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NOTE: THIS SECTION WILL BE REVISED FOLLOWING DISCUSSION, SOLICITATION, AND PROJECT PRIORITIZATION. THIS DRAFT IS INTENDED TO FACILITATE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROJECT REVIEW PROCESS
In order to identify water resources management projects for implementation, the Merced Regional Water Management Group (RWMG) implemented a public “Call for Projects” to solicit projects for consideration for the (Integrated Regional Water Management) IRWM Plan. Organizations from across the region submitted a total of X projects addressing a wide variety of water supply, water quality, flood management, and habitat protection needs. While all of the projects included in the IRWM Plan are considered to be important to effectively manage water resources in the region, a prioritization process has been established to help manage the project list and to determine which projects best meet regional needs and objectives. The prioritization process allows projects to be ranked for implementation using a transparent and defensible method. In addition, the process encourages development and identification of projects well-suited to meet the identified needs of the Merced IRWM Region.

Throughout the IRWM planning process, the RWMG has engaged stakeholders across multiple areas of water resources management to identify priorities for the Region and to prioritize projects for implementation. As described below, the Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) played an integral role in reviewing and selecting projects that best achieve the regional goals and objectives. This section presents the process for prioritization and selection of IRWM projects, including:

· Procedures for soliciting and submitting projects to the IRWM Plan;

· Procedures for reviewing and prioritizing projects submitted to the IRWM Plan; and

· Procedures for selecting and communicating the final project list. 
1.1 Project Submittal Process 

The RWMG, working with the RAC, developed a preliminary project submittal process in August 2012, and refined the process in September 2012. This process involves three major steps: solicitation, prioritization, and selection. 

Solicitation can be described as a “Call for Projects” that help meet the Region’s established objectives. The objective of this step is to compile a comprehensive list of water-related projects for the Region. Any individual(s) representing a public agency or non-profit organization with common water interests and needs can submit a project to the IRWM program via the project website (www.mercedirwmp.org). An online project database was developed to aid in the collection and management of project information (http://www.mercedirwmp.org/projects.html). The database provided stakeholders with access to project information based on username/login functionality. Stakeholders could access the online project database from the project website, enter and edit their project information, and submit projects for consideration in the IRWM Plan. 

At a minimum, each project submitter was required to provide basic information about the project, including a project description and discussion of how the project contributes to IRWM objectives, water-related benefits, estimated costs, project status, and project details. The IRWM project website allows this project information to be reviewed, organized, and regularly updated by the RWMG and local project sponsors. Access to project summaries is available to all interested parties with the intention of improving transparency. Figure 1 includes a screenshot of the Merced IRWM website page that contains the online project database.

Project solicitation was discussed at the RAC meetings held on August 28, 2012 and September 25, 2012 and was announced and discussed at a Public Meeting held on <DATE TBD>. At this time, the RWMG extended an offer to all project submitters to assist with input of their projects. 

Copies of the project submittal form were made available at the offices of the Merced Irrigation District, the County of Merced and the City of Merced to allow those without computer access to submit projects as well. 
Notices regarding the Call for Projects were sent to Merced IRWM stakeholders via email, and advertisements were placed on the Merced IRWM website, the City of Merced website, and the County of Merced website. In addition, a radio advertisement was placed to broaden awareness of the Call for Projects to individuals without ready computer access. A deadline for project submittals was set for INSERT DATE in order to allow time to receive, screen, and rank all projects for inclusion within the IRWM Plan.  

In order to facilitate review and organization of the project submittals, the IRWM project website provides the option of printing or exporting a detailed list of all projects submitted. The RWMG used this project list in discussions of submitted projects with the RAC and other stakeholders.

The online project database is open at all times for receipt of new IRWM projects as well as editing and revision of existing projects. As new funding opportunities arise, the RWMG will issue new “Calls for Projects” with deadlines appropriate to those funding opportunities. Projects at all stages of development were accepted into the project database and IRWM Plan, ranging from conceptual planning projects to implementation-ready construction projects. 

Figure 1 Merced IRWM Program - Project Submittal Website
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1.2 Project Review Process
After the DATE deadline, projects submitted through the open “Call for Projects” were reviewed, ranked, and prioritized using a two-step screening and scoring approach.  Figure 2 below illustrates the overall process for screening of projects for the IRWM Program.  

As shown in this Figure, projects submitted for consideration were first evaluated for consistency with the Merced IRWM objectives that were developed by the RAC as explained in Chapter X.  Projects that did not meet any regional objectives were excluded from the IRWM Plan. Projects that were found to meet at least one objective passed the screening process and moved on to the next step of the project review process: scoring and ranking.  

To evaluate and prioritize projects as part of the IRWM planning process, the scoring and ranking process takes into account three fundamental components: 

· Principles of IRWM planning, 

· Feasibility of projects to proceed,

· Other regional priorities. 

As described in Chapter X Objectives, Section X Prioritizing Objectives, at the RAC meeting held on August 28, 2012, stakeholders decided that they did / did not want to prioritize the IRWM objectives. As such, the components established above were used to prioritize projects in the presence / absence of weighted program objectives. Scoring criteria were developed for each component as illustrated in Table 1.  

Figure 2: Prioritization Process Overview
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Through facilitated RAC meetings, the RWMG and RAC established the relative importance of each of these criteria. The approach to scoring projects and the relative importance of each criterion is presented in Table 1. Project scoring was developed to identify projects that: 

· Address multiple IRWM Plan objectives; 

· Integrate multiple resource management strategies;

· Link to / integrate with other projects;

· Are identified in existing plans; 
· Demonstrate technical feasibility;

· Provide a positive benefit cost ;

· Directly address a critical water supply or water quality need of a disadvantaged community or address an environment justice issue; and
· Assist the region in adapting to effects of climate change or mitigating effects.

Each project was evaluated with respect to the criteria presented in Table 1. For each criterion, a project could receive a score of up to 100 points. The raw scores were then weighted by a percentage to reflect the relative importance of the different prioritization criteria. Based on the outcome of this evaluation, each project received a final, weighted score of up to 100 points. Projects were then ranked with the highest-scoring project ranked as number one.  The top 50th percentile of projects (i.e., all projects with scores greater than the the median score) were designated as Tier 1 projects that strongly contribute to the attainment of regional goals and objectives. Future phases of Tier 1 projects were considered Tier 1A projects, as they would not be considered to be high priorities for implementation until the Tier 1 projects had been completed. The bottom 50th percentile (i.e., all projects below the median) were considered Tier 2 projects. While these projects may be important water resources management in the region, they are not currently considered priorities for the IRWM program.

Scoring for each submitted project was based on the responses provided in the online project database. In addition, the RWMG reviewed each project individually for accuracy before ranking projects within the online project database.
	Table 1: Project Scoring Guide

	Component
	Criterion
	Scoring Procedure
	Raw Score Assigned
	% of Score
	Subtotal

	1. Principles of IRWM Planning
	Addresses Multiple IRWM Plan Objectives
	Score based on # of objectives addressed
	4+ objectives = 100 pts
3 objectives = 75 pts
2 objectives = 50 pts
1 objective = 25 pts
	50%
	65

	
	Integrates Multiple Resource Management Strategies
	Score based on # of strategies employed
	8+ strategies = 100 pts

6-7 strategies = 75 pts

4-5 strategies = 50 pts

2-3 strategies = 25 pts
	10%
	

	
	Supported by an Adopting Entity
	Score is based on Yes / No response
	Yes = 100 pts

No = 0 pts
	5%
	

	2. Project Status and  Feasibility
	Is Ready to be Implemented 
	Score based on degree of work needed prior to implementation 
	Ready to construct / implement = 100 pts

Preliminary Design Completed = 75 pts

Planning Completed = 50 pts

No Work Completed = 0 pts
	5%
	15

	
	Is Technically Feasible 
	Score based on availability of  documentation supporting technical feasibility 
	Feasibility documentation is available = 100 pts

Feasibility documentation is not available = 0 pts
	5%
	

	
	Is Economically Feasible
	Score based on estimated benefit:cost ratio
	B:C Ratio ≥ 4 = 100 pts

B:C Ratio ≥ 3 and < 4 = 75 pts

B:C Ratio ≥ 2 and < 3 = 50 pts

B:C Ratio ≥ 1 and < 2 = 25 pts 
B:C Ratio < 1 = 0 pts
	5%
	

	3. Other Regional Priorities
	Directly Addresses a Critical Water Supply or Water Quality Need of a Disadvantaged Community and / or Address an Existing Environmental Justice Issue
	Score is based on
Yes/No response
	Yes = 100 pts
No = 0 pts
	15%
	20

	
	Contributes to Climate Change Adaptation or Mitigation 
	Score is based on
Yes/No response
	Yes = 100 pts
No = 0 pts
	5%
	

	Total
	100


The following subsections outline the project selection factors identified by DWR and used by the RWMG in the project selection process. Refer to Chapter X Resource Management Strategies, Section X Adapting Resource Management Strategies to Climate Change for more information regarding climate change adaptation and mitigation. 
1.2.1 Contribution to IRWM Plan Objectives
As described in detail in Chapter X, the RAC developed eleven (11) specific objectives for the Merced IRWM Region through a series of facilitated public workshops and meetings. These objectives address major water-related issues and conflicts in the Region, and provide a summary of the Region’s water-related priorities. At the RAC meeting held on August 28, 2012, stakeholders discussed whether to prioritize the objectives. 

INSERT DISCUSSION OF OUTCOME 

The Region’s eleven regional objectives are:

A. Manage flood flows for water supply, recharge, public safety, and natural resource management

B. Meet demands for all uses, including agriculture, urban, and environmental resource needs.

C. Improve coordination of land use and water resources planning.

D. Maximize water use efficiency.

E. Protect and improve water quality for all beneficial uses, consistent with the Basin Plan.

F. Correct groundwater overdraft conditions.

G. Protect, restore, and improve natural resources.

H. Address water-related needs of disadvantaged communities (DACs).

I. Protect and enhance water-based recreation opportunities.

J. Establish and maintain effective communication among water resource stakeholders in the Region.

K. Effectively address climate change adaptation and/or mitigation in water resource management.

L. Enhance public understanding of water management issues and needs.
Please refer to Chapter X for information on how the objectives relate to the Region’s key (priority) issues. Achieving the regional objectives – and addressing the region’s critical issues, is the highest priority for the IRWM program.

Contribution to achieving the IRWM Plan objectives was identified as the most important consideration in the project review process, because it provides a measure of the degree to which the project will address the region’s water resource management challenges. The various projects submitted for this IRWM Plan were scored based on how well each project contributes to the objectives, up to a maximum of 100 points. Due to the importance of meeting IRWM objectives, this scoring criterion was given a heavy weighting of 50%. 

The IRWM Plan also provides measurable targets for each IRWM Plan objective. These measurable targets provide a way to assess each submitted project’s contribution to the IRWM objectives established by the Region’s stakeholders. Each project’s contribution to the IRWM Plan objectives will be measured and monitored during project implementation. The RWMG will coordinate with project proponents to evaluate the status of each IRWM project and develop a summary of implementation progress for stakeholder review as reasonable during project implementation.
Appendix X provides an overview of all projects submitted for inclusion in the IRWM Plan (as of DATE), and includes an analysis of how each project directly or indirectly meets the IRWM Plan objectives. 
1.2.2 Integration of Resource Management Strategies

The implementation projects included in Appendix X incorporate a wide range of resource management strategies (RMS) to achieve the region goals and objectives (see Chapter X Resource Management Strategies for a detailed discussion). Each RMS identified in the California Water Plan Update 2009 that is applicable to the Merced IRWM Region can contribute to the objectives established in the Merced IRWM Plan. 

Table X (in Chapter 6, Resource Management Strategies) presents the Merced IRWM Region’s objectives and their correlation to each RMS deemed appropriate for the Region. Project submittals are required to identify both the regional objectives and the specific RMS employed by each implementation project. 

Appendix X provides an overview of all projects submitted for inclusion in the IRWM Plan (as of DATE), and includes analysis of how each project relates to the RMS applicable to the Merced IRWM Region.
1.2.3 Supported by an Adopting Entity

The Draft Proposition 84 and Proposition 1E Guidelines released by DWR in July 2012 require the project review process to consider whether the project proponent will adopt the Plan as part of the project review process. Applicants will be asked when submitting the project whether their entity would be willing to adopt the completed IRWM Plan. A “yes” answer will receive 100 points, while a “no” answer will receive 0 points.
1.2.4 Project Status

Project status, also known as “readiness to proceed,” is completed in the project database by the project proponents. This field is considered during project prioritization in that projects are scored based upon their inclusion in existing planning documents. However, readiness to proceed is not necessarily a reason for project exclusion from an IRWM Plan. As the planning horizon for an IRWM Plan is 20-years, even a conceptual project should be considered as it may be projected to have benefits that would be worth realizing by implementing the project or by developing an alternate, integrated, or modified project.  

Appendix X provides an overview of all projects submitted for inclusion in the IRWM Plan (as of DATE), and includes information regarding project status in the form of inclusion in existing planning documents, whether or not permitting or CEQA/NEPA documentation has been completed, and if a project proponent has adequate funds to provide matching costs. 

1.2.5 Technical Feasibility
The RWMG and the RAC considered the technical feasibility of submitted projects during the project review process. Technical feasibility is related to the knowledge of the project location; knowledge of the water system at the project location; or the material, methods, or processes proposed to be employed in the project. Technical feasibility of each project submittal was assessed based on responses collected in the following fields in the online project database: regulatory permits, CEQA/NEPA documents, feasibility study(ies), need for project. These fields were used to assess technical feasibility as follows.
· Regulatory permits were identified as a method for assessing technical feasibility because permitting documents demonstrate how a project was developed (background information) and how long a project has been underway, as well as general background related to project location, water system(s), and / or processes proposed to be employed in the project. 

· CEQA and NEPA documents can illustrate technical feasibility, because they generally include project background, methods, goals, data, environmental risks, and other components that will help project proponents gauge the technical feasibility of their projects.

· Feasibility studies, if available, provide an evaluation of the potential impacts of proposed projects, and help the region determine how likely the project is to achieve regional and statewide goals and objectives. 

Appendix X provides an overview of all projects submitted for inclusion in the IRWM Plan (as of DATE) and describes the technical feasibility of each submitted project.

1.2.6 Economic Feasibility
As part of the project selection process, the economic feasibility of each project was considered. Project proponents were asked to submit estimated capital and operating costs, project lifecycle, and expected benefits. 

As required by DWR, the project selection process included a preliminary assessment of economic feasibility of each submitted project. A simulated benefit:cost ratio was developed for each project as described below.

Calculating Simulated Benefit:Cost Ratio

The Draft Proposition 84 and Proposition 1E Guidelines released by DWR in July 2012 require an economic assessment such as development of a benefit:cost ratio to be used in reviewing projects for inclusion in the Plan. Projects submitted to the Plan are at a variety of different planning stages; some may be ready to construct and have benefit:cost ratios already developed or easily calculated, while others may be preliminary concepts, and the costs and benefits of the projects are unclear. As such, for the purposes of the Plan evaluation, a simulated benefit:cost ratio was developed.

Calculating Benefit

In developing the benefit score to be used in the benefit:cost ratio, the benefit was calculated based on the number of objectives achieved. Prior to completing a grant application, a full qualitative and quantitative benefits analysis would need to be completed. However, given the disparate level of detail of projects submitted, objectives were used as a surrogate for benefits to provide a consistent way of comparing projects. Benefit scores were assigned as follows.

4+ objectives = 4 pts

3 objectives = 3 pts

2 objectives = 2 pts

1 objective = 1 pts 

Calculating Cost

The project solicitation form requests information on capital and operations and maintenance (O&M) costs associated with each project, as well as base year for costs provided and project life. If neither capital cost nor O&M costs were provided in the project application, the project automatically received the lowest score possible (1 pt). If capital costs were provided but O&M costs were not provided, O&M costs were estimated to be 10% of capital cost per year (if the project submittal indicated that the O&M costs were $0/year, $0/year was used). If the project life was not provided, the project life was assumed to be 20 years. If a base year for cost information was provided, costs were escalated to 2012 costs; however, if a base year was not provided, costs were assumed to be in 2012 dollars.
Present value cost was then calculated in 2012 dollars as follows.

Present Value Cost = Capital Cost + O&M cost * 
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where n is the project life, and PV factor is defined as:

PV Factor = 1/[(1 + i) ^ n)]

where i is the discount factor. For consistency with DWR guidelines, a discount factor of 6% was applied for all projects.

Cost scores were then assigned as follows.
Present Value Cost 
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$5 M = 4 pts

$2 M < Present Value Cost < $5M =  3 pts

$1 M < Present Value Cost < $2M =  2 pts

Present Value Cost 
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 $1M =  1 pt

Calculating Simulated Benefit:Cost Ratio

Simulated Benefit:Cost Ratios were the calculated for each project by dividing the Benefit score (up to 4) by the Cost score (up to 4). The resulting simulated benefit:cost ratio ranges from ¼ to 4. Projects with a simulated benefit:cost ratio of one (1) or greater received 100 points; projects with benefit:cost ratios less than one (1) received a score of 0 points.
1.2.7 Specific Benefits to Critical DAC Water Issues/Environmental Justice Considerations
In addition to the factors identified above, the project selection process considered whether or not projects aid in addressing critical water supply and water quality needs of DACs within the Merced IRWM Region. The various projects submitted for this IRWM Plan were scored based on how well each project contributes to addressing DAC needs, up to a maximum of 100 points. The “Call for Projects” was opened for any public agency or non-profit organization, including DACs, who wanted to submit water projects within the Region. 

Appendix X provides an overview of all projects submitted for inclusion in the IRWM Plan (as of DATE) and describes whether or not the project directly addresses critical water supply or water quality needs of DACs within the Region. 
1.2.8 Environmental Justice Considerations

Environmental justice is defined in California law (Government Code section 65040.12) as “the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws and policies.”  Environmental justice in water management includes:

· Supporting community health, as well as a clean and safe environment, 

· Diversifying the decision-making process by calling for involvement of all people and communities,

· Encouraging a more equitable distribution of economic benefits, 

· Empowering communities themselves to take action towards improving their environment,

· Increasing awareness, understanding and effective cooperation within and among communities, and,

· Ensuring the right of all people to equal and fair treatment under the laws and regulations of the United States.

The IRWM Plan prioritizes projects that address existing environmental justice issues. Appendix X provides an overview of all projects submitted for inclusion in the IRWM Plan (as of DATE), and includes an explanation of whether or not the project addresses an existing environmental justice issue within the Region. 
1.2.9 Strategic Considerations
The following Strategic Considerations were included in the prioritization process.

Integration

Project integration was a strategic consideration of the RWMG when scoring and prioritizing projects. As indicated previously, projects were given points for integration by awarding increased scores to projects that integrate more resources management strategies. This prioritization is a strategic consideration in that integrating multiple resources management strategies often implies that a project has been structured to yield multiple benefits, rather than only serving a single purpose. 

Climate Change Adaptation and GHG Emissions 

As required by the Guidelines, the project review process included consideration of climate change adaptation and mitigation. Projects that assist the region in adapting to climate change, and projects that mitigate climate change through GHG reduction or offset, were awarded additional points in the process.
Appendix X provides an overview of all projects submitted for inclusion in the IRWM Plan (as of DATE), and includes various ways in which climate change was assessed for each project. 
1.2.10 Specific Benefits to Critical Water Issues for Native American Tribal Communities
There are no Native American tribal communities within the Merced IRWM Region. As such, specific benefits to critical water issues of Native American tribal communities do not apply to the Merced IRWM Region, and were not considered in project selection.  

1.3 Communicating the List of Selected Projects

The Merced IRWM project list must be periodically updated to ensure that new projects are continually considered for upcoming funding opportunities. Updating the project list also allows new projects to be added as regional conditions evolve over time. Further, continual updates provide project proponents with the opportunity and reminder to update and revise their project submittals as necessary to maintain currency. The online project database developed for this IRWM Plan will remain open and available to project proponents for updates, additions, and revisions over time. As new funding opportunities arise, the RWMG will communicate new project submittal deadlines and other relevant information to the stakeholder list and the public.

The Merced IRWM project list – as of DATE – is included in Appendix X of this IRWM Plan. After that date, the updated project list will be accessible through the online project database (http://www.mercedirwmp.org/projects.html). The online project database allows project proponents to update project information, review other projects and identify integration opportunities, and add additional features so the projects provide multiple benefits. This online project database allows the project list to remain a “living document”, which is always available for review and update. The Merced IRWM Plan does not require re-adoption following changes to this project list. 
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