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oWelcome
o Introductions
oToday’s Agenda
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SAC Meeting Topics

o Common Assumptions for Project Analysis
0

Net Improvements to Water Quality and Ecosystem
Benefits

Public Comment

Conjunctive Use and Example Project Public Benefits
Application Evaluation Process Flow Chart
Definitions

©c O O O O

Next Steps and Action ltems

o Public Comment
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Common Assumptions for Project
Analysis
Introduction and Discussion
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Why are Common Assumptions

Necessary?

o The Commission must be able to compare one project

to another using the magnitude of public benefits
provided by a project.

0 Use of Common Assumptions will ensure the evaluation
of expected benefits and costs are consistent across
projects and the results are comparable.
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Recap - Typical Benefits

Quantification/Cost Allocation Method

1. Define future conditions without project

2. Assess future condition with project

3. Calculate physical changes created by or caused by
the project
a. Quantify change relative to without project

b. Spread over the project life
4. Estimate the economic value of physical benefits
5. Compare present value of benefits and costs
6. Allocate costs to beneficiaries L —
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Measurement of Physical

Changes

o Definition of assumptions, methods and metrics

o0 Used to qguantify with project and without project
conditions to determine

* Expected physical changes

e Sensitivity analysis — example climate change and
sea level rise

0 CEQA considerations
0 Range of project types and resource evaluations
0 Standard requirements and other information =~ =~

Water Storage Investment Program PNMATER COMMNSDION



Where do Common Assumptions

Fit Within the Analysis?

CWC available for application coa

assistance and DWR available sssistance during this time

DWR Develops Recommended
Economic Analysis Methodology and
Econemic Unit “Yalues and Provides to

DWR Develops
Common Without
Project Conditions*

!

Applicant Conducts
With and Without

Application Development

Applicants

ﬁ

Applicant Develops
Alternative Methods
andfor WValues for
Economic Analysis

Applicant Develops
Justification for

Applicant Conducts

Economic Analysis,

including Least Cost
Alkernative

Using Altarnatives
Methodology and/or
Values

Applicant Completes
All Application
Requirements® and | 3
provides
Documentation as
Reguested 1

| Application to CWC |

|
|
|
|

—

Applicant Submits

1
|
|

oject Operationsz

= Applicant

se without project (existing and future) conditions consistent with directas

*This step includes all
other technical analyses
that are required fora
complete application (as
defined in the PSP)

Must determine if there is amy interaction with applicants during this process

Agency Team
Conducts
Completeness and
Eligibility Rewview

[
| Agency Team

= Review — Includes
Reasonableness
Assessment

Conducts Technical |

| D'WHR Performs

Pralimina
!_+ Lk ]

| Intagration Study on
| Projects

Projects Found
Incomplete™ or
Ineligible®

Application Review Process

Panel Reviews
Agency Team's
Evaluation

>

Independant Review |

Project Evaluation
Drata Provided to th
CWC

*Must determine if process allows applicants to resolve

Commission
Makes Findings
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Importance of Using Common

Assumptions for Evaluating Projects

0 Ensures project benefits and costs are comparable across
projects

0 Supports determination of how a storage project may improve
operation of the system — also allows for comparison of potential
Improvements for projects with benefits in the same area

0 Supports determination of “net” and “measurable”
Improvements

0 Supports accounting of benefits and costs — ensures calculations
are complete and considers all potential physical changes

0 Supports assurances for providing public benefits over time
——

[1]7)
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What is the Scope of the Common

Assumptions Development Effort?

0 Develop appropriate with and without project common
conditions/assumptions for determining physical
changes and calculating monetized benefits and
Impacts

o Develop common physical conditions/assumptions
o Develop common economic conditions/assumptions
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Common Without Project Conditions/

Assumptions

o Common without project conditions/assumptions will include:
« Hydrology and climate change

 Surface water and groundwater operations (e.g., SWP/CVP operations)
* Riverine conditions (e.g., geomorphology)
 Delta conditions (e.g., hydrodynamics)
« Surface water and groundwater quality
« Aquatic and terrestrial resources (e.g., biology, habitat, processes, etc.)
 Energy (e.g., hydropower, GHG emissions)
e Recreation resources
« Otherresources, as appropriate
e Economics
e

P e g
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Example Common Assumptions for

Surface Water

0 Assumptions 0 Metrics
* *Include all applicable standards, e *Support determination of
permits, agreements ... physical changes
* *Delta standards if ... * *Support other resource
« *CVP and SWP operations if ... evaluations
 Land Use and population * Project specific
0 Methods
. *Geographic scope to include ... © Other
. *Period of record to include ... * *Disclosure of inputs, outputs,
procedures

 Methods standards vs specific models
*Denotes a likely required item ——

e —— i
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Example Common Assumptions for

Aquatic Resources

o Assumptions 0 Metrics

e *consistent with existing decisions, < *Quantify ecosystem benefits
» *Species/communities/habitats commitments

o Methods

« *Ecological functions an processes
to include ...

« *Cumulative effect analysis
to include ...

 Methods standards vs specific models
*Denotes a likely required item ——

e —— i
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Example Common Assumptions for

Economics
0 Assumptions 0 Metrics
* *Discount rate (percent) « *Quantified public benefits

« Unit values for water, recreation « *Cost-effectiveness of public

 Real increases in energy costs benetits
* *Public and non-public cost
o Methods share

« *Constant dollars (base year)
* *Period of analysis is project-dependent
« *Alternative cost analysis for public benefits

* Price and cost indices for updating to base

year *Denotes a likely required item .

e —— i
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Discussion for August SAC

Meetinc

o How flexible or prescriptive should requirements for
Common Assumptions be?

o What should requirements include?

o What other information should be provided to
applicants?
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Questions?
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Break
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Net Improvements to Water Quality
and Ecosystem Benefits
Introduction and Discussion
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Facilitated Discussion

o How should the Commission consider
unmitigatable impacts in the project evaluation
process?

o How should the Commission consider existing
regulatory compliance obligations in the project
evaluation process?
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Public Comment
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Lunch Break
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Conjunctive Use and Example
Projects Public Benefits
Discussion
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Public Benefits of Storage Projects

o Groundwater Storage and Conjunctive
Use

* Potential benefits
* Project examples

0 Surface Storage Project Examples
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Conjunctive Use: Potential Types of

Ecosystem Physical Benefits

Water supply for ecosystem improvement
o Groundwater/surface water interactions, timing and water quality
- Monetary value of physical benefit and alternative cost

Increased stream flow or habitat acreage
o [f groundwater levels are increased relative to without-project

Percolation ponds or increased flow may have habitat value
o [f water is recharged by percolation or flow

Reduced Delta diversion or increased inflow
o [f conjunctive use will replace some other supply, supply benefit imited
> Avoided ecosystem damages”?
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Water Quality Improvements That Clean

Up and Restore Groundwater Resources

Economic benefits from improved quality of groundwater can
be monetized as a water quality public benefit

Conjunctive use projects improve aquifer water quality If

- Recharge water is better quality or extracted water is worse quality
than average

o Project includes components that will clean groundwater or slow
Intrusion

Economic benefits may include
- Reduced costs (treatment cost or salinity damage cost)

o Increase In usable water supply
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Other Potential Conjunctive Use Benefits

Public

Flood damage reduction
o Substitution of storage with reservoirs

- Water can be diverted during flood stage
Recreation

Non-Public
Agricultural and M&l water supply benefit

In lieu benefit
o If SW delivered instead of groundwater, saves pumping cost

If groundwater levels increase compared to without-project
> Energy cost savings for all groundwater users

- Reduce land subsidence e —
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Use of Examples

o Summarize likely requested benefits information

o0 Provide conceptual and numerical examples

o Studies showing actual recent projects and benefits
calculations for multi-purpose projects

e Use of an example study does NOT imply
endorsement of all aspects of its analysis

o Show how some actual projects’ analyses compare to
likely requested information for WSIP
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Potentially Proposed Benefits

Information
Requested Information Example
The most probable without-project Most likely population forecast
future
Avoided costs: reduction of without- Project provides SW instead of GW:
oroject costs pumping cost savings
Targeted physical benefit: desired result
Physical action needed to obtain AF water supply released for fish, degree
targeted benefit temperature reduction
Monetary benefit of targeted physical
Alternative cost associated with physical Dollar cost of water supply for fish if
action bought by transfers, temperature control

- _-___-—__,_'—"'
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Conceptual Conjunctive Use Project

o Arriver that is tributary to the Delta has low flow and high
temperatures in critical years

Construct groundwater pumping and/or recharge capacity
In wet years, divert flow into recharge or in-lieu storage
Additional diversion is mitigated by improved fish screens

© O O O

Use some of the stored groundwater instead of river diversions
In critical periods

o Water users increase supply in dry years

T —

P e g
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Assumptions Used for Numerical

Examples

o Project life: 30 years
o Discount rate: 3.5%

o Unit values, including
« $500/AF critical, $400/AF dry
* Recreation $20/day

0 Example unit values only — unit values for
economic analysis have not been proposed
yet
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Conceptual Conjunctive Use Project for

Ecosystem and Water Supply

Conceptual Conjunctive Use Project for Ecosystem and Water Supply
Critical years are 10% of years, dry years are 20% of years
$1000 Ann. Avg Annual NPV
NPV Physical Benefit Benefit
Project component Cost Benefit $1000 $1000
Construct 10 new agricultural wells, 1000 gpm S1,000
Operate wells in critical years, 2 months, 2,700 AF, avg
270 AFY, cost S50/AF, unit benefit S500/AF S248 270 AFY S135 S2,483
Produce an annual average of 100 more salmon
annually, value $5,000 per fish 100 fish S500 $S9,196
Construct SW conveyance to existing GW users S2,000
Provide recharge averaging 900 AF/year, net 810 AF/year
after losses, S100/AF S1,490
Mlitigation cost, improved fish screens S500
Operate wells in dry years, 2 months, 2,700 AF, avg 540
AFY, cost S50/AF, benefit S400/AF S497 540 AFY $S216 $3,973
Total NPV Costs and Benefits S5,735
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Some Useful Studies for Conjunctive Use

o Griebler and Avramov. 2015. Groundwater ecosystem
services. a review. Freshwater Science. 34(1):355-367.

0 Borchers et al. 2014. Land Subsidence from
Groundwater Use In California. Water Education
Foundation.

0 USACE. 2002. Conjunctive Use for Flood Protection.
Sacramento District. Januaury.
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Conceptual Surface Storage

Multi-purpose Project Example

0 500,000 AF reservolir In-stream

0 Ecosystem, flood control, recreation, water supply benefits

0 Monetary benefit of targeted species Is less than
alternative cost
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Conceptual Multi-Purpose Project

Conceptual Multi-Purpose Project
Smillion Ann. Avg Annual NPV

NPV Physical Benefit Benefit
Project component Cost Benefit Smillion Smillion
Construct 500,000 AF reservoir $2,000
Reservoir O&M costs, S1 million/year sS18
Produce an annual average of 2,000 more salmon 2,000
annually, value S$5,000 per fish fish S10 S184
Could get same temp reduction and flow benefits using 3 degree
transfers & mgmt, cost $20 M/yr F S20 S368
Downstream flood control benefit using EAD S80 S1,471
Recreation benefit, 100,000 new visitor-days, $S20/day S2 S37
Provide 50,000 AF Ag/M&l, average unit value is S350/AF SO 50 TAFY S18 S322
Mitigation costs S200
Total NPV Costs and Benefits S2,218 S2,382
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Real-World Examples

How do different methods of benefits analysis play

out for real wor
to the potentia
outlined for WS

Water Storage Investment Program

d projects? How does this compare
benefits analysis methods staff have
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Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects, WA

O
O

Long analysis history

Range of opinions regarding measurement and use of non-use values for
special status salmonids

“Economics Technical Report” (2008) applied federal NED standards, B/C
ratios of 0.07 to 0.33

“Four Accounts” study (2012)
Non-use values of fish benefits, based mostly on survey
methods, range fro:n $3.0 to $7.1 billion PV
“Benefit-Cost Analysis o7 the YBIPP” (2014) WSU team
found fish benefits of $1.0 to $2.0 biliion PV.
Shows why requested inforimation inciudes benefits of physical action
Fair example of how economic benetits should affect cost allocatieR.__
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Howard Hansen Dam Water Supply and

Ecosystem Restoration Project, Tacoma WA

0 Includes M&I water and ecosystem (fisheries) benefits. No public
access, no recreation

o M&l benefit based on cost of implementing most likely alternative
Selection of fish features based on “cost-effective and incremental
cost analysis”

0 Least-cost way to “increase the likelihood of achieving the goal of
self-sustaining runs”
Most costs could be assigned based on separable costs

0 A good example for cost-effectiveness applied to physical action

that achieves ecosystem physical benefits Coesliforriic L —
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Central Utah Project Completion Program

Includes many types of benefits and cost allocation

Benefits Share of
Benefit Type ($2004) Benefits How Estimated

Flood Control S1.4 0.9% USACE modeling and average cost of storage
Irrigation S6.5 4.4% Crop budgets, net return on new irrigated lands
Recreation S11.5 7.8% Recreation days and value per day ($8.27)

Power S7.5 5.1% Alternative cost base load coal-fired power plant
Fish and Wildlife S16.3 11.0% Angler days and expenditure per angler day ($35.35)
M&I $105.0 70.9% Most likely, least cost alternative

Total S148.2 100.0% o
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Central Utah Project Completion

Program

o Fish and wildlife benefits include use values only
0 Not applicable for most special status species

0 Cost allocation based on share of dedicated space and share of
water supply, not economic benefits

0 Recreation had neither, so no cost allocated to recreation

In summary:

o Fish and wildlife use values would be a small share of values for
special status species

0 Use of facilities approach to cost allocation is not compliant with
WSIP requirement . >

P e g
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Questions?
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Break
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Application Evaluation Process Flow
Chart
Update
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Full Application

Pre-Application

sume Month O
1-2 months after
regs adopted

Applicants prepare Full Application, 3-6 months

Month O ; Month 1
Applicant Submits Pre- ! Agency Team
Application tocweC [y, Conducts Pre-
Hard eut-off date . Application
- Screanin
PA _ £
-

CWC Reviews Screening

Results and Releases
Assassment

Y

Applicant Submits
Full Application to
CWC

A

Month O

Agancy Team
Conducts
Completeness and
Eligibility Review

B

Agency Team
Conducts Technical
Review — Includes

Reasonableness
Assessment

C

Month 1-6

Independant Paer
Review

-.ii-l.'b‘j--liii-{-]-.liiii-r.l.tii-'p

Month 7-10

Public and Applicant
input to Review
befora Decision

FEROF ¥ OF R OE PO OEF RN N EEEE W

Month 11-127

Commission Makes
Findings and Funding
Initial Commitmeant

iIii!ii.tIlIt!!Itl'!l

@ & B B B @ @ F B B oA oA o #

Post Initial
Commitment
Activi
e E

Variable - Years



SAC Questions

General Solicitation Process
Concept of multiple project applications — joining with other projects

SAC question — Would Scoping Survey type project information be of benefit to finding partner projects? How
much lead time? Possibly location information in addition? Could happen before PA — need final regs for PA.

Would PA still be useful?

Concept of multiple project applications — joining with other projects

Would PA still be useful?

SAC guestion — Would Scoping Survey type project information be of benefit to finding partner projects? How
much lead time? Possibly location information in addition? Could happen before PA — need final regs for PA.

Applicant Submits
Full Application ta B >
cwi s

Full Applic

Month 7-10 . Month 11-12? . Variable - Years

Month 0 . Month 1-6

Water Storage Investment Program
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PA — Preliminary Application

Applicant Submits Pre-

Application — simple
answers, page limit.

Applicant Entity and
Contact Information.
Eligible Applicant
Information (79712
(al{b) and 79702)
Project Description-
single project or
coordinated operation
of multiple projects.
(including project
lecation(s)). (79751(a-

Description of how the
improvement is
measurable { metric)
and where in the Delta
or tributary the
improvement can be
measured (79752 ).

List of public banefits
project provides and
approximate
magnitude.

Signed self-certification
form certifying that the
applicant iz aware that
there are additional
eligibility requiremeants
of the WSIP and thata
successful pre-
application does not
constitute any waiver
of those additional
eligibility regquirements
or represent a
guarantee of funding.

Commission Staff determine

if:

Applicant appears to
be Eligible

Project appears to ba
an eligible project type.

Assemble assessmant for
Commission review and
release to public.

The project, as currently submitted, does not address eligible
applicant or measurable improvement to the Delta or
tributary. OWC recommends addressing these shortcomings
pricrto any preparation of a full application or not submit

Project appears to meaet WISP provisions
for eligible applicant and measurable
ecosystem improvemeant to the Delta or

= :‘:L“umhb e - PI‘D_‘ID;CI: appears to tributary. CWC recommends the applicant
provide @ measurable CWC reviews/releases pre- examine the posted infermation on
ecosystem ecosystem application assessment projects regarding magnitude of benefits
InprovsmsEnt to Delta improvement to Delta within the project type in formulating a
or trjbutarv {must or tributary complete application for consideration by
specify)(79752). the CWC. {Applicant use of Decision

Support Tool may be helpful here).

Lpplicant decides ifthe
are pursuing complete
application

Yes

|

Applicant is assigned a
Commission Staff
Caseaworker as contact
point during application
praparation.

N Project will not be
submitted to WSIP
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To receive all information for evaluation.

Objective
Applicant submits{list):
WORK IN PROGRESS — back populate from B,C,D
Application components still being determinad
What
Materials?

Application material
» to Completeness
Eligibility Rewview [B)

Via Electronic Submittal
Tool




B — Eligibility and Completeness

Objective

What Material
from
Application?

Who

Determine if there
are missing
application

componants

-

All application
components (from
list in A)

v

Water Commission
Staff

Are all Application

Components Received

and openable?

Staff Working Draft 6/24/15 — For Discussion Purposes Only

Werify applicant is
eligible

Some of the eligibility
requirements met
{others evaluatad in
tech rewview)

+

1

Applicant aither
matches the pre-
application or has
submitted new
eligible applicant
infermation for

Draft Envi Docs,
75% of non-public
benefit cost
comm itme nts™
{79755 (a)(3}

Wild and Scenic River
implications (or move
to tech review )
(79711({a))

reviews,
Water Commission
Staff

|

Water Commission
Staff and DWR FAB

ligible Applicant
{79712 (alb) and
Ta702)

9755 {a) (3) and
79711 (&) provizions
oK?

Determine if other
program aeligibility
items are met.

-

SWMP

GsSP

uwnap

SW diversion

reporting

CASGEM

AWMP

- Exacutive
Order B-29-15

- Executive
Order B-30-15

|- Etc.

|

Water Commission
Staff and DWR FAB

Compliant with
applicable code?

Application Proceeds to Technical Rewview [ C)

;Quustio n:

| *\What are “commitments
Efur nan-public benefit”

| (letters, actual contracts?)
|and what do about tham

| do we need to review?
[[Commission neads to

| deliver to directar)

Case Worker Works with
Applicant to ramedy
Insufficiencias.

Limited timeline for remeady
{imonth)
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Tech team interface with Applicant for clarification of info?

C — Technical Review

Feasibility (729757 (a)(1) and 79755(a)(S)(AMB)) l Limits?
2. Verification of 5. Restore ecological
1. Technical physical benefits 4. Environmental ATEA AR N B. Projmct talx, 8. Program Prioritias
Objective Feasibility {pubic and non), 3. Econ Analysis Documentation, NUSIE S IS 1T ) TRt budget, schedule 7. Success Measures and Ralative Envi
Benefit to Delta or Permits for beneficial uses of and Assurances Ak i
Eributa ny the Delta
{79755(a)(SHB))
Feasibility Study for Operational Model Econ Analysis using Current Information from 1-4 Workplan for Technical 1. DFW ecological
the project [ WSIF Runs with WSIF physical banefits Environmaental project activities Managerial and priorities and relative
specific model runs common/preferred from WSIP Documents through Fimancial Capacity environmental values,
and WSIP Economic assumptions + any Opearational Model construction. 2. SWRCB water quality |
What Material Analysis listed as associated updates including cost Budget and Monitoring and priorities and relative
from saparate portions of to feasibility study allocation supporting basis of Assurance Plan environmental values.
Application? review.) information Cost Estimate estimate Concepts B L S
including climate (budget) Proposad schadule
change sensitivity of project activities
analysis,
Whao Commission Staff Commission Staff, Commission Staff, Commission Staff, Dcﬁzgﬁégg?;F;}J Commission Staff Commission Staif D‘E.::I_::J'BFI!‘E’;_S:::;:_
DWR Consultant, DWR Consultant, DWR DWR, SWRCB, DFW DSC, RWQCB DWR, DFW, SWRCE DWWk DSC, RWGCE
Concurrence on - Cuantities of - Cost - Status of: |- Project benefits - Work plan is Assessment of - How each
technical feasibility of Physical Benefits effectiveness - Envi Docs [at support co- implementable wheather the application
project: - Improved { Economic least public equal goals. - Costs ara applicant addresses
- Project Descrip operation of feasibility) draft) - Delta Plan-self- reasonable demonstrates priorities.
- Supporting water systam - PMonetized Identification certification and logical. capacity to under - Either a
Output Studies - Benefit to Delta magnitude of of mitigatable check list - Request for take a project of tha comparative
- Supporting arTrib benefit and non- - Net fimal magnitude being analyses of relative
Data/Technical - Benefit synergies - W arify Cost mitigata ble improvement to environmental proposad, anvironmental
info in multiple Allocation impacts ecosystem or documaents/ values between
- Water balance project packages - Verification of - Parmits water gua lity permit funding Assessment of projects of similar
- O perations Plan VS, componant max allowable - Water rights condition (729750 - Scheadule is proposed benefit type and
- Constructability projects grant amount L= reasonable for monitoring. magnitude of
- Improves - Reasonableness - Findings from described tasks be nefit or relative
opearation of a Assessment if Agencies that envirenmental
state water preferred project benefits values applied to
system. assumptions not meat each application.
used requiremeants of
- Project sensitivity Che
Infermation to Independant Peer Reviewars
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D — Independent Peer Review
Purpose of Indepandant Peer Review is Information to CWC:
to conduct OC review of Technical
Evaluation performed by Techmical - Independent Peer Reviewer Findings
Rewview Team. - Project Applicant
Independent Peer Reviewers recaive - Project Descriptions
Technical Review Information, access to - PMaximum CWC funding allowed (79756 {a){ b))
applications to assess Tech Review (What - CWC funding request
packaged form of tech rewview?) - Total Project Cost (cost through construction not life oycle)
- Budget — are they requesting funding for Parmits?
- Public Benefit
- Public Benefits provided (79753) - types
- Magnitude of Physical Benefit (79750)(b), 79753,
79756(b))
r : " - Magnitude of Monetized Benefit (79750)(c))
Independant Peer Reviewers ] - Magnitude of Monetized Benefit {79750)(c)) normalized
final review of information on cost of investment
- package and release findingsto | - Improves a water system of the state (79750(b)
I"F"E'Pe"'de'_'t F'eer_Remewers wrorks oW, e - Met improvement in ecosystem and WO condition (79750 (b))
wrth;:«:hmr:al r::raw taa ""':_o ] - Provides measurable ecosyste m benefit to Delta or tributary
resc any questions regarding ] {79752}
review information i = Assessment of Project and Co-equal Goals {79755(a)( 5 B))
¥ Y - Project Feasibility Assessment (79757(al{1]), 79755 (a5 AMB))
- Technical feasibility
- Economic feasibility
- Financial feasibiliy
- Environmental feasibility (Envi Documents)
- CEQA summanry
- Status of Envi Docs and parmitting (79755{a)(5{C)
&T79755(c )
- Mitigatable Environmeantal Impacts
- Mon-mitigatable Environmental Impacts
- Cumulative Impacts
Independant Peer Reviawears work with - Tribal Consultation (AB 52)
Te-::f:ﬁvi&'fw Tce:; to fﬂ;m :l;:lte project eee—— - Agency findings (DWR, SWRCB, DFW) that Public Benefits
po 108 For cons=ide OEs : : claimed are consistent with Chapter & of Act. (78755 (a)(3))
Decision Support Tool would be helpful ;P"P’"sf'“fz;':gt"’" - Priarities and Rel Envi Values applied to Project (73754)
here. - package for j - Status of Contracts for Mon-public benefits (79755(al{2))
Z - fite {FOTES{aHIH
Tech Rm|eurl'l'eam peﬁ?ms I b g pat o - Timeline to finish construction
study on project portfolios - Technical, Managerial, Financial Capacity & Benefit Monitoring
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E — CWC Findings and Initial Funding
Decision

Commission receives reviaw
material from Peer Reviewars
and Tech Review team
Decision Support Tool may be

useful here.
1
Commission Findings of
Public input to - Would require feasibility, consistency
Commission Regarding pasting of review 3 with laws and regulations,
Reviews info prier and advance Co-Equal
- How much lead/ Goals
Commission Questions/ comment time?
Interaction with L
i =
Commission Questions to o e
Tech Review Staff or C:_c-r_n_mlssmr! r_nakesdraf't - = S et kot b il Post !nrtlal
Independant Pears initial commitment for F—————7 Public Hearing  —— i Commitment
E L & | commitmant
Reviewers public review l Activity (H])
Regarding review material E
and funding portfolios,

Technical
Review Teaam.
Additional
integration
study orother
activity to
answer
questions
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F — Post Initial Commitment Activity
If funding Faat
e
Permits

Funding of Construction Costs

Variable - months to

Time 1 Month 3 Months Years ? Years
years
Hard Commitment Hard Commitment. Implemeantation of Post Construction
Activity Soft Commitment for only limited Complete 79755 (a) items Encumber funding and execute Agreement through Benefit Manitoring

Incdudes

CWC tentative
commitment of a not
to exceed amount via
letter. Establishes
communication and
necessary docs for hard
commitment. Can
include

- Audited
Financials —
annual umtil hard
commitmeant
{nead 3yrs worth
to review before
execute
agresment)

- Additional
information on
environmeantal
deoc status, or
request for
infermation
necessary to clear
any other
concerns
{completed
UWrP, GWMP
plan etc... )

- Must complete
items in 79755(a)

- IF Ermctpaamraeatal
BecwmantPermit
funding — initiate
Agreament
Development

- Update to CWC at
least annualby

@ @ B B B @ 8 8 B B B B B & & & @ @ @ B B & @ @ B B B & & & & B B & B B B N & & B B & & & & & B & B & B B B B 8 B B B @ & & B B B & & 4 B

costs (79755(c )

Funding here would
count against total
funding cap.

Develop agreament
Exacute Agraameant
Administer

Reimburse on
proportional share
[public benefit cost
share to non-public
benefit cost share)

agreamaent

Closaout

and Management

Mo hard commitment until:

Contractor Bidding

complete, Final project costs

determined.

100% Contracts for non-
public benefit cost share
obtained

Public Agency Contracts
completed,

Final Envirenmental
Documents and Permits
(CWC has performed

FResponsible Agency Duties

iconcurramcej]
Final Permits

T9755(b} — CWC will nead to
submit findings to legislature

for each 79755(a) criteria.
MNeed to work out how this
will occur — periedic from
soft commitment forward

wntil all awardees complete

this step?

Encumbrance of funds by
commission staff w)
assistance from DWR FAB.
Sets up the vendor,
specific funding, all codes
necassary to track funds.
GO Bond, project, tax
certification, public
reporting items necessany
for tracking of GO Bond
funding.

Development of
Agreament may invoh.e
updated scopea, schedule,
budget.

Exacution of agreement
involves Grantee,
Commission and Lagal
Counsal for the
Commission (legal
sufficie ncy).

Grant Administration by
Commission Staff,
payment of invoicing,
progress reporting,
Amending agreament as
project is imple mented
and budget shifts.

Commission staff will
also need to manage the
larger funding picture —
liguidation periods.

And GO bond reporting.

Implemeantation of
contracts between
Grantee and
Resources Agencies
for cbtaining public
benefits of project.

Any reporting to
Commission at this
point or is
Commission’s
invohameant
completed at
Agreameant Close
out?




Questions?

Water Storage Investment Program PATER COMMNSDIONR]



Definitions
Update
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o0 Completed tabular summary of comment letters received to
date to provide to the Commission at the July 15" meeting

o Comment letters will always be provided to the Commission

Summary of Stakeholder Advisory Committee Member Comment Letters on Definitions of Public Benefits and Eligible Project Types

At the May 4 2015 Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) meeting, SAC members were asked by staff to provide written comments on the staff draft definitions of public benefits, eligible project types, and public trust resources by May 15,
2015. Nine sets of written comments were received from SAC members and a set of comments was received from an agency participating as part of the public. In addition to comments on public benefits, eligible project types, and public

trust resources, SAC members and the public commented on the proposed technical and ecanomic analysis, grant solicitation and review process, and the regulations and guidelines.

The comments in their entirety are attached. Below is a summary of the recommendations and suggested revisions received from the SAC members and staff's response.

Comment Topic Comment Times Staff Response
ID Mentioned
Public Benefits
‘ PB-1 | Ecosystem | Wildlife areas and refuges should be eligible for funding. Amend the document to clarify that | 4 ‘ Comment noted and consistent with staff draft definition. “Wildlife refuges” have been ‘

Tt ol .
1 _— e ee—
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Facilitated Discussion

o Should water for fire suppression be eligible for public
benefit funding under the emergency response
category?

o If yes, how should water supply for fire suppression be
accounted for?

o0 Should emergency reserves of drought water supply be
eligible for public benefit funding under the emergency
response category?
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Water Storage Investment Program
SAC Next Steps and Action ltems
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Public Comment
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