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“Evaluate the sources and potential
uses of lower quality water."

— The Kansas Water Vision



KEY HIA QUESTION

affect

How does the Housing
proposed Air quality

. . Noise
project, plan, policy Safety

Social networks
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Private goods and services
Public services
Transportation

Livelihood and lead to
Water quality health outcomes?
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HEALTH FACTORS

The range of personal, social, economic and
environmental factors which determine the
health status of individuals or populations.

Kansas Health Institute

Physical environment
— e.g., air quality, water
guality
Built environment
— e.g., buildings, roads, bike
lanes
Livelihood
— e.g., Income, employment
Social and community
— e.g., social support, family
structure
Lifestyle
— e.g., diet,exercise, alcohol
and tobacco use



HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT
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Source: Kansas Health Institute, Policymaker Profile, 2015.



WATER REUSE IN KANSAS
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WATER REUSE
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Source: National Academies Press, 2012.



FINDINGS AND
B RECOMMENDATIONS

« Community « Water quality
sustainability « Cost and utility rates

. Commu_nlty « Guidance and
perception of water regulations

guality
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COMMUNITY PERCEPTION:
B FINDING & IMPACT

* Finding: The community’s perception
of water quality could decrease If they
were not involved In the decision to
reuse water

* Health Impact: Lead to an increase In
the consumption of beverages other
than municipal water 11




PERCEPTION OF WATER
QUALITY

Two major components:
* "“Yuck” factor
* Trust
— In government to make decisions with
the public’s best interests in mind
— In technology to provide consistent
guality product

12



FAVORABILITY OF WATER REUSE BY TYPE

Irrigate landscaping & parks | 8500 /0
Irrigate non-edible agricultural Crops T .
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Kansas Health Institute i . i 13
Source: Community Surveys in Hays and Garden City, 2017.



WATER QUALITY:
B FINDING & IMPACT

* Finding: Water quality varies depending on

Intenc

e Healt
have
reuse

ed end-use and funding
N Impact: As of December 2016, there

neen No outbreaks of iliness related to

14



 WATER QUALITY

With current technology, effluent
can be treated to a quality beyond
potable water standards

Some concern exists about
disinfectant by-products and
contaminants of emerging concern
Potential risk of system failure




WATER QUALITY

A
=
a - -
& ~ Drinking
S Water
©
= Raw
Water
Wastewater * Level of treatment depends
on the reuse application
Figure 1-3

Treatment technologies are available to achieve any desired level of water quality

Source: EPA, 2012 Guidelines for Water Reuse. 16



B COSTS: FINDING & IMPACT

* Finding: Costs associated with reuse may or
may not increase utility rates to the customer

« Health Impact: If utility rates increase, this
could negatively impact financially vulnerable
Individuals

17




COSTAND UTILITY RATES

Cost varies greatly;
each use has unique
Cost components
Alternative financing
mechanisms

Impact on utility rates S

18



GUIDANCE & REGULATIONS:

* Finding: Guidance and
regulations to govern the use
and treatment of reused water
may be needed

 Health Impact: Regulations
will protect public health

19



RECOMMENDATIONS:
I GUIDANCE & REGULATIONS

« Take a holistic approach to all water-related decision-making,
that considers the physical, social and economic conditions
within a watershed, aquifer and river basin context.

« Developing clear and consistent regulations based on the best-
available science and lessons learned from Kansas reuse
projects and peer states. Update these regulations regularly to
assure alignment with new evidence and standards.

« Establish process for coordination between water and
wastewater utilities.

« _|mplementing a streamlined permitting process for reuse.

Kansas Health Institute
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RECOMMENDATIONS:
I WATER QUALITY

« Establishing a task force to address contaminants of
emerging concern in reuse and the traditional water supply
on an ongoing basis.

« Pursuing similar quality, monitoring and reporting
requirements on bottled water as municipal water supplies.

« Educating and communicating with the public about water
reuse.

Kansas Health Institute 21



RECOMMENDATIONS:
B FUNDING

« Waiving or minimizing application fees and/or inspection fees
for municipalities interested in pursuing water reuse efforts.

* Providing grant funding to municipalities or help municipalities
apply for grant funding associated with water reuse.

« Dedicating funding to support long-term water planning
efforts.

« Allowing the use of loan programs as incentive for private
businesses to embark on water reuse efforts.

s Health Institute 22
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THANK YOU

Any questions?

You can connect with us at:

Carlie Houchen: chouchen@khi.orqg
Tatiana Lin: thn@khi.org

212 SW 8™ Avenue | Suite 300
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