The Potential of Municipal
Water Conservation in Texas

n 2060, we could have almost twice the nurraes @fefdo now. If we're not careful, sup@yifoy wat

those 45 million people could mean real troublevfers, bays, and aquifers. With its nélatStaftan,

the state is proposing a long list of highasoiaandl pipelines, continuing to rely on thecoéde'and

steel" approach to water development. Butdhchappans pumping more water from overtared aquife
and damming up more of our rivers to buildgedeproiing Texas bays of needed fresh watgrwilahe
Plan's approach take a heavy toll on our wallet®atural environment, but it misses tlieehoatemes to
tapping the true potential of municipal wateratimmsevhich could provide an additionalaneaaretfeet —
or around 326 billion gallons — of watdB éfyeaneBsmaTtd caur Heatked money and sacrifice Texas’
precious natural heritage on building morettiatakela closer look at the potential and fomise
nicipal water conservation and how tappingthésipydy will save water, save rivers, anchegve mo



Water Use Rates Vary Widely The San Antonio Success Story

As the chart below depicts, there is much idigEarpgrson Cities can help meet increasing water demagmustparieg ex-
rates of municipal water use — the water lae/psitama use in pensive and environmentally damaging wateoggiplipypen-
our homes, schools, restaurants and other siorkplace suring wise water use. Just 25 years ago $amdraanunicipal

water use rate of 225 gallons per capita peErddlaBuga commit-
While some of this disparity is due to diffarpres@pitation ted effort to reduce use has been tremendassfusuecurrent
rates or the number of water intensive busireesggsmuch is water use is about 140 gpcd. That's a 1.5%ghacticear

attributable to discretionary water use, sllicly aefiorative
fountains and heavily watering thirsty St. Alegussirhrough-
out the summer. But as San Antonio’s succelss biunyest
factor affecting water use rates is the quatitplantentation of
a city's water conservation plan.

How did San Antonio do it? The city implengentes avater
conservation campaign. They have replacéx leitlj'sfalder
water-guzzling toilets with more efficient mdasferarebates on
efficient clothes washers, shower heads, @éedthstheawn water-
ing is prohibited during the heat of the dagrasidl fincentives
encourage the use of native, drought-tolersnt ipéatiered rate
Per Person Water Use in Seven Texas Cities* structure charges heavy users more per gallsnppbagipes are
replaced and the water utility helps businedbemeswater
efficient technology in restaurants, car wakbesliag towers.
For more on the ways they reduced wseyseavs.org

Although San Antonio’s efforts have addedsavittgBighey say
there is more to do. In fact, they aim to get itwgpcd by 2060.

Source: Texas Water Development Board 200&Wetsr Us

* The amount of water leaving a city's treameegeh day
divided by the city's population. gallons peraragay (gpcd)

Saving Water Saves Money Saving Water Saves Rivers

Water conservation savings are quantifiatdeamdliedst-effective. Reservoirs are not just an extremely expensisapphywater, but
For example, water efficient toilets have baea sheav12 gallons they also take a toll on local economies atlahenvironment.

a day per person. Low flow showerheads masaklhtiand can

save as much as 500 gallons a week for a family. For wildlife, dams are a losing propositioerditie hiabitat to be
flooded is essential for many species. In dalditiong a river dis-
rupts the natural variation in river flows let@mthThis harms na-
tive fish which rely on these flow patterns torspsvn. Dams also
capture the higher flows that are vital to battbardwvood forests
and other wetlands downstream which re-

quire periodic flooding.

In Texas, water use often rises 50% during ¢hewsanmncreased
lawn watering and other outdoor uses. But monseFaatres can
dramatically reduce that increase. For exalepteluoation and
watering limitations saved the North Texad Miatesijastrict 200
million gallons a day in 2006.

Conservation generally costs far le

than projects Such as hew reservo From an economiC perspective, the act
pipe”nes and treatment p|ants_ Sa that once took p|ace on the land inundz
Antonio reports that for every $1 th by areservoir are lost. Addltlona”y, the
spent on conservation, they avoide now under water is removed from the t
$7 in new water supply costs. Now rolls. In many cases, any increase in re
is a promising return on investmer tional economic aCtiVity does not make

for what was lost.



The Potential of Municipal Water Conservation, by R egion

@ Additional conservation available with 1% doaotiah re

B Conservation proposed in State Water Plan

Hundreds of thousands of acre-feet, annually

The current State Water Plan proposes 618;@00fatnanicipal water conservation (one asrestmytly 326,000 Water Planning Regions
gallons). That's a startheiPia® Biserlovksamiltidditionad ondlimillzetofeseadily available municipal water ﬂ %
conservation. To achieve these savings, dtieseddol reduce their current per-person wayet %seach year

until they reach a usage rate of 140 gallorsopgrepaeday. San Antonio’s success showes ahiety dchievable

guideline.

The State Water Riate s ez mrnenoscouitd mgldi@gebiy nese rinoirsulditost at least five billion dollars, proba-
bly far morallAthekese sesenirsi o athirededavloiipi jpchi cs: fese owiidh cedieetcof water per yeasbbatit
the same amount that could be saved throughlwaéciponservation at a lower cost.

Using Water Efficiently Could Replace Destructive N ew Reservoirs

The State Water Plan projects that Texabrees3:85 million acre-feet of n@Wwe planned oversupply and the inadequateaemphasis
supplies by 2060. The Water Plan recomméimtsaetetfeet of new suppliesmunicipal water conservation in the State kVidites-Pla
1.26 million acre-feet of surplus. Much pfukigveuld be from costly and danrate why the recommendation to build 16 erpansive,
aging new reservoirs. However, additional seatetioonmeasures could suppdgervoirs over the next fifty years, as shioevmap t
about the same amount of water for less mtsmeyunitipial water conservatidielow, should be viewed with much skepticism.

likely will not eliminate every new reseneBtat¢hWater Plan, we owe it to our

children and grandchildren to use the watereffecieantly before damming The back page details three examples of desserctive
more of our rivers and flooding more of our forests voirs, Brownsville Weir (#1), Fastrill (#2)iarididViats
(#3), that could be avoided with better muaierpal w
conservation.

11. New Reservoirs
1.07 million acre-feAteunt supplied
annually by all 16 proposed new reser-
voirs in State Water Plan

2. Additional Water Conservation
1.04 million acre-feet — Amount supplied
annually by additional water conserva-
tion

Figures are 2060 projections



Brownsville Weir — Unjustified Dam #1 $89.6 Million

The Brownsville Weir is a dam proposed forRiie Caudaloso (“carrying much water”), in sbme rece
Rio Grande a few miles downstream of the Interyars water levels were so lowered by a combinatio 1
tional Gateway Bridge in Brownsuville. of pumping and drought that the river failed to the -
The dam would flood 600 acres of land. Thiseach the Gulf of Mexico.
would lower water quality and increase salinity dow The Brownsville Weir would yield roughly 20,700

. . o . . 0,700 Brownsville Weir annual yield
stream, harming fish and wildlife dependent on there-feet a year, which would go to the Gitpof B 128,900 Additional conservation potential

river. The stretch of river to be flooded was recowille. However, if Brownsville followed theet% COQgh 19 annual reduction to 140 gpcd

mended for long-term protection by the Texas Paakion guideline, the city could save 40% more wate

and Wildlife Department. than the reservoir would provide — 28,900 acf@4easiare 2060 projections in acre-feet
The Rio Grande is already a severely alteredwsrs-year by 2060.

tem. While some early explorers called thee river th

Fastrill — Unjustified Dam #2 $569 Million

Over the past two hundred years, over threeand permanently flood the forest to providerwater f
quarters of East Texas’ bottomland forestsrhave Da#las and its growing suburbs.
destroyed. These wooded wetlands, nurtured by the There is a cheaper and less destructive way for
regular ebb and flow of a free-flowing river, are tDallas to have the water it needs to grow, without
most biologically diverse ecosystem type ta.the $taoding the unique wildlife habitat on the Neches.

The area along the Neches River southeast of The State Water Plan recommendations would
Tyler has some of the highest-quality bottortanchheduce a large surplus of supply, meaningaha
wood forests that remain in Texas. In 20@@&raftersynall fraction of the water from Fastrill -6:500 a118:500 Portion of Fastrill needed to meet

. . . Dallas Water Utility municipal demands —

of study and with overwhelming local suppo#, thieét — would be needed by 2060. Additional consemg other bwu supply recommendations
Fish and Wildlife Service designated this area asian could save far more — 224,700 acre-fégt annuah State Water Plan were implemented
National Wildlife Refuge. allowing Fastrill to be avoided and even providing-224,700 Additional conservation poten-

Dallas is suing the Fish and Wildlife Service@yshion in case some other recommendations areffd With 1% annual reduction to 140 gpcd
this decision because the city wants to daen the pursued.

Figures are 2060 projections in acre-feet

Marvin Nichols — Unjustified Dam #3 $2.2 Billion

The controversial Marvin Nichols dam is thedgggnst building the dam because of its naegative en
est reservoir proposed in the State Waterdtlan an@imental and economic impacts.
of the most environmentally destructive. Tl@ reserv The North Texas area can have the water it needs
would flood roughly 72,000 acres, including 30,QGéhout building this massive and damaging. reservoi
acres of bottomland hardwood forests, alorg the SulThe State Water Plan recommendations would
phur River in Northeast Texas in Region D. produce a large surplus of supply, meaningdha

~ Most of the water from the reservoir would bkgmall fraction of the water from Marvin Nichols —, 000 Portion of Marvin Nichols needed

piped 170 miles to three water prov_lders ih the Nm,ooo acre-fee_t — would be needed by 2060. A&ld%saqeet N. Texas municipal demands — if
Texas/Dallas-Fort Worth area (Region C). Thes@gvalieconservation could save far more — 278,700all other supply recommendations for
providers have some of the highest per-person remideet annually — allowing Marvin Nichols to bethose tilities in Water Plan implemented
pal use rates in the state. avoided and even providing the potential to avoié-278,700 Additional conservation poten-

There is strong opposition to the project andother expensive and damaging reservoirs. tial with 1% annual reduction to 140 gped
Northeast Texas (Region D) water plan recommends Figures are 2060 projections in acre-feet

Water for the Future of Texas The information presented here is based omaletdiédns ifte
As we consider how to secure water supplidsitioethee cannot Potential and Promise of Municipal Water GHiaigysyn Texas,
afford to overlook the additional one milliteetofevater per year December 2006, by Norman Johns, PhD, of ltiéINlfedredera-
that could be made available from improved! watéciganserva- tion. For the full report, gevtev.texaswatermatters.org

tion. With conservation, we can supply watacfeasing population

and economic growth while preserving Texasturadjberitage for For more information about tapping the potetiat obnservation
future generations. in Texas, contact Jennifer Elis@nwf.oog 512-476-9805.
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