of Total Water Supplied

20.5% 21.6% 19.7%
7.8% 8.0% 7.1%
11.2% 11.7% 11.0%
1.9% 2.7% 33%

Measurements of Recoverable Leakage

1,157.6 1,216.8 1,157.9
960.4 935.6 816.2
197.1 281.2 341.7
0.54 0.77 0.94
0.19 0.27 0.32

1.9% 2.7% 3.3%

Percent of Total Water Supplied

21.7%

2.5%
19.2%
11.2%

21.9% 19.1%

2.5% 2.6%
19.3% 16.4%
11.5% 8.7%

Measurements of Recoverable Leakage

2,002.8
8336
1,169.2

3.20

111

11.2%

2,023.2 1,736.0

811.8 816.2
1,211.4 919.8
3.32 2.52
1.15 0.87

11.5% 8.7%




Million Gallons Per Year (MG/Y)

Comparison of UWNY and Corrected UWNY AWWA Water Audit
Reports for Components of Non-revenue Water, 2012-2014
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Figure 2-3. AWWA Water Audit "Balance" of UWNY's Consumption and
NRW Based on UWNY's 2014 Annual Report Data, Average 29.1 MGD

NRW-Unbilled Metered

Billed Unmetered Consumption

. Consumption (estimate) 0.02 MGD,
Billed Mete_red 0.36 MGD, 0.1%

Consumption o NRW-Unbilled Unmetered

1.2%
23.16 MGD, Consumption (estimate)
79.7% 0.02 MGD,
0.1%

NRW-Apparent Losses
0.76 MGD,
2.6%

NRW-Est. Net Recoverable
Leakage/Real Losses
2.52 MGD,

8.7%

NRW-Unavoidable Real
Losses (UARL)
2.24 MGD,

7.7%




KEY FINDING #5

The snail’s pace of UWNY’s main
replacement put it on an astounding
704-year schedule in 2014, on top of
being more than a decade behind the
state’s recommended timetable for
surveying leaks in system mains.



Table 2-6. UWNY Infrastructure Compared to Water Industry Standards and Performance Indicators, 2012-2014

MAIN REPLACEMENT 2012 2013 2014
Miles of main in UWNY distribution system {excluding customer service line pipes) 1,053 1,051 1,056
Miles of main UWNY renewed/replaced 4.2 2.7 1.5
Percentage of main UWNY renewed/replaced 0.4% 0.3% 0.1%
Est. average service life in years for UWNY's mains {primarily cast iron and ductile iron) when it was installed*+ 50-100
At current rate, approximate number of years it will take UWNY to replace its mains: 248 389 704
MAIN BREAK FREQUENCY 2012 2013 2014
UWNY Main breaks 221 286 384
Average failure frequency in North Americat, number of breaks/100 miles of main/year: 25 25 25
Average failure frequency for optimized distribution systemst, number of breaks/100 miles of main/year: 15 15 15
UWNY Main breaks, number of breaks/100 miles of main/year: 21 27 36
LEAK DETECTION 2012 2013 2014
Miles of main on which UWNY performed leak detection using sonic listening equipment (primarily noise loggers) 76 156 75
Percentage of main sounded for leaks 7% 15% 7%
DEC Water Conservation Program's recommended maximum number of years to survey an entire system for leaks: 3 (Minimum one-third annually)
At current rate, approximate number of years it will take UWNY to survey its entire systems for leaks: 14 7 14
LEAKS DETECTED/REPORTED 2012 2013 2014
Surfacing (visible) leaks reported in UWNY system, number 271 353 389
Non-surfacing {invisible) leaks reported in UWNY system, number 27 46 102
Total number of leaks detected/reported by UWNY: 298 399 491
Surfacing (visible} leaks detected/reported, percent: 91% 88% 79%
Non-surfacing (invisible) leaks detected/reported, percent: 9% 12% 21%
WATER RECOVERED BY LEAK REPAIRS—POTENTIAL AND ACTUAL 2012 2013 2014
Estimated recoverable leakage in UWNY distribution system (Table 2-6, Corrected UWNY water audits), MG/Y:  1,169.2 1,211.4 919.8
Volume of leakage recovered by UWNY {mains, service lines, and valves), MG/Y: 571 64.1 63.1
Volume of leakage recovered by UWNY as percent of total water supplied: 0.5% 0.6% 0.6%
Volume of leakage recovered by UWNY as percent of estimated recoverable leakage (corrected water audits): 4.9% 5.3% 6.9%

At current rate, approximate number of years it will take UWNY to perform repairs on its recoverable leakage: 20 19 15
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KEY FINDING #6

Preliminary estimate
4.4 MGD to 7.0 MGD of potential water

savings, about 15% to 25%, in UWNY system:

e 2.5 MGD to 3.3 MGD of recoverable leakage
e Corrected UWNY AWWA Water Audit reports

e 1.9 MGD to 3.6 MGD from customer-oriented
conservation



Table 4-1. Preliminary Estimates of Potential Water Savings From Conservation
Based on System Water Losses and Retail Customer Demands in 2012-2014*

Average
Low Savings | High Savings 2:::::: Savings
Category of Water Use Estimate, Estimate, Estimate, Estimate,
Avg. MGD | Avg. MGD Avg. MGD Percent of
Total
UWNY System Leakage (Recoverable)
Est. Total System Savings Potential*: 2.5 3.3 2.9 51.2%
Customer Water Use
Single-Family 11 21 1.6 28.2%
Multi-Family 0.3 0.4 0.3 5.8%
Sloatsburg {Village) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3%
Commercial 0.4 0.8 0.6 10.7%
Industrial 0.2 0.3 0.2 3.6%
Service Points without Meters Unknown
Est. Total Customer Savings Potential: 1.9 3.6 2.8 48.8%
EST. TOTAL POTENTIAL WATER SAVINGS: 4.4 7.0 5.70 100.0%




Single-family Average Gallons Per Capita Per Day (GPCD),
Est. Indoor and Outdoor Use: U.S., UWNY*, and "Super Savers"

Avg. No.
Avg. GPCD SF Customers
400 70,000
350 - 60,000
300
- 50,000
250
- 40,000
32,728 32,728
200
- dh -
P | - 30,000
150 s
F 4
- 20,000
100
- - 10,000
50 !
.
U.S. Avg. UWNY Avg. UWNY Top 1% UWNY Top 10% UWNY Top 25% UWNY Top 50% UWNY Bottom 50%  "Super Savers"

s Indoor GPCD s Qutdoor GPCD e @ No, UWNY Customers

* Figures shown for United Water New York (UWNY) are based on a 3-year average (2012-2014).




KEY FINDING #7: The need for additional water supply
capacity seems doubtful at this time.

Figure ES-1. UWNY Water Production Scenarios With 15% and 25%
Savings From System Leakage & Customer Conservation in 2014
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Day Says No Way

2016 postscript

“Without
e Suez proposal in lieu of desal question, this
— Customer conservation plan goal: ~1 mgd Pfﬂpﬂﬁ_ﬁ‘d rate
over 10 years* hike will
— Conservation rate design unfairly
burden

— AMI, Infrastructure upgrades

— Incremental new supply: wells, Gy Wi s o ot e o thak

interconnections ;
) nearly half of the proposed increase
e Suez claim: Desal study alone cost the  will go toward recouping monies

company appx $54 million... $82 million expended by SUEZ during its push

residents and businesses in Rockland

with interest for a Hudson River desalination
e NY PSC: ‘Ratepayers must foot most of ~ Plantin North Rockland.
the bill’ “By allowing the desal process to go
— Major 15-20 year surcharge/rate increase  forward, the PSC is complicit in
e Rockland County files lawsuit SEVERS SIERALEE Tates eV B s,

. Rubber stamping the request under
* Ongoing: Rockland and NGO regulatory e auspices of There's nothing we

and legal objections to desal surcharge, can do or v's the cost of doing

next steps business’ is not satisfactory.” —
*Note: Vickers est. 4.4.-7.0 mgd cust/NRW savings Rockland County Executive Ed Day



Amy Vickers
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