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Stakeholder	Advisory	Group	Mee>ng	1	included	a	priori>es	exercise,	based	on	
members’	input	in	pre-mee>ng	interviews	and	an	opportunity	to	add	water-related	
issues	during	the	mee>ng.		
	
As	a	group,	the	members	discussed	and	consolidated	or	eliminated	issues,	to	avoid	
duplica>on.	To	capture	the	aggregate	priority	of	these	topics	among	the	group:	Each	
of	the	remaining	topics	was	presented	on	large	Post-it	sheets	(shown	in	yellow	in	the	
photo.)	
	
Each	stakeholder	was	given	three	small	Post-it	notes	to	designate	their	choice	of	the	
top	3	most	important	water	issues	(in	order	with	the	numbers	1,	2,	and	3.)	
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The	graph	above	shows	the	weighted	results	of	stakeholders’	votes	for	their	highest	
priori>es	in	Mee>ng	1.	
		
These	Stakeholder	Advisory	Group	priori>es	have	been	carried	forward	into	the	
development	of	DraS	Objec>ves	for	the	Water	Master	Plan.	
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A	Water	Master	Plan	is	a	best	prac>ce	of	water	u>li>es	to	ensure	stewardship	of	
water	supplies	and	infrastructure.	
		
The	BWS’s	Water	Master	Plan	will	provide	informa>on	for	policy	makers	to	make	
decisions	about	balancing	water	service	adequacy	and	dependability	with	the	cost	of	
infrastructure	improvements	and	rate	affordability	to	customers.		
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DraS	objec>ves	were	developed	by	reviewing	the	stakeholders’	priori>es	and	input.	
		
It	should	be	noted	that	draS	objec>ves	of	Conserva>on	and	Efficiency	and	Water	
Resource	Sustainability	were	added	following	the	first	mee>ng	of	the	Stakeholder	
Advisory	Group,	based	on	group’s	issues	priori>za>on	together	with	comments	made	
during	the	pre-mee>ng	interviews.	The	group	has	already	made	an	impact	on	the	
content	of	the	Water	Master	Plan.	
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Stakeholders	Advisory	Group	members	were	asked	to	review,	discuss	and	refine	
proposed	defini>ons	of	each	draS	objec>ve	(above,	and	in	the	following	four	slides).		
Each	of	the	draS	objec>ves	was	edited	during	Mee>ng	2	to	reflect	the	group’s	input.	
	
(This	series	of	slides	reflects	the	draS	defini>ons	as	originally	presented.		The	revised	
defini>ons,	with	the	group’s	input,	will	be	included	in	the	Notes	from	Mee>ng	2	that	
will	be	posted	on	the	BWS	website	in	September	2015.		
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This	chart	shows	the	Stakeholder	Advisory	Group	priori>es.	The	filled-in	bubons	on	
the	leS	indicate	how	each	of	these	issues	correlate	with	the	DraS	Objec>ves	of	the	
Water	Master	Plan.	
			
For	reference,	the	DraS	Water	Master	Plan	Objec>ves	are:	
Water	Quality,	Health	and	Safety	
System	Reliability	and	Adequacy	
Cost	and	Affordability	
Conserva>on	and	Efficiency	
Water	Resource	Sustainability	
		
All	19	of	the	Stakeholder	Advisory	Group	Priori>es	align	with	at	least	one	of	the	five	
DraS	Water	Master	Plan	Objec>ves.		
		
For	example,	the	priori>es	of	Watersheds	and	Adequate	Water	for	Agriculture	each	
align	with	four	of	the	five	DraS	Water	Master	Plan	Objec>ves.	
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In	addi>on	to	the	Water	Master	Plan,	another	major	planning	ini>a>ve	of	the	BWS	is	
developing	Watershed	Management	Plans,	in	conjunc>on	with	local	communi>es.		
		
This	slide	shows	the	overarching	goal	of	these	plans.			
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These	five	objec>ves	inform	development	of	all	of	the	Watershed	Management	Plans.			
		
There	will	be	eight	individual	Watershed	Management	Plans	for	O‘ahu,	of	which	three	
have	already	been	completed	and	approved.		
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This	chart	shows	the	Stakeholder	Advisory	Group	Priori>es,	the	Objec>ves	of	the	
Watershed	Management	Plans,	and	how	they	correlate,	as	indicated	by	the	darkened	
bubons.				
		
For	reference,	the	Watershed	Management	Plans	Objec>ves	are:	
Promote	Sustainable	Watersheds	
Protect	and	Enhance	Water	Quality	and	Quan>ty	
Protect	Na>ve	Hawaiian	Rights	and	Tradi>onal	and	Customary	Prac>ces	
Facilitate	Public	Par>cipa>on,	Educa>on,	and	Project	Implementa>on	
Meet	Future	Water	Demands	at	Reasonable	Rates	
		
The	priori>es	of	Conserva6on	and	Environmental	Protec6on	align	with	all	five	
Watershed	Management	Plans	Objec>ves.	
		
The	objec>ve	of	Promote	Sustainable	Watersheds	aligns	with	12	of	the	19	
Stakeholder	Advisory	Group	priori>es.		
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This	chart	shows	how	the	Stakeholder	Advisory	Group	Priori>es	align	with	DraS	
Water	Master	Plan	Objec>ves	or	the	Watershed	Management	Plans	Objec>ves,	and	
in	many	cases,	with	both.	
		
Taken	together,	the	Water	Master	Plan	and	the	Watershed	Management	Plans	reflect	
the	efforts	of	the	Board	of	Water	Supply	to	provide	safe,	dependable,	and	affordable	
water	now	and	into	the	future.			
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The	Red	Hill	fuel	facility	was	constructed	between	1940	and	1943	to	supply	fuel	to	the	
Pacific	Fleet	at	Pearl	Harbor.			
	
Located	near	Moanalua,	the	facility	consists	of	20	tanks,	each	250	feet	high	and	100	
feet	in	diameter.			
	
Each	tank	holds	12.5	million	gallons	of	fuel.		The	total	capacity	is	250	million	gallons.	
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The	Aloha	tower	could	easily	fit	inside	each	of	the	20	tanks.	
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The	BWS	is	taking	a	strong	stand	on	the	Red	Hill	issue	because	the	safety	of	the	
island’s	water	supply	is	at	risk.	We	are	depending	on	the	Navy	to	take	protec>ve	
measures.		
		
The	tanks	are	only	100	feet	above	the	irreplaceable	Moanalua	and	Waimalu	aquifer	
systems.	
	
Five	BWS	wells	(iden>fied	by	target	symbols	on	this	slide)	are	nearby	and	are	supplied	
by	these	aquifers.	
		
These	five	wells	contribute	about	9%	of	our	average	daily	supply	and	about	25%	of	
the	water	serving	the	Metro	Honolulu	system,	which	extends	from	Moanalua	all	the	
way	to	Hawai‘i	Kai.	
	
Contamina>on	will	be	difficult	and	expensive	to	treat.	
	
There	is	no	replacement	for	this	pure	water	supply.	
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This	map	shows	the	loca>on	of	the	tanks,	two	major	water	sources	--	the	BWS’s	
Hālawa	ShaS	and	the	Navy’s	Red	Hill	Water	Pumping	Sta>on,	iden>fied	by	the	
targets,	and	monitoring	wells	that	are	used	to	test	water	quality.	
			
Gas,	diesel	and	other	contaminants	have	been	found	in	almost	all	of	the	monitoring	
wells	surrounding	the	Red	Hill	Pumping	Sta>on.	
		
BWS	wells	currently	show	no	sign	of	contaminants	from	the	Navy’s	fuel	storage.	
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The	BWS	does	not	support	the	current	version	of	the	proposed	AOC	because:	
	
•  Documents	lack	public	transparency,	correc>ve	ac>on	specificity,	and	the	

immediate	implementa>on	of	improvements	that	would	protect	our	groundwater	
and	the	environment.	

	
•  The	recent	Tank	5	leak,	which	occurred	aSer	a	mul>-year	clean/inspect/repair/

modernize	process,	demonstrates	that	the	status	quo	approach	is	not	protec>ve	of	
our	drinking	water	and	the	environment	

	
•  The	AOC	provides	no	required	cleanup	of	the	contamina>on	present	in	the	rocks	

and	groundwater	beneath	the	tanks	to	prevent	it	from	migra>ng	to	
uncontaminated	parts	of	the	aquifer.	

	
•  Stakeholders	and	the	public	were	not	included	in	an	open	process	that	requires	

immediate	installa>on	of	improvements	that	will	protect	groundwater	and	the	
environment.	
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The	EPA	and	Department	of	Public	Health	held	a	public	mee>ng	on	June	18,	2015.		
	
Approximately	200	people	abended	the	mee>ng	and	about	30	of	the	individuals	
provided	public	comment.			
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On	another	topic,	as	we	approach	the	1-year	milestone,	we	want	to	share	some	of	
the	Audit	findings	and	what	the	BWS	has	been	doing	to	address	them.		
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These	are	some	of	the	posi>ve	findings	of	the	audit.	
	
It	is	notable	that	the	Auditor	confirmed	the	BWS	complies	with	the	23	of	29	best	
prac>ces	established	by	a	consor>um	of	industry	experts.		

37	



		
The	Auditor	found	that	increasing	oversight	by	the	City	is	not	likely	to	increase	the	
BWS’s	opera>ons,	efficiency	or	effec>veness.	
		
The	BWS’s	governance	should	remain	as	a	semi-autonomous	agency.			
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Today	we’re	going	to	cover	progress	made	in	four	key	areas	since	the	audit	was	
performed.	
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The	BWS	hired	addi>onal	staff	and	a	new	Customer	Service	Program	Administrator,	
Jennifer	Elflein,	who	has	worked	closely	with	her	staff	to	develop	and	implement	
service	standards.		The	BWS	has	also	conducted	training	for	all	customer	service	
representa>ves	to	improve	the	quality	and	consistency	of	their	interac>ons	with	
customers.	
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This	chart	shows	the	number	of	customer	calls	to	the	BWS	call	center	for	the	calendar	
years	2012,	2013,	and	2014.			
	
The	y-axis	(ver>cal)	shows	the	total	number	of	calls.		The	first	set	of	three	bars	shows	
the	total	number	of	incoming	calls	for	each	year.	The	middle	set	shows	the	number	of	
calls	we	answered.		The	last	set	shows	the	number	of	customers	who	hung	up.	
	
The	new	customer	care	and	billing	system	was	introduced	in	January	2013,	along	with	
a	transi>on	from	billing	every	2	months	to	every	month.		We	believe	this	drove	the	
significant	increase	in	incoming	calls	from	2012	-	2013.		We	took	ac>ons	to	improve	
service	and	incoming	call	levels	dropped	back	down	in	2014.	
		
Unfortunately,	in	both	2012	and	2013,	there	was	a	significant	gap	between	incoming	
calls	and	calls	answered.		There	also	was	a	large	number	of	customer	hang	ups	in	
both	of	these	years.		This	is	abributable	to	high	call	volume	and	under-staffing.	
However,	as	a	result	of	the	improvements	we’ve	made	in	staffing	levels	and	
processes,	our	call	volume	has	dropped,	our	calls	answered	is	over	92%,	and	the	
number	of	hang-ups	is	far	below	2012	levels.		
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This	chart	shows	the	trend	in	wait	>mes	experienced	by	our	customers	due	to	the	
improvements	make	to	the	call	center.		
	
The	y-axis	(ver>cal)	shows	the	average	wait	>me	in	minutes.	
	
The	average	wait	>me	decreased	drama>cally	from	about	14	minutes	in	2012	and	
2013	to	less	than	1	½	minutes	in	2014.	
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The	auditor’s	report	iden>fied	concerns	related	the	BWS	rate-making	process	and	
recommended	that	BWS	substan>ate	its	water	rates	and	charges.	To	address	this	
recommenda>on,	BWS	commissioned	an	independent	review	of	our	rate	
development	process.	The	final	draS	of	the	report	is	due	soon,		aSer	which	we	will	
discuss	the	report	with	the	Auditor.	
	
Preliminary	findings	from	the	report	conclude	that	the	BWS’s	water	rates	are	jus>fied	
and	an	adjustment	is	not	necessary,	nor	is	a	refund	is	warranted.	However	the	report	
recommends	that	the	BWS	should	increase	public	involvement	in	the	rate	making	
processes.	BWS	agrees	with	this	finding	and	is	implemen>ng		a	Public	Engagement	
Strategy.	
	
In	2016,	we	will	begin	a	new	rate	development	process	that	incorporates	the	water	
system	improvements	iden>fied	during	the	Water	Master	Plan.		The	BWS	is	fully	
commibed	to	following	industry	best	prac>ces	and	engaging	stakeholders	through	an	
open	and	transparent	process.		
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The	auditor’s	report	iden>fied	concerns	with	our	Automated	Meter	Reading	program.		
The	BWS	is	undertaking	a	pilot	study	to	test	new	methods	and	equipment	to	improve	
first->me	drive-by	meter	reads,	including	op>mizing	the	driving	routes	to	increase	
efficiency.	
	
We	just	completed	a	comprehensive	study	that	assessed	the	exis>ng	system	and	
developed	short-	and	long-term	plans	for	the	program.	We	will	con>nue	to	upgrade	
and	maintain	the	exis>ng	system	and	monitor	advances	in	the	industry	to	determine	
the	best	fit	for	the	BWS	in	the	long	term.	
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This	graph	shows	the	percentage	of	successful	first->me	drive-by	reads	between	
February	2013	and	June	2015.		
	
The	y-axis	shows	the	percent	and	the	x-axis	shows	the	months	when	the	reads	were	
performed.	
	
With	the	current	improvements	to	the	system,	we	were	able	to	see	about	a	3%	to	5%	
increase	in	successful	first->me	drive-by	meter	reads	over	this	period.		
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This	graph	shows	the	percentage	of	es>mated	bills	sent	out	between	January	2014	to	
May	2015.	Bills	are	es>mated	when	meters	cannot	be	read.	
	
The	y-axis	shows	the	percent	of	es>mated	bills	sent	out	by	BWS	and	the	x-axis	shows	
the	>me	in	months.	
	
The	BWS	target	is	2%	or	fewer	es>mated	bills.		By	making	improvements	in	
automated	and	manual	meter	reads,	we	are	able	to	keep	the	amount	of	es>mated	
bills	well	below	this	target.	
	
There	is	no	industry	standard	for	a	percentage	of	es>mated	bills	that	would	be	
acceptable.		However,	the	BWS	par>cipated	in	a	survey	by	the	American	Waterworks	
Associa>on	in	2012.		Par>cipa>ng	agencies	reported	es>ma>ng	between	0	and	30%	
of	their	bills,	with	most	u>li>es	in	the	1	–	2%	range.	
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The	auditor’s	report	recommended	that	the	BWS	improve	the	quality	and	frequency	
of	communica>on.	We	agreed	and	have	implemented	several	ini>a>ves,	including	
crea>on	and	distribu>on	of	new	publica>ons	to	be	distributed	to	the	neighborhood	
boards,	community	groups	and	the	general	public.		We	also	have	established	the	
Stakeholder	Advisory	Group.	
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Lastly,	there	was	a	recommenda>on	to	improve	opera>ons	by	seeking	input	from	our	
customers	by	conduc>ng	surveys	and	focus	groups.	In	the	next	presenta>on,		you	will	
see	the	results	of		a	recent	customer	survey	and	focus	groups.	
	

48	



49	



50	



51	



52	



53	



54	



55	



56	



57	



58	



59	



60	



61	



62	



63	



64	



65	



66	



67	



68	



69	



70	



71	



72	



73	



74	



75	



76	



77	



78	



79	



80	



81	



82	



83	



84	



85	



86	


