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Austin Water Affordability Plan

+ Business model adaptation
» Cost containment and efficiency

» Capital Recovery Fee revenue enhancement

+ Debt management
 Defeasances
« TWDB low interest loans
« Cash funding of capital projects

» Rate stablilization
+ Affordablility Study and Metrics Report
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Debt Management
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Recent Rate Changes
2018 — Initial 0% rate increase
2018 — Mid-year 4.8% rate reduction for all retall
2019 — 0% rate Increase

2020 — 0% rate increase, 8.3% reduction for CAP
customers bhills

2021 — Forecasting for another 0% rate increase



Affordability Benchmark Study &

Metrics Report
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Austin CAP FY20 Approved
Austin CAP FY19
Phoenix, AZ
Memphis, TN
Houston, TX
Dallas, TX

Salt Lake City, UT
Milwaukee, WI
Amarillo, TX
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CAP Customer Historical Water and Wastewater Bills
(5,800 Gals. Water and 4,000 Gals. Wastewater)
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Annual updates to affordability metrics

Continue cost containment and debt management
Manage budget development to stablilize rates
Rating Agency affordability criteria review

Consider additional CAP customer discounts or programs
« University of Texas working with AW on CAP program analysis
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