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MADISON WATER UTILITY’S
LEAD SERVICE LINE

REPLACEMENT I



BACKGROUND

Why Lead Service Line Replacement?



About Madison
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RESPONSIBLITY




1992 — Initial
Monitoring, 90t
Percentile = 16

1997 — More
Monitoring, 90t
Percentile =

1991 — Lead &
Copper Rule

Enacted ppb lead initiated 16/17 ppb lead

1994 — Corrosion
Control Study




SION CONTROL STUDIES
4-1998

¢ Standard treatments were
ineffective in controlling
lead corrosion.

¢ Orthophosphate was

shown to reduce lead

levels, but would have

negatively impacted lakes




SERVICE REPLACEMENT
TIMELINE

2011 — Lead
Monitoring, 90t
Percentile = <5

ppb lead

2000- City 2000-2012- Lead
?)eggr_w(iztﬁngﬁlg ordinance Services
enacted Replaced




HOW WE DID IT

Flashpoints and lessons learned
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ADISON’S ORDINANCE

@® Property owners required to complete surveys
regarding their service material.

@ Replacement deadlines timed to coordinate with
utility-side replacements and/or street improvement
projects

@ Property-owner replacements reimbursed for half
the cost up to $1,000, financing also available

@ Fine of $50-$1,000/day for noncompliance




ERVICE REPLACEMENTS

@® 80% of replacements
completed between 2000
and 2006

@ 8,000 services were
replaced

@® 5,600 included the

privately-owned services




GRAM COSTS: 2000-2012

@ $15.5 million: Total cost to utility

@ $1,997: Avg. cost to replace utility’s portion of a
service

@ $1340: Avg. cost to replace property owner service

@ $670: Avg. reimbursement to propery owners for
half the cost




EQUITY

Considerations and lessons learned



QUALITY VS. EQUITY



EQUITY FACTORS

@ Affordability

@ Health risks and protective measures
@ Time poverty

@® Renters vs. owners

@ Consumer education and outreach




More information at
madisonwater.org

Or contact me at ademing@madisonwater.org
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