Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet

Project Reviewed:
Project Number:
Project Reviewer:

Holtville UV Transmittance Water Treatment System Project

37

Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo

Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Criteria

Question/Performance Measures

Reviewer
Comments

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and
sustainable supply to meet current and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and supply that il to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 -feet per year for commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot from current agri supplies.

5. >50,000 acre feet.

4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

This project responds to the need for a DAC to meet
CA Dept of Public Health drinking water compliance.

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
development of groundwater storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

Would the project implement water conservation that de bl
beneficial use and maintain c i with ished industry , state, and
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapporti within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

Will the project apply or integi Resource

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

Project is listed in the General Plan.

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect ive gi rights or optir the use of g

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the
RWAQCB Basin Plan through cooperation with stakeholders, local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic

benefits?

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

Project would treat water that has a designated use
to come into existing compliance requirements.

Drinking water source would be brought into
compliance with latest standards.

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in i disposal and permit requil H
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

Uncertain if would create an economy of scale.
Project claims would remove barrier to economic
boost, however uncertain of veracity of claim at this
time.

This project responds to the need for a DAC to meet
CA Dept of Public Health drinking water compliance.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating economies of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

Uncertain if would create an economy of scale.
Project claims would remove barrier to economic
boost, however uncertain of veracity of claim at this
time.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.
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rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
quil orimple to BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

Project intends to bring the City of Holtville into
TTHM and MCL compliance.

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or imp quality of g resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Goal
1. Environmental Enhancements

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal,
commerecial, industrial, and agricultural land uses.

Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?

2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.

1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.

0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

2. Integrated Design Elements

Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational elements

into the design to achieve multiple benefits?

1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Flood Protection and Stormwater
Management Goal

Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and
stormwater management strategies.

1. Reduce impacts from
stormwater events

Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?

2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.

1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.

0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.

Strategic Considerations for IRWM
1. Public Acceptance/Public

Plan Implementation

Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?

2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.

0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

2. Cost Effectiveness

Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?

4. < $150/af.

3. $151 to $300/af.

2. $301 - $450/af.

1. >450/af.

Not discussed on project submittal form.

Based on Project Information, project cost not
directly associated with per acre-foot yield, however,
a rough cost of $15 to$20 per service connection per
year, for twenty years is needed to pay for the
upgrade.

3. Equitable cost sharing

Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?

2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.

1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.

0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.

Not discussed on project submittal form.

4. Promote Economic
Development

Does the project provide ic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?

2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.

1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.

0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.

Claims to remove a barrier to economic growth,
however given current economic conditions
economic growth in this area is questionable.

Readiness to Proceed Category

1. Timeliness

Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agreements or additional funding?

4. Immediate, < 1 Year.

3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.

2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.

1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.

Already funded portions of this project are slated to
be ¢ in October of 2012.

2. Technical Feasibility of Project

to the technic

Does the project have technical d
project?

| feasibility of the

3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.

2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.

1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.

0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.

Project is fairly simple and straitforward regarding
design and construction documents necessary for
improvements.

3. Environmental Compliance

Does the project have environmental documentation and clearance?

2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.

1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.

Project is exempt from CEQA and NEPA. Unsure if
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other envir documents are required.

4. Permitting

Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits?

2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.

1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.

0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.

The project does not require any permits.

5. Funding

Are the project funding sources well defined?

2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.

1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.

0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.

The funding section of the form doesn't add up.
There is funding available but not listed on the form.
The TEC is $540,000 and the unfunded amount is
$370,000 but the amount of cost match or other
sources of funding is not provided on the form.

Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Cri
1. Provides multiple benefits

teria

Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?

1=Yes

0=No

There are no alternative benefits of this project other
than water quality.

2. Involves multiple participants
and stakeholders

Does the project include and particif ?

2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.

1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.

0. Projects involves one stakeholder.

3. Provides regional benefits

Project involves the City of Holtville.

Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?

1=Yes

0= No

Only to a single/limited stakeholder group.

Project is focused on obtaining compliance for one
DAC's drinking water system.

4. State Program Preferences

Does the project support meet the state preferences?

1=Yes

0=No

5. Statewide Priorities

Does the project support meet the statewide priorities?

1=Yes

0= No

6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the vulnerability

to the effects of climate change?

1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.

0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Contribution- Project

Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?

1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.

0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions -
Support to Renewable Energy

Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in
the Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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Projects were prioritized by their "Commencement" and "Call". The listing is as below.
There were no projects that were listed as "Started" provided during the second call and
therefore Priority 1 starts with <1 Year.

Priority Commencement Call
1 <1 2nd Call
2 1-3 2nd Call
3 3-6 2nd Call
4 2nd Call
5 Started 1st Call
6 <1 1st Call
7 1-3 1st Call
8 3-6 1st Call
9 >6 1st Call
10 1st Call



Imperial IRWMP Project Review List--First Call

Project . . . . .. Averaged
. Title Sponsor Project Type Project Goals Project Phase Start | Finish o
Number Score
New River Bioremediation and Wildlife Habitat Restoration and Process Habitat Restoration, Invasive Species . e .
6 . . San Diego State University Research Foundation X P Water Quality Preliminary Design <1 <1
Evaluation Project Control, Conservation 64
Water Si ly, Envil tal Protection, - .
9 City of Brawley Reclaim Water Project City of Brawley Reclaim WW @ .er upp.y. nvironmental Fro ec. fon Preliminary Design <1 1-3
Regional Policies/Goals, Water Quality 81
Water Si ly, Envil tal Protection, - .
12 City of Brawley Water Meter Project City of Brawley Metering, Conservation @ .er upp y nvironmental Protec |onv Preliminary Design <1 1-3
Regional Policies/GoalsWater Conservation &7
13 Keystone Water Reclamation Facility City of Imperial Reclaim WW Water Supply Final Design <1 1-3 88
18 Ave 72, Martinez Canyon Groundwater Storage Project Imperial Irrigation District Groundwater Storage Water Supply Feasibility <1 87
19 Ave. 62, Thomas Levy Recharge Site. Imperial Irrigation District Groundwater Storage Regional Policies/Goals Feasibility <1 95
20 East Mesa Groundwater Storage Project Imperial Irrigation District Groundwater Storage Environmental Protection Feasibility <1 95
21 Painted Canyon Groundwater Storage Project Imperial Irrigation District Groundwater Storage Water Supply Feasibility <1 45
34 Holtville Water Distribution System Project City of Holtville Pipeline Connector (WS), Reliability Water Quality Preliminary Design <1 1-3 61
35 Holtville Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvement Project City of Holtville WWTP Upgrade Water Quality Preliminary Design <1 -3 64
36 Holtville Wastewater Collection System Project City of Holtville Fix wastewater outfall pipeline Water Quality Final Design <1 64
Environmental Protection, Regional
% Large-Scale Microalgal Cultivation on Recently-Exposed Playa Lands for Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SIO), Pilot Project. Algae Policies/Goals, Water Qualityair quality; Project Planning and <1 3-6
Improving Salton Sea Water Quality and Regional Air Quality University of California San Diego (UCSD) lect, g improved economics for agriculture Feasibility Study
operators per unit of water irrigated 2
1 HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment Heber Public Utility District Reclaim WW Water Supply Preliminary Design 1-3 1-3 66
y . . A Project Planning and
8 City of Brawley Raw Water St P t City of B I St , Reliabilit: Water Si | 1-3 1-3
ity of Brawley Raw Water Storage Projec ity of Brawley orage, Reliability ater Supply Feasibility Study 66
Water Si lyRegional Policies/Goals, o .
10 Regional Wastewater Treatment and Recycled Water Project City of Brawley and City of Imperial Reclaim WwW W:tz: Quu?ljityy egional Policies/Goals Preliminary Design 1-3 3-6
14 11D Systems Conservation and Improvements Projects for IWSP Imperial Irrigation District Conservation Regional Policies/Goals Construction 1-3 3-6 104
T . — Water SupplyRegional Policies/Goals, - .
32 Water distribution storage tanks, 2 each 5MG City of El Centro Storage, Reliabilit . Preliminary Des 1-3 <1
stributy 8 v 8 1ty Water Quality iminary Design 50
Project Planning and
41 Drainage Improvements in the Township of Seeley; County Project No. 5363 Imperial County Public Works Stormwater Flood Protection ) _C, " ng 1-3 1-3
Feasibility Study 58
2 Keystone Desalination with 1D Drainwater/Alamo River Source (50 KAFY) Imperial Irrigation District Desalination Water Supply Planning 3-6 >6 %
East Brawley 25 KAFY Desalination with Well Field and Groundwater Recharge
7 wiey ination wi ! n unaw: 8 Imperial Irrigation District Desalination Water Quality Planning 3-6 3-6
(Desal 12) 93
South Low Desert R C ti Regional Policies/GoalsAncill f
15 Spearheading with Spirulina: An Sustainable Approach to Desert Acquaculture : outhern Low Dese esource onservation Pilot Project eglona o ICI,eS/ oalsAncillary use o Ready to Construct <1
and Development Council agricultural tailgate water 68
37 Holtville UV Transmittance Water Treatment System Project City of Holtville Drinking Water Water Quality Project Concept <1 <1 52
38 Holtville Stormwater Master Plan Project City of Holtville Stormwater plan Flood Protection Project Concept <1 <1 48
39 Holtville Stormwater Conveyance System and Detention Basin Project City of Holtville City Stormwater Flood Protection Project Concept <1 1-3 61
40 Holtville Sewer Master Plan/Map Update Project City of Holtville WWT System Upgrade Water Quality Project Concept <1 <1
49 Holtville Water Master Plan/Map Update Project City of Holtville Develop Plan Water Quality Project Concept <1 <1 -
42 Phased Underrun Storage and Agricultural Wastewater Reclamation Project Imperial Irrigation District Groundwater Storage, Water Quality Water Supply Project Concept 1-3 >6 -
Environmental Protection, Regional
Microalgal Cultivation for Improved Yields, Economic Value and Water Use Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SIO), : . Policies/Goals, Water Qualityimproved )
44 L. 8 ) P . ) ,pp . 5 . g phy (S10) Pilot Project, Algae / ) a Vimp! Project Concept 1-3 >6
Efficiency on Agricultural lands in the Imperial Valley, CA University of California San Diego (UCSD) economics for agriculture operators per
unit of water irrigated
Water Supply, Environmental Protection,
Regional Policies/Goals, Water )
45 Macroalgae Solutions for the Imperial Valley and Salton Sea Region The Gas Technology Institute (GTI) Pilot Project, Algae B X / Project Concept 1-3 3-6
Qualitylncreased value crops per water
used
Environmental Protection, Regional
Integrated Microalgae Cultivation Process for Improving Water Quality in Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SIO), : . Policies/Goals, Water Qualityimproved )
48 8 ) g P g @ ¥ ,pp . 5 . g phy (S10) Pilot Project, Algae / X 9 yim Project Concept 1-3 >6
Imperial Valley Drainage Canals University of California San Diego (UCSD) economics for agriculture operators per
unit of water irrigated
33 Poe Colonia Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade County of Imperial Wastewater Treatment Plant Wastewater Treatment Plant Project Concept 3-6 3-6
Int ti jects bety City of El Centro, City of | ial and th . . Water SupplyRegional Policies/Goals, .
47 nterconnection projects between LIty o entro, City ot impeniatan € City of El Centro Interconnection, Reliability et Suppiietee | el sy Eel Project Concept 3-6 45

Heber Utility District

Water Quality




Imperial IRWMP Project Review List--First Call

Project . . . q -
Nunjiber Title Sponsor Project Type Project Goals Project Phase Start | Finish Score
Southern Low Desert Resource Conservation Habitat Restoration, Invasive Species . .

16 Ramer Lake Conservation Plan for Water Savings “ ntow . ! nservatt I : X vasive sped Water Supply Environmental Review <1 3-6

and Development Council Control, Conservation -
Water Supply, Environmental Protection, ) .
. . - . 5 . N s Project Planning and

17 Imperial Valley Biogas Initiative Southern California Gas Company Alternate Energy, Algae, Water Quality Regional Policies/Goals, Water Feasibility Stud Started 1-3

QualityRenewable Energy ¥ v -
i ., No. Ei . i L | ial

2 Dralnagg Upgrade (Broadway St., No. Eighth St., Commercial Ave. from Imperia City of El Centro City Stormwater Water Supply Planning 1-3 1-3
Ave to sixth street.)
22 Drainage Upgrade (Holt Avenue, Imperial to 12th) City of El Centro City Stormwater Water Supply Planning 3-6 <1

26 Drainage Upgrade (La Brucherie Rd. to 23rd; Barbara Worth Ave. to Orange) City of El Centro City Stormwater Flood Protection Planning 3-6 3-6
27 Drainage Upgrade (8th St., Woodward to Villa) City of El Centro City Stormwater Flood Protection Planning 3-6 3-6
28 Drainage Upgrade (Lincoln Ave.; 6th St.) City of El Centro City Stormwater Flood Protection Planning 3-6 3-6 -

Drainage Upgrade (Development west of Wake Ave and 8th St: Cypress Dr: . . .

23 City of El Cent: City St 1 Water Suppl Plannin >6 <1

Farmer Dr: 10th St: 9th St) fty of £l Lentro ity Stormwater ater Supply 8
i d Rd., Ross Rd., Heil Ave., H Ave. bet 1st . . .

25 Drainage Upgrade (Dogwoo 088 fl Ave., Hope Ave. hetween s City of El Centro City Stormwater Water Supply Planning >6 >6
and Orange)
31 Drainage Upgrade (8th St. from Villa to Central Main Drain) City of El Centro City Stormwater Flood Protection Planning >6 3-6
29 Drainage Upgrade (Oak St. from San Diego to Villa) City of El Centro City Stormwater Flood Protection Planning 1-3 -
30 Drainage Upgrade (Evan Hewes Hwy. Dogwood to Cooley) City of El Centro City Stormwater Flood Protection Planning 3-6




Project Max Poss

Water Supply Goal

Water Supply Goal Score Subtotal 51 18 39.5 7.5 36.5 24 19.5 20.5 18 39 8.5 40 40 41.5 39.5 8 7 5.5 8 5 4.5 10 4.5 9 15 6
Percent of Goal 100.0% 35.3%  77.5% 14.7% @ 71.6% 47.1% 38.2% 40.2% 35.3% 76.5% 16.7% 78.4% 78.4% 81.4% 77.5% 15.7% 13.7% 10.8% 15.7% 9.8% 8.8% 19.6% 8.8% 17.6% 29.4% 11.8%
Water Quality Goal

Water Quality Goal Score Subtotal 24 10 12 8 13.5 10.5 9.5 4 10 7 7 5 5 5 5 9 9.5 7.5 10 12 3.5 8.5 7 7.5 9 10
Percent of Goal 100.0% 41.7% 50.0% 33.3% 56.3% 43.8% 39.6% 16.7% 41.7% 29.2% 29.2% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 37.5% 39.6% 31.3% 41.7% 50.0% 14.6% 35.4% 29.2% 31.3% 37.5% 41.7%
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Goal

Environmental Enhancement Goal Score Subtotal 8 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 35 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1.5 0 1.5 1 0 0 8 0
Percent of Goal 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 87.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 43.8% 0.0% 37.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 37.5% 18.8% 0.0% 18.8% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Flood Protection and Stormwater Management Goal

Flood Goal Score Subtotal 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 4 2 4 2 2
Percent of Goal 100.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 75.0% 50.0% 50.0% 75.0% 100.0% 50.0%  100.0%  50.0% 50.0%
IRWMP Goals Subtotal Score 87 30 53.5 24.5 52 36.5 31 26.5 33.5 48 20.5 47 47 48.5 46.5 19 18.5 19 21.5 19 12,5 235 13.5 20.5 34 18
Percent of IRWM Goals 100.0% 34.5%  61.5% 28.2% 59.8% 42.0% 35.6% 30.5% 38.5% 55.2% 23.6% 54.0% 54.0% 55.7% 53.4% 21.8% 21.3% 21.8% 24.7% 21.8% 14.4% 27.0% 15.5% 23.6% 39.1% 20.7%
Strategic Considerations for IRWM Plan Implementation

Strategic Considerations for IRWM Plan Implementation Subtotal 33 9 12.5 5 10 12 20 9 12 12 12.5 135 18 18 9 4.5 8.5 9.5 4.5 3 3 4.5 3 7.5 11.5 8.5
Percent of Goal 100.0% 27.3%  37.9% 15.2% 30.3% @ 36.4% 60.6% 27.3% 36.4% 36.4% 37.9% 40.9% 54.5% 54.5% 27.3% 13.6% 25.8% 28.8% 13.6% 9.1% 9.1% 13.6% 9.1% 22.7% 34.8% 25.8%
Readiness to Proceed Category

Readiness to Proceed Subtotal 38 16 12 18.5 12 10 15.5 24 23 25 21.5 11 14 13 15 19 25.5 24.5 28.5 24 26 19 20 23.5 21.5 11
Percent of Goal 100.0% 42.1% 31.6% 48.7% 31.6% 26.3% 40.8% 63.2% 60.5% 65.8% 56.6% 28.9% 36.8% 34.2% 39.5% 50.0% 67.1% 64.5% 75.0% 63.2% 68.4% 50.0% 52.6% 61.8% 56.6% 28.9%
Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria

Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria Subtotal 22 11 18 15.5 19 7 14 7 19 19 13.5 15.5 15.5 15.5 16.5 7.5 8.5 10.5 9 6 6 14 7 6 14.5 7
Percent of Goal 100.0% 50.0% @ 81.8% 70.5% 86.4% 31.8% 63.6% 31.8% 86.4% 86.4% 61.4% 70.5% 70.5% 70.5% 75.0% 34.1% 38.6% 47.7% 40.9% 27.3% 27.3% 63.6% 31.8% 27.3% 65.9% 31.8%
Total Project Score 180.0 66.0 96.0 63.5 93.0 65.5 80.5 66.5 87.5 104.0 68.0 87.0 94.5 95.0 87.0 50.0 61.0 63.5 63.5 52.0 47.5 61.0 43.5 57.5 81.5 44.5

Percent of Total Score 100.0% 36.7% | 53.3% | 35.3% | 51.7% | 36.4% 44.7% 36.9% 48.6% 57.8% 37.8% 48.3% 52.5% 52.8% 48.3% 27.8% 33.9% 35.3% 35.3% 28.9% 26.4% 33.9% 24.2% 31.9% 45.3% 24.7%




Imperial IRWMP Project Ranking 4/10/2012

Project Water Supply | Water Quality| Environmental Flood IRWMP Goals Strategic Considerations Readiness Statewide Total
Rank Project Title
No. Subotal Subotal Subotal Subotal Subotal | % of Total Subotal % of Total Subotal % of Total Subotal % of Total Subotal % of Total
‘Maximum Possible Points 51 24 8 4 87 100.0% 33 100.0% 38 100.0% 22 100.0% 180.0 100.0%

11D Systems Conservation and | t:

1| 18 Projeycts e and improvements 39 7 0 2 48 55.2% 12 36.4% 25 65.8% 19 86.4% 104.0 57.8%
Keyst: Desalinati ith 11D Drai ter/Al

2 o |feystone Desalination wi rainwater/Alamo 395 12 0 2 535 | 61.5% 12.5 37.9% 12 31.6% 18 81.8% 96.0 53.3%
River Source (50 KAFY)

3 20 East Mesa Groundwater Storage Project 41.5 5 0 2 48.5 55.7% 18 54.5% 13 34.2% 15.5 70.5% 95.0 52.8%

4 19 ]Ave. 62, Thomas Levy Recharge Site. 40 5 0 2 47 54.0% 18 54.5% 14 36.8% 15.5 70.5% 94.5 52.5%
East B ley 25 KAFY Desalinati ith Well Field

5 7 |EstRrawey esalination with Well Fie 36.5 135 0 2 52 59.8% 10 30.3% 12 31.6% 19 86.4% 93.0 51.7%
and Groundwater Recharge (Desal 12)

6 13 ]|Keystone Water Reclamation Facility 18 10 3.5 2 33.5 38.5% 12 36.4% 23 60.5% 19 86.4% 87.5 48.6%
Ave 72, Marti C G dwater St

7| 18 P::ject artinez anyon broundwater Storage 40 5 0 2 47 54.0% 135 40.9% 1 28.9% 155 70.5% 87.0 48.3%

8 21 |Painted Canyon Groundwater Storage Project 395 5 0 2 46.5 53.4% 9 27.3% 15 39.5% 16.5 75.0% 87.0 48.3%
Large-Scale Microalgal Cultivation on Recently-

9 46 |Exposed Playa Lands for Improving Salton Sea 15 9 8 2 34 39.1% 11.5 34.8% 215 56.6% 14.5 65.9% 81.5 45.3%
Water Quality and Regional Air Quality

10 9 City of Brawley Reclaim Water Project 19.5 9.5 0 2 31 35.6% 20 60.6% 15.5 40.8% 14 63.6% 80.5 44.7%
S headi ith Spirulina: An Sustainabl

11 | 15 [PPearneacing with spirulina: An Sustainable 85 7 3 2 205 | 23.6% 12,5 37.9% 215 56.6% 135 61.4% 68.0 37.8%
Approach to Desert Acquaculture :

12 12  |City of Brawley Water Meter Project 20.5 4 0 2 26.5 30.5% 9 27.3% 24 63.2% 7 31.8% 66.5 36.9%

13 1 HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment 18 10 0 2 30 34.5% 9 27.3% 16 42.1% 11 50.0% 66.0 36.7%

14 8 City of Brawley Raw Water Storage Project 24 10.5 0 2 36.5 42.0% 12 36.4% 10 26.3% 7 31.8% 65.5 36.4%
N Ri Bi iati d Wildlife Habitat

15 | ¢ [NewRiverBioremediation and Wildlife Habita 75 8 7 2 245 | 282% 5 15.2% 185 48.7% 155 70.5% 63.5 35.3%
Restoration and Process Evaluation Project
Holtville Wastewater Treatment Plant

16 35 . 5.5 7.5 3 3 19 21.8% 9.5 28.8% 245 64.5% 10.5 47.7% 63.5 35.3%
Improvement Project

17 36 |Holtville Wastewater Collection System Project 8 10 1.5 2 21.5 24.7% 4.5 13.6% 28.5 75.0% 9 40.9% 63.5 35.3%

18 34 Holtville Water Distribution System Project 7 9.5 0 2 18.5 21.3% 8.5 25.8% 25.5 67.1% 8.5 38.6% 61.0 33.9%
Holtville St ter C Syst d

19 | 39 [TOTVIe>tormwatertonveyance systeman 10 8.5 1 4 235 | 27.0% 45 13.6% 19 50.0% 14 63.6% 61.0 33.9%
Detention Basin Project
Drainage Improvements in the Township of Seeley;

20 41 . 9 7.5 0 4 20.5 23.6% 7.5 22.7% 235 61.8% 6 27.3% 57.5 31.9%
County Project No. 5363
Holtville UV T itt Water Treat t

21 | 37 |TOVUeE YV Transmittance Water Treatmen 5 12 0 2 19 21.8% 3 9.1% 24 63.2% 6 27.3% 52.0 28.9%
System Project

22 32 |Water distribution storage tanks, 2 each 5MG 8 9 0 2 19 21.8% 4.5 13.6% 19 50.0% 7.5 34.1% 50.0 27.8%

23 38 |Holtville Stormwater Master Plan Project 4.5 3.5 1.5 3 12.5 14.4% 3 9.1% 26 68.4% 6 27.3% 47.5 26.4%
Int ti jects bet Ci f El A

24 47 n erconnec |'on projects be Weer,], Ity? . Centro 6 10 0 2 18 20.7% 8.5 25.8% 11 28.9% 7 31.8% 44.5 24.7%
City of Imperial and the Heber Utility District

25 40 |Holtville Sewer Master Plan/Map Update Project 4.5 7 0 2 135 15.5% 3 9.1% 20 52.6% 7 31.8% 43.5 24.2%




Project Score

Project ID 2

Project Title

Keystone Desalination with IID Drainwater/Alamo River Source (50 KAFY)
Project Review Criteria, Distribution of Available Points Subtotal % of Goals To‘tal % of Total
Goals points
IRWMP Goals 53.5 29.7%
1. Water Supply Goal 39.5 77.5%
2. Water Quality Goal 12 50.0%
3. Environmental Protection and Enhancement Goal 0 0.0%
4. Flood Protection and Stormwater Management Goal 2 50.0%
Strategic Considerations for IRWM Plan Implementation 12.5 6.9%
Readiness to Proceed Category 12 6.7%
Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria 18 10.0%
Total Project Score 96 53.3%




Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet

Project Reviewed:
Project Number:
Project Reviewer:

HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment

1

Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo

‘Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Criteria

Weight Possible Score

low high

Question/Performance Measures

Water Supply Goal Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and sustainable supply to meet current
and future demands
1. Effect to agricultural users of Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?
water. 2 0 4
2 2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.
1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.
0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.
2. Improve Water Supply. Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and sustainable supply that contributes to the
3 1 15 regional goal of 50 to 100 thousand acre-feet per year for municipal, commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot withdraw from current agricultural
supplies.
5 5. >50,000 acre feet.
4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.
3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.
2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.
1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.
3. Protect Surface Water Rights, Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
maintain Colorado River yields. 4 0 8 develoy of gr i storage of underruns?
2 2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.
1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.
0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.
4. Conserves Colorado River Would the project implement water conservation es that di ate r ble
Supplies. 4 0 8 beneficial use and maintain consistency with blished industry standards, state, and
federal requirements?
2 2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.
1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.
0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.
5. Support for in-lieu uses or Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
substitution for Colorado River 4 0 4 use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapportionment within the Imperial Region?
Water.
1 1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.
0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.
6. Integrate Resource 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 6 Will the project apply or integrate Resource Management Strategies?
Management Strategies.
3 2. Integrates five or more RMS.
1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.
0. Less than three RMS.
7. Plan Consistency. Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
2 0 4 UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?
2 2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.
1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.
0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.
8. Groundwater Rights. 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 Will the project protect correlative groundwater rights or optimize the use of groundwater?
2 2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to

prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the RWQCB Basin Plan through

cooperation with stakeholders,

local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

2 0 4

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic
benefits?

2

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

January 2012
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Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet

Project Reviewed:

HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment

Project Number:
Project Reviewer:

Criteria

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo
‘Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Weight

Possible Score

low

high

1

Question/Performance Measures

Would the project support DACs in i disp
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend

| and permit requirements;

Colorado River supplies?

January 2012

Reviewer
Score

2 2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.
1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.
0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.
3. Support DACs- Drinking Water ‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 3 Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public 0
health, or creating ec of scale?
2 2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.
1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.
0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.
4. Effect on Existing Waterways 2 | 0 | 4 Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers? 1
2 2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.
1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.
0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.
5. Comply with Total Maximum 1 0 2 Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board o
Daily Loads (TMDLs) Requir or impl to stor BMPs?
) 2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.
1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.
0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.
6. Preserve or Improve 2 0 4 Would the project preserve or improve quality of groundwater resources? 2
2 2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.
1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.
0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.
Environmental Protection and Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal, commercial, industrial, and
Enhancement Goal agricultural land uses.
1. Environmental Enhancements 3 0 6 Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts? @
2 2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.
1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.
0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.
2. Integrated Design Elements 2 0 2 Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational 0
le into the design to achieve Itiple benefits?
1 1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.
0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.
Flood Protection and Stormwater Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and stormwater management
Management Goal strategies.
Percent of IRWMP Goal=|4.6%
1. Reduce impacts from Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
2 0 4 . 1
stormwater events localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?
2 2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.
1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.
0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.
Strategic Considerations for IRWM Plan Impl ation
1. Public Acceptance/Public | 3 | 0 | 6 Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population? 1
2 2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.
0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
2. Cost Effectiveness | 3 | 1 | 12 Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region? 1
4 4. <$150/af.
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Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet

Project Reviewed:
Project Number:
Project Reviewer:

Criteria

HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment

Weight Possible Score

low high

Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo
‘Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

1

Question/Performance Measures

3. $151 to $300/af.

2. $301 - $450/af.

1. >450/af.

January 2012

Reviewer
Score

3. Equitable cost sharing

Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?

2 0 6 0
3 2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.
1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.
0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.
4. Promote Economic Does the project provide measurable economic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
Development 3 1 9 economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities? 1
3 2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.
1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.
0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.
Readi to Proceed Category
1. Timeliness 2 ‘ 1 10 Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or 3
program without the need for new agr or additional funding?
5 4. Immediate, < 1 Year.
3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.
2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.
1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.
2. Technical Feasibility of Project ‘ 2 ‘ 0 1 Does the project have technical doc ion to I the technical feasibility of the 1
project?
3 3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.
2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.
1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.
0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.
3. Environmental Compliance 2 | 0 4 Does the project have envir I doc ion and clearance? 0
2 2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.
1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.
0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.
4. Permitting 1 | 0 2 Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits? 1
2 2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.
1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.
0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.
5. Funding 5 | 0 10 Are the project funding sources well defined? 1
2 2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.
1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.
0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.
Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria
1. Provides multiple benefits ‘ 5 ‘ 0 5 Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation, 0
recreation, or other benefits?
1 1=Yes
0= No
2. Involves multiple participants Does the project includ Itiple keholders and participants?
and stakeholders 2 0 4 0
2 2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.
1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.
0. Projects involves one stakeholder.
3. Provides regional benefits ‘ 2 ‘ 0 2 Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder 1
group?
1 1=Yes
0= No
4. State Program Preferences | 2 | 0 2 Does the project support meet the state preferences? 1
1 1=Yes
0= No
5. Statewide Priorities | 2 | 0 2 Does the project support meet the statewide priorities? 1
1 1=Yes
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Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet

Project Reviewed:
Project Number:
Project Reviewer:

HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment

1

Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo

‘Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Criteria

Weight Possible Score
low high

Question/Performance Measures

0= No

January 2012

Reviewer

6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the

‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 vulnerability to the effects of climate change?
1 1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.
0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions ‘ 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 1 Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?
Contribution- Project
1 1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.
0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.
8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - ‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?
Support to Renewable Energy
1 1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in the

Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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Project Reviewed:
Project Number:
Project Reviewer:

HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment

1

Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo

Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Criteria

Weight Possible Score

low high

Question/Performance Measures

January 2012

Project
Score

Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and sustainable supply to meet current

and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

2 0 4

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and sustainable supply that contributes to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 thousand acre-feet per year for municipal, commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot withdraw from current agricultural
supplies.

. >50,000 acre feet.

. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

N[w[ a0

5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through

develoy of gr storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

es that d ate r bl

d industry standards, state, and

Would the project implement water conservation
beneficial use and maintain consistency with
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapportionment within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

Will the project apply or integrate Resource Management Strategies?

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect correlative gr rights or optil the use of groundwater?

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the RWQCB Basin Plan through

cooperation with stakeholders,

local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

2 0 4

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic
benefits?

2

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.
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Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet

HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment

Project Number:
Project Reviewer:

1

Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo

Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Criteria

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Weight

Possible Score
low high

Question/Performance Measures

Would the project support DACs in disposal and permit requirements;
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

January 2012

Project
Score

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public

health, or creating ec of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.

1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board

Requir or impl to stor BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or improve quality of groundwater resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Goal

Protect and
agricultural

enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal, commercial, industrial, and

land uses.

1. Environmental Enhancements

3

0 6

Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?

2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.

1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.

0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.

2. Integrated Design Elements

RN

Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational
le into the design to achieve fits?

#inle b

1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Flood Protection and Stormwater Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and stormwater management

Management Goal

strategies.

Percent of IRWMP Goal=

4.6%

1. Reduce impacts from
stormwater events

2

Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?

2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.

1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.

0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.

ation

Strategic Considerations for RWM

Plan Imp

1. Public Acceptance/Public |

2|

0

Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?

2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.

0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

2. Cost Effectiveness |

1|12

Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?

4. <$150/af.
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Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet

Project Reviewed: HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment
Project Number: 1
Project Reviewer: Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo

Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Criteria Weight Possible Score

low high

Question/Performance Measures

January 2012

3. $151 to $300/af.
2. $301 - $450/af.
1. >450/af.
3. Equitable cost sharing 2 0 6 Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?
3 2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.
1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.
0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.
4. Promote Economic Does the project provide measurable economic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
Development 3 1 9 economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?
3 2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.
1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.
0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.
Readi to Proceed Category
1. Timeliness 2 ‘ 1 10 Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agr or additional funding?
5 4. Immediate, < 1 Year.
3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.
2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.
1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.
2. Technical Feasibility of Project ‘ 2 ‘ 0 1 Does the project have technical doc ion to I the technical feasibility of the
project?
3 3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.
2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.
1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.
0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.
3. Environmental Compliance 2 | 0 Does the project have envir I doc ion and clearance?
2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.
1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.
0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.
4. Permitting 1 | 0 2 Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits?
2 2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.
1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.
0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.
5. Funding 5 | 0 10 Are the project funding sources well defined?
2 2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.
1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.
0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.
Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria
1. Provides multiple benefits ‘ 5 ‘ 0 5 Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?
1 1=Yes
0= No
2. Involves multiple participants Does the project includ Itiple keholders and participants?
and stakeholders 2 0 4
2 2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.
1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.
0. Projects involves one stakeholder.
3. Provides regional benefits ‘ 2 ‘ 0 2 Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?
1 1=Yes
0= No
4. State Program Preferences | 2 | 0 2 Does the project support meet the state preferences?
1 1=Yes
0= No
5. Statewide Priorities | 2 | 0 2 Does the project support meet the statewide priorities?
1 1=Yes
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0= No

6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the
vulnerability to the effects of climate change?

1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.

0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Contribution- Project

Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?

1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.

0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions -
Support to Renewable Energy

Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in the
Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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Water Supply Goal Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and sustainable supply to meet current
and future demands
1. Effect to agricultural users of Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?
water. 2 0 4
2 2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.
1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.
0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.
2. Improve Water Supply. Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and sustainable supply that contributes to the
3 1 15 regional goal of 50 to 100 thousand acre-feet per year for municipal, commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot withdraw from current agricultural
supplies.
5 5. >50,000 acre feet.
4, 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.
3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.
2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.
1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define. 1.2 MGD approximately 1,300 AFY
3. Protect Surface Water Rights, Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
maintain Colorado River yields. 4 0 8 develop of gr | storage of underruns?
2 2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.
1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.
0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.
4. Conserves Colorado River Would the project implement water conservation es that di rate r bl
Supplies. 4 0 8 beneficial use and i y with established industry lards, state, and
federal requirements?
2 2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.
1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.
0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.
5. Support for in-lieu uses or Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
substitution for Colorado River 4 0 4 use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapportionment within the Imperial Region?
Water.
1 1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.
0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.
6. Integrate Resource 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 6 Will the project apply or integrate Resource Management Strategies?
Management Strategies.
3 2. Integrates five or more RMS.
1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.
0. Less than three RMS.
7. Plan Consistency. Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
2 0 4 UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?
2 2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.
1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.
0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.
8. Groundwater Rights. 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 Will the project protect correlative groundwater rights or optimize the use of groundwater?
2 2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to

prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

May protect ag users by offsetting an industrial

demand, which takes a higher priority.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the RWQCB Basin Plan through

cooperation with stakeholders,

local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use. 2 0 4 Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic
benefits?
2 2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and

provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.
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2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in meeting wastewater disposal and permit requirements;
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water ‘

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating ec of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

4, Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.

1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
Requirements or implement to stormwater BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or improve quality of groundwater resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and

Protect and

enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal, commercial, industrial, and

Enhancement Goal agricultural land uses.
1. Environmental Enhancements 3 o 6 Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?
2 2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.
1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.
0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.
2. Integrated Design Elements ‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational
/[ into the design to achieve multiple benefits?
1 1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Flood Protection and Stormwater Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and stormwater management

Management Goal strategies.
Percent of IRWMP Goal=|4.6%
1. Reduce impacts from Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
2 0 4 .
stormwater events localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?
2 2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.
1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.
0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.
Strategic Considerations for IRWM Plan Impl 1tation
1. Public Acceptance/Public | 3 0 | 6 Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?
2 2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.
0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
2. Cost Effectiveness | 3 | 1 | 12 Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?
4 4. < $150/af.
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3. $151 to $300/af.
2. $301 - $450/af.
1. >450/af. Estimated at approximately $460 per AF for 20 years.
3. Equitable cost sharing 3 o 6 Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?
3 2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.
1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.
0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.
4. Promote Economic Does the project provide measurable economic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
Development 3 1 9 economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?
3 2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.
1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.
0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.
Readi to Proceed Category
1. Timeliness 2 ‘ 1 ‘ 10 Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agr or additional funding?
5 4. Immediate, < 1 Year.
3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.
2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.
1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.
2. Technical Feasibility of Project ‘ 4 ‘ 0 ‘ 12 Does the project have technical doc ion to evall the technical feasibility of the
project?
3 3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.
2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.
1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.
0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives. Project information indicates limited funding to
advance DAC projects, including this one.
3. Environmental Compliance 2 | 0 | 4 Does the project have environmental documentation and clearance?
2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.
1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.
0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.
4. Permitting 1 | 0 | 2 Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits?
2 2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.
1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.
0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.
5. Funding 5 | 0 | 10 Are the project funding sources well defined?
2 2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.
1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.
0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.
Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria
1. Provides multiple benefits ‘ 5 ‘ 0 ‘ 5 Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?
1 1=VYes
0= No
2. Involves multiple participants Does the project include multiple stakeholders and particip ?
and stakeholders 2 0 4
2 2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.
1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.
0. Projects involves one stakeholder.
3. Provides regional benefits ‘ 4 ‘ 0 ‘ 4 Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?
1 1=Yes
0= No
4. State Program Preferences | 2 | 0 | 2 Does the project support meet the state preferences?
1 1=Yes
0= No
5. Statewide Priorities | 2 | 0 | 2 Does the project support meet the statewide priorities?
1 1=Yes
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0= No
6. Climate Change Adaption ‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the
vulnerability to the effects of climate change?
1 1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.
0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions ‘ 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 1 Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?
Contribution- Project
1 1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.
0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.
8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - ‘ 3 ‘ o ‘ 3 Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?
Support to Renewable Energy
1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in the
1 Region or state.
0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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Water Supply Goal Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and sustainable supply to meet current
and future demands
1. Effect to agricultural users of Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?
water. 2 0 4
2 2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.
1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.
0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.
2. Improve Water Supply. Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and sustainable supply that contributes to the
3 1 15 regional goal of 50 to 100 thousand acre-feet per year for municipal, commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot withdraw from current agricultural
supplies.
5 5. >50,000 acre feet.
4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.
3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.
2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.
1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.
3. Protect Surface Water Rights, Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
maintain Colorado River yields. 4 0 8 develoy of gr i storage of underruns?
2 2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.
1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.
0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.
4. Conserves Colorado River Would the project implement water conservation es that di ate r ble
Supplies. 4 0 8 beneficial use and maintain consistency with blished industry standards, state, and
federal requirements?
2 2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.
1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.
0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.
5. Support for in-lieu uses or Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
substitution for Colorado River 4 0 4 use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapportionment within the Imperial Region?
Water.
1 1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.
0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.
6. Integrate Resource 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 6 Will the project apply or integrate Resource Management Strategies?
Management Strategies.
3 2. Integrates five or more RMS.
1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.
0. Less than three RMS.
7. Plan Consistency. Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
2 0 4 UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?
2 2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.
1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.
0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.
8. Groundwater Rights. 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 Will the project protect correlative groundwater rights or optimize the use of groundwater?
2 2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to

prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the RWQCB Basin Plan through

cooperation with stakeholders,

local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

2 0 4

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic
benefits?

2

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

January 2012
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Would the project support DACs in i disp
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend

| and permit requirements;

Colorado River supplies?

January 2012

Reviewer
Score

2 2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.
1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.
0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.
3. Support DACs- Drinking Water ‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 3 Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public 0
health, or creating ec of scale?
2 2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.
1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.
0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.
4. Effect on Existing Waterways 2 | 0 | 4 Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers? 1
2 2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.
1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.
0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.
5. Comply with Total Maximum 1 0 2 Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board o
Daily Loads (TMDLs) Requir or impl to stor BMPs?
) 2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.
1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.
0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.
6. Preserve or Improve 2 0 4 Would the project preserve or improve quality of groundwater resources? 2
2 2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.
1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.
0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.
Environmental Protection and Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal, commercial, industrial, and
Enhancement Goal agricultural land uses.
1. Environmental Enhancements 3 0 6 Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts? @
2 2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.
1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.
0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.
2. Integrated Design Elements 2 0 2 Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational 0
le into the design to achieve Itiple benefits?
1 1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.
0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.
Flood Protection and Stormwater Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and stormwater management
Management Goal strategies.
Percent of IRWMP Goal=|4.6%
1. Reduce impacts from Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
2 0 4 . 1
stormwater events localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?
2 2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.
1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.
0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.
Strategic Considerations for IRWM Plan Impl ation
1. Public Acceptance/Public | 3 | 0 | 6 Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population? 1
2 2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.
0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
2. Cost Effectiveness | 3 | 1 | 12 Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region? 1
4 4. <$150/af.
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3. $151 to $300/af.

2. $301 - $450/af.

1. >450/af.

January 2012

Reviewer
Score

3. Equitable cost sharing 2 0 6 Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits? o
3 2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.
1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.
0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.
4. Promote Economic Does the project provide measurable economic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
Development 3 1 9 economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities? 1
3 2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.
1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.
0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.
Readi to Proceed Category
1. Timeliness 2 ‘ 1 10 Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or 3
program without the need for new agr or additional funding?
5 4. Immediate, < 1 Year.
3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.
2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.
1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.
2. Technical Feasibility of Project ‘ 2 ‘ 0 1 Does the project have technical doc ion to I the technical feasibility of the 1
project?
3 3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.
2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.
1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.
0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.
3. Environmental Compliance 2 | 0 4 Does the project have envir I doc ion and clearance? 0
2 2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.
1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.
0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.
4. Permitting 1 | 0 2 Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits? 1
2 2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.
1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.
0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.
5. Funding 5 | 0 10 Are the project funding sources well defined? 1
2 2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.
1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.
0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.
Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria
1. Provides multiple benefits ‘ 5 ‘ 0 5 Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation, 0
recreation, or other benefits?
1 1=Yes
0= No
2. Involves multiple participants Does the project includ Itiple keholders and participants?
and stakeholders 2 0 4 0
2 2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.
1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.
0. Projects involves one stakeholder.
3. Provides regional benefits ‘ 2 ‘ 0 2 Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder 1
group?
1 1=Yes
0= No
4. State Program Preferences | 2 | 0 2 Does the project support meet the state preferences? 1
1 1=Yes
0= No
5. Statewide Priorities | 2 | 0 2 Does the project support meet the statewide priorities? 1
1 1=Yes
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6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the

‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 vulnerability to the effects of climate change?
1 1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.
0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions ‘ 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 1 Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?
Contribution- Project
1 1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.
0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.
8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - ‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?
Support to Renewable Energy
1 1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in the

Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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Project
Score

Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and sustainable supply to meet current

and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

2 0 4

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and sustainable supply that contributes to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 thousand acre-feet per year for municipal, commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot withdraw from current agricultural
supplies.

. >50,000 acre feet.

. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

N[w[ a0

5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through

develoy of gr storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

es that d ate r bl

d industry standards, state, and

Would the project implement water conservation
beneficial use and maintain consistency with
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapportionment within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

Will the project apply or integrate Resource Management Strategies?

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect correlative gr rights or optil the use of groundwater?

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the RWQCB Basin Plan through

cooperation with stakeholders,

local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

2 0 4

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic
benefits?

2

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.
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Criteria

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Weight

Possible Score
low high

Question/Performance Measures

Would the project support DACs in disposal and permit requirements;
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

January 2012

Project
Score

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public

health, or creating ec of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.

1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board

Requir or impl to stor BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or improve quality of groundwater resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Goal

Protect and
agricultural

enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal, commercial, industrial, and

land uses.

1. Environmental Enhancements

3

0 6

Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?

2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.

1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.

0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.

2. Integrated Design Elements

RN

Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational
le into the design to achieve fits?

#inle b

1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Flood Protection and Stormwater Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and stormwater management

Management Goal

strategies.

Percent of IRWMP Goal=

4.6%

1. Reduce impacts from
stormwater events

2

Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?

2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.

1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.

0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.

ation

Strategic Considerations for RWM

Plan Imp

1. Public Acceptance/Public |

2|

0

Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?

2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.

0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

2. Cost Effectiveness |

1|12

Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?

4. <$150/af.
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3. $151 to $300/af.
2. $301 - $450/af.
1. >450/af.
3. Equitable cost sharing 2 0 6 Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?
3 2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.
1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.
0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.
4. Promote Economic Does the project provide measurable economic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
Development 3 1 9 economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?
3 2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.
1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.
0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.
Readi to Proceed Category
1. Timeliness 2 ‘ 1 10 Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agr or additional funding?
5 4. Immediate, < 1 Year.
3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.
2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.
1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.
2. Technical Feasibility of Project ‘ 2 ‘ 0 1 Does the project have technical doc ion to I the technical feasibility of the
project?
3 3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.
2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.
1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.
0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.
3. Environmental Compliance 2 | 0 Does the project have envir I doc ion and clearance?
2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.
1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.
0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.
4. Permitting 1 | 0 2 Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits?
2 2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.
1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.
0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.
5. Funding 5 | 0 10 Are the project funding sources well defined?
2 2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.
1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.
0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.
Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria
1. Provides multiple benefits ‘ 5 ‘ 0 5 Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?
1 1=Yes
0= No
2. Involves multiple participants Does the project includ Itiple keholders and participants?
and stakeholders 2 0 4
2 2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.
1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.
0. Projects involves one stakeholder.
3. Provides regional benefits ‘ 2 ‘ 0 2 Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?
1 1=Yes
0= No
4. State Program Preferences | 2 | 0 2 Does the project support meet the state preferences?
1 1=Yes
0= No
5. Statewide Priorities | 2 | 0 2 Does the project support meet the statewide priorities?
1 1=Yes

190f 24



Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet

Project Reviewed:
Project Number:
Project Reviewer:

Criteria

HPUD WWTP Upgrade to Tertiary Treatment

1

Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo
Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Weight Possible Score
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January 2012

0= No

6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the
vulnerability to the effects of climate change?

1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.

0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Contribution- Project

Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?

1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.

0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions -
Support to Renewable Energy

Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in the
Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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January 2012

Reviewer Two
Reviewer
Comments

Water Supply Goal Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and sustainable supply to meet current
and future demands
1. Effect to agricultural users of Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?
water. 2 0 4
2 2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.
1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.
0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.
2. Improve Water Supply. Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and sustainable supply that contributes to the
3 1 15 regional goal of 50 to 100 thousand acre-feet per year for municipal, commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot withdraw from current agricultural
supplies.
5 5. >50,000 acre feet.
4, 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.
3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.
2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.
1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define. 1.2 MGD Capacity is equivalent to 1,344 AFY
3. Protect Surface Water Rights, Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
maintain Colorado River yields. 4 0 8 develop of gr | storage of underruns?
2 2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.
1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.
0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.
4. Conserves Colorado River Would the project implement water conservation es that di rate r bl
Supplies. 4 0 8 beneficial use and i 'y with established industry lards, state, and
federal requirements?
2 2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.
1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.
0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial |Tertiary Treated water would be available for
use. industrial demand.
5. Support for in-lieu uses or Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
substitution for Colorado River 4 0 4 use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapportionment within the Imperial Region?
Water.
1 1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.
0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.
6. Integrate Resource 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 6 Will the project apply or integrate Resource Management Strategies?
Management Strategies.
3 2. Integrates five or more RMS.
1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.
0. Less than three RMS.
7. Plan Consistency. Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
2 0 4 UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?
2 2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.
1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.
0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.
8. Groundwater Rights. 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 Will the project protect correlative groundwater rights or optimize the use of groundwater?
2 2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to

prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Project may offset an industrial demand of higher
priority.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the RWQCB Basin Plan through

cooperation with stakeholders,

local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use. 2 0 4 Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic
benefits?
2 2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and

provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

Project is to treat wastewater to match with
industrial use to offset demand.
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Weight

Possible Score

low high
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Reviewer Two
Reviewer

Comments

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in meeting wastewater disposal and permit requirements;
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating ec of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

4, Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.

1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.

Treated water is designated for industrial use not

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

environmental use.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
Requirements or implement to stormwater BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or improve quality of groundwater resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and

Protect and

enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal, commercial, industrial, and

Enhancement Goal agricultural land uses.
1. Environmental Enhancements 3 o 6 Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?
2 2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.
1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other Based on Project Informatin, it is uncertain if Project
project impacts. will provide any regional suply for environmental
0. Project does not increase or improve habitat. water use or support habitat.
2. Integrated Design Elements 2 0 2 Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational
/[ into the design to achieve multiple benefits?
1 1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Flood Protection and Stormwater Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and stormwater management

Management Goal strategies.
Percent of IRWMP Goal=|4.6%
1. Reduce impacts from Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
2 0 4 .
stormwater events localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?
2 2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.
1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.
0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.
Strategic Considerations for IRWM Plan Impl 1tation
1. Public Acceptance/Public | 3 0 | 6 Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?
2 2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.
0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
2. Cost Effectiveness | 3 | 1 | 12 Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?
4 4. < $150/af.
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Criteria Weight Possible Score Question/Performance Measures Reviewer
low high Comments

3. $151 to $300/af. - : - pr— .
ough annual costs o er AF for 20 years for
2. $301 - 3450/af. the 5VWTP upgraded were eZtimated bade on Projec
1. >450/af. Information
3. Equitable cost sharing 3 o 6 Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?
3 2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.
1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.
0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.
4. Promote Economic Does the project provide measurable economic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
Development 3 1 9 economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?
3 2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.
1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.
0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.
Readi to Proceed Category
1. Timeliness 2 ‘ 1 ‘ 10 Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agr or additional funding?
5 4. Immediate, < 1 Year.
3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.
2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.
1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.
2. Technical Feasibility of Project ‘ 4 ‘ 0 ‘ 12 Does the project have technical doc ion to evall the technical feasibility of the
project?
3 3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.
2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.
1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.
0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives. Project information indicates limited funding to
advance DAC projects, including this one.
3. Environmental Compliance 2 | 0 | 4 Does the project have environmental documentation and clearance?
2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.
1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.
0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.
4. Permitting 1 | 0 | 2 Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits?
2 2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.
1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.
0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.
5. Funding 5 | 0 | 10 Are the project funding sources well defined?
2 2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.
1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.
0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.
Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria
1. Provides multiple benefits ‘ 5 ‘ 0 ‘ 5 Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?
1 1=Yes Limited to WWTP improvement at one DAC and help
0= No with water quality of discharge to drain.
2. Involves multiple participants Does the project include multiple stakeholders and particip ?
and stakeholders 2 0 4
2 2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.
1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.
0. Projects involves one stakeholder.
3. Provides regional benefits ‘ 4 ‘ 0 ‘ 4 Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?
1 1=Yes One DAC community that may provide treated water
0= No for industrial uses.
4. State Program Preferences | 2 | 0 | 2 Does the project support meet the state preferences?
1 1=Yes
0= No
5. Statewide Priorities | 2 | 0 | 2 Does the project support meet the statewide priorities?
1 1=Yes
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Criteria Weight Possible Score Question/Performance Measures Reviewer
low high Comments
0= No
6. Climate Change Adaption ‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the
vulnerability to the effects of climate change?
1 1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.
0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions ‘ 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 1 Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?
Contribution- Project
1 1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.
0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.
8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - ‘ 3 ‘ o ‘ 3 Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?
Support to Renewable Energy
1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in the
1 Region or state.
0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state. Project information indicates purpose is to provide a
water supply for geothermal industry.
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Reviewer
Comments

Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and
sustainable supply to meet current and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

Project is to develop 50,000 AFY desalination plant to
treat brackish surface water from the Alamo River or
from 11D drains.

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and supply that il to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 -feet per year for commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot from current agri supplies.

5. >50,000 acre feet.

4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

The project will treat brackish water from drain and
deviler to suitable use. The Project Information does
not define if the brackish drain water is in need of
replacement or needs to be mitigated. The treated
water would go to uses to offset delivery of CO River
Water.

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
development of groundwater storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

There is potential for this project to be integrated
with other projects to include storage.

Project provides use of CO River, but, does not
provide for storage in District. CO River water is
stored in the river system and exchange in delivery.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

Would the project implement water conservation that de bl
beneficial use and maintain c i with d industry , state, and
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

Desal of drain water results in water available for
additional beneficial uses.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapporti within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a

Project would create a source of supply from brackish
surface water from the Alamo River and IID drains,
which conceivably Colorado River water.

substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

Will the project apply or integi Resource

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect ive gi rights or optir the use of g

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

The produced water would be conveyed to IID
conveyance facilities for distribution to agricultural
users as a substitute for using Colorado River water.
If ag users use groundwater this water supply could
protect and optimize groundwater use.

Project matches desal drain water with non-
agricultural uses that are not presently part of the
overlying groundwater users. This helps to prevent
and address overdraft as long as the drain water was
not already part of the groundwater balance.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the
RWAQCB Basin Plan through cooperation with stakeholders, local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic

benefits?

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in i disposal and permit requil H
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

This project could assist in creating economic benefits|
by supplying a variety of projects with water as well
as create a source of supply for ag users.

The project is to treat drain water, not wastewater.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating economies of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

There is potential for assisting in creating an
economy of scale if water is provided for industrial
use.

Project is to treat drain water; does not address
drinking water for DACs.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.
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Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Criteria

Question/Performance Measures

1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments

Reviewer
Score

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

Based on the Project Information, poor quality drain
water is to be cleaned up using desal.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
quil orimple to BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

Based on the Project Information, TMDLs or

Not discussed on project submittal form.

implenting a stormwater BMP not it

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or imp quality of g resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Goal
1. Environmental Enhancements

Based on Project Information, project is to make
available a reclaimed water supply thru desal of drain
water source.

Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal,
commerecial, industrial, and agricultural land uses.

Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?

2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.

1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.

0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.

No indication in the Project Information that the
project will improve habitat.

2. Integrated Design Elements

Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational elements

into the design to achieve multiple benefits?

1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Flood Protection and Stormwater
Management Goal

Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and
stormwater management strategies.

1. Reduce impacts from
stormwater events

Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?

2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.

1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.

0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.

Strategic Considerations for IRWM
1. Public Acceptance/Public

Plan Implementation

Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?

2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.

0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

Uncertain based on Project Information

2. Cost Effectiveness

Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?

4. < $150/af.

3. $151 to $300/af.

2. $301 - $450/af.

1. >450/af.

Cost is listed as $466/AF

3. Equitable cost sharing

Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?

2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.

1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.

0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.

Not provided on project submittal form.

It is anticipated all costs for desal of drain water
would be paid thru fees for new industrial uses.

4. Promote Economic
Development

Does the project provide ic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?

2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.

1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.

0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.

Based on projections in Project Information,
uncertain if and when geothermal energy will be
developed.

Readiness to Proceed Category

1. Timeliness

Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agreements or additional funding?

4. Immediate, < 1 Year.

3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.

2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.

1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.

2. Technical Feasibility of Project

to the technic

Does the project have technical d
project?

| feasibility of the

3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.

2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.

1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.

0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.

Information included in Draft IID Plan

3. Environmental Compliance

Does the project have environmental documentation and clearance?

2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.

1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.

20f3



Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet January 2012

Project Reviewed: Keystone Desalination with 11D Drail /Alamo River Source (50 KAFY)

Project Number: 2
Project Reviewer: Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo

Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Criteria Question/Performance Measures Reviewer Reviewer Reviewer Reviewer
Score Comments Score Comments
0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.

4. Permitting Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits? 0 0
2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.
1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.

0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.

5. Funding Are the project funding sources well defined? 0 0
2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.

1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.

0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.

Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria

1. Provides multiple benefits Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?

1=Yes

0=No

2. Involves multiple participants | Does the project include
and stakeholders

and particif ?

2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.

1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.

0. Projects involves one stakeholder. Project Information i ifies 11D only.
3. Provides regional benefits Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?

1=Yes

0= No

4. State Program Preferences Does the project support meet the state preferences? 1 1

1=Yes
0=No
5. Statewide Priorities Does the project support meet the statewide priorities? 1 1

1=Yes

0= No

6. Climate Change Adaption Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the vulnerability
to the effects of climate change?
1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.
0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?
Contribution- Project

1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.
0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?
Support to Renewable Energy

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in
the Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state. This is discussed explicity on the project submittal
form.
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Criteria

Question/Performance Measures

Reviewer

January 2012

Reviewer

Comments

Comments

Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and
sustainable supply to meet current and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

The project does not propose to affect water supply for either
agricultural or municipal use. The explanation of the project's
water supply benefit appears to benefit ecosystem restoration
moreso than water supply.

The New River Bioremediation project, once
operational, would supply water to an environment
use and benefit agriculture thru improvement of
water quality of the component of the New River
that is related to ag return flows.

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, ifi and supply that il to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 thousand acre-feet per year for municipal, commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot withdraw from current agricultural
supblie:

5. >50,000 acre feet.

. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

4,
3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.
2
1

. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

No water supply amount is discussed.

No water supply yield estimate provided in project
submital form.

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through

I of g storage of

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

The project lists GW storage as an aspect of a met DWR RMS,
however no further information is provided at this time. It
appears GW storage would be additive to this project, and not a
direct goal of this project. This is not to say groundwater storage
is not a viable option for clean water from this system at this time.

The location of the Project and connectivity to an
underlying gw basin for storage of CO River Supply is
not clearly defined.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

Would the project impl water i that d bl
beneficial use and maintair with ished industry ds, state, and
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

No supporting documentation was provided at this time. There is
a beneficial use for wetland habitats that is in herent in this
project and this score will most likely change once supporting

is provided.

The Project would conserve local water thru
conversion of poor quality water into supply usable
for a new environmental demand/use. Therefore, it
may not add to the CO River Supply since it is not

being delivered in place of an existing ag demand.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a
current use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapportionment within the Imperial
Reaion?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a

The project states the 'clean’ water would be used for constructed
wetlands developed for wildlife habitat restoration and therefore
does not act as a substitute for Colorado River supplies.

See previous comment.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.
Will the project apply or integ Resource gi

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

This project claimed 14 Regional Management Strategies (RMS)
were satisfied by this project. The finding of this researcher is the
project meets 7 of the total RMS listed.

This Project has claims several RMS, however, they
are not directly connected nor strongly supported.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

Concept to reduce waste nutrients from tributaries
entering the Salton Sea is supported in Salton Sea
planning.

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect ive g rights or
groundwater?

the use of

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the
RWQCB Basin Plan through cooperation with stakeholders, local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic
benefits?

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source
water not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

The project hopes to treat New River water for habitat
remediation.

Project is to evaluate field scale of treatment process
and is expecting to provide some level of economic
benefit.

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in meeting wastewater disposal and permit requirements;
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of
scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

The direct benefit of this Project supporting DAC
wastewater disposal is not clearly identified in the
Project Information.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating economies of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

Drinking water standards are not discussed as a goal or benefit of
this project.

The direct benefit of this Project supporting DAC
drinking water standards is not clearly identified in
the Project Information.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.

1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

Project intends to improve the water quality.

This Project is capable of positive effect on water
quality of drain water.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
quil oril to BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.
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Question/Performance Measures

Reviewer

Reviewer

Reviewer

January 2012

Reviewer

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

Score

Comments

Project does not discuss TMDLs or stormwater BMPs..

Score

Comments

Does not apply to Project

2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.

1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval;
no defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.

0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance

and operations.

Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria

6. Preserve or Improve Would the project preserve or improve quality of groundwater resources? 0 1
2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect
existing water quality.
1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.
0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant Based on the Project information, it protects existing
impacts to existing water quality. Project does not discuss improving groundwater resources. wq but does not directly improve gw quality.
Environmental Protection and Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal,
Enhancement Goal commercial, industrial, and agricultural land uses.
1. Environmental Enhancements |Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts? 2 2
2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.
1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
[project impacts. Project intends to increase/improve habitate by constructing Project will imoprove habitat and could support
0. Project does not increase or improve habitat. wetlands and removing waste nutrients from the water. mitigation of other project impacts.
2. Integrated Design Elements Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational 0 1
elements into the desian to achieve multiple benefits?
1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits. . . . -
Project discusses recreational elements as a possibility, however
0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits. there is no final design with those aspects provided at this time.
Flood Protection and Stormwater Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and
Management Goal stormwater management strategies.
1. Reduce impacts from Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
stormwater events localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas? 8 8
2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.
1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.
The project does not appear to reduce or significantly affect Exact location of Project is unknown and stated
0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property. economic damages or protect life or property from stormwater purpose is primarily for water quality treatment, not
damages in particular. flood retentioin.
Strategic Considerations for IRWM Plan Implem
1. Public Acceptance/Public Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population? 0 0
2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.
0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region. Not discussed in the project submittal form. None stated in the Project information
2. Cost Effectiveness Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region? 0 0
4. <$150/af.
3. $151 to $300/af.
2. $301 - $450/af.
1. >450/af. No cost per acre foot is provided No cost per af provided in Project information.
3. Equitable cost sharing Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits? 0 2
2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.
1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of
the costs borne by new users.
0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly Since all identified funding is either grant or local
equal proportions. Not discussed in the project submittal form. cost share, no effect on current rate base.
4. Promote Economic Does the project provide measurable economic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
Development economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities? 1 1
2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Clear documentation.
1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation. This project has potential for creating jobs as well as new
0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue industries (fertilizers, energy source, nutraceuticals, etc.) if the Project information states potential for economic
generation. No solid documentation. yields favorable results. activity, limited i
Readiness to Proceed Category
1. Timeliness Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or 4 4
program without the need for new aareements or additional fundina?
4. Immediate, <1 Year.
3. NearTerm, 1to 3 Years to develop.
2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.
1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop. Project sponsor is in place.
2. Technical Feasibility of Project |Does the project have ical de ion to I the tech | feasibility of the 1 1
project?
3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.
2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies,
but incomplete or partial designs.
1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.
0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.
3. Environmental Compliance Does the project have environmental documentation and clearance? 1 0
2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.
1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.
0. There are no studies or leted environmental documentation. This was not provided to us. Exact site location not i
4. Permitting Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits? 1 0
2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.
1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place. R e eyl i s sy tasen
0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule. or scheduled
5. Funding Are the project funding sources well defined? 1 1

of a local cost match and proposed
budget, but no documented funding source.
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Criteria

Question/Performance Measures

Reviewer

Reviewer

Reviewer

January 2012

Reviewer

1. Provides multiple benefits

Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,

recreation, or other benefits?

Score

1=Yes

0= No

Comments

Score

Comments

2. Involves multiple participants
and stakeholders

Does the project include multiple stakeholders and participants?

2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.

1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.

0. Projects involves one stakeholder.

Projecst lists other governmental agencies as funding
sources.

3. Provides regional benefits

Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited
stakeholder aroup?

1=Yes

0= No

4. State Program Preferences

Does the project support meet the state preferences?

PTOJECTTNTOTITETIONT STates oMty 0 auaTess DAT
needs, which is not well supported and the project is
not elible for storm water and flood managmeent

funding.

5. Statewide Priorities

Drought prepardness and DAC benefits are not
supported.

6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the

vulnerability to the effects of climate change?

1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.

0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.

Very minimal positive effect.

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Contribution- Project

Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?

1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.

0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.

This is unknown at this time. The production of methane as a
byproduct could affect GHG levels in the region.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions -
Support to Renewable Energy

Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in
the Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.

This is unknown at this time. It is a possibility.

Minimal component of potential for methane gas
use.
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Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and
sustainable supply to meet current and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

Intent of project is to provide 25,000 afy of new
supply, which could benefit ag water supplies.

Project is to develop 25 KAFY desalination using well
field and groundwater.

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and i supply that il to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 -feet per year for commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot from current agri supplies.

5. >50,000 acre feet.

4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

25,000 afy as stated

The project will use desal to treat groundwater. The
treated water would go to uses to offset delivery of
CO River Water.

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
development of groundwater storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

Project provides use of CO River, but, does not
provide for storage in District. CO River water is
stored in the river system and exchanged in delivery.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

Would the project implement water conservation that de bl
beneficial use and maintain c i with ished industry , state, and
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

Desal of groundwater results in water available for
additional beneficial uses.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapporti within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

Will the project apply or integi Resource

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect ive gi rights or optir the use of g

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Project matches desal of groundwater with non-
agricultural uses. This project may not help to
prevent and address overdraft since it is making use
of groundwater, however, it depends on if the
groundwater to be used as the desal supply is
counted in the groundwater balance.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the
RWAQCB Basin Plan through cooperation with stakeholders, local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic

benefits?

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in i disposal and permit requil H
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

The project is to desal groundwater, not wastewater.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating economies of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

Project is to desal groundwater and has the
possibility of addressing drinking water for DACs.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.
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1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments

Reviewer
Score

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

Based on the Project Information, groundwater is to
be cleaned up using desal.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
quil orimple to BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

Based on the Project Information, TMDLs or

Not in project submittal form.

implenting a stormwater BMP not it

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or imp quality of g resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Goal
1. Environmental Enhancements

Based on Project Information, project is to make use
of poor quality groundwater, but, not necessarily
improve it or protect it.

Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal,
commerecial, industrial, and agricultural land uses.

Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?

2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.

1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.

0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.

No indication in the Project Information that the
project will improve habitat.

2. Integrated Design Elements

Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational elements

into the design to achieve multiple benefits?

1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Flood Protection and Stormwater
Management Goal

Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and
stormwater management strategies.

1. Reduce impacts from
stormwater events

Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?

2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.

1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.

0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.

Strategic Considerations for IRWM
1. Public Acceptance/Public

Plan Implementation

Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?

2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.

0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

Uncertain based on Project Information

2. Cost Effectiveness

Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?

4. < $150/af.

3. $151 to $300/af.

2. $301 - $450/af.

1. >450/af.

Listed cost at $480/AF

3. Equitable cost sharing

Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?

2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.

1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.

0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.

Not discussed on project submittal form.

It is uncertain if all costs for desal of groundwater
would be paid thru fees for new industrial uses or
shared by local rate payers.

4. Promote Economic
Development

Does the project provide ic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?

2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.

1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.

0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.

Based on projections in Project Information,
uncertain if and whennew uses, such as, geothermal
energy will be developed.

Readiness to Proceed Category

1. Timeliness

Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agreements or additional funding?

4. Immediate, < 1 Year.

3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.

2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.

1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.

2. Technical Feasibility of Project

to the technic

Does the project have technical d
project?

| feasibility of the

3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.

2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.

1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.

0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.

1D Draft Plan

3. Environmental Compliance

Does the project have environmental documentation and clearance?

2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.

1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.
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0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.

Reviewer
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Reviewer
Comments
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January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

4. Permitting

Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits?

2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.

1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.

0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.

5. Funding

Are the project funding sources well defined?

2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.

1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.

0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.

Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Cri
1. Provides multiple benefits

teria

Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?

1=Yes

0=No

2. Involves multiple participants
and stakeholders

Does the project include and particif ?

2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.

1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.

Project Information identifies 11D and other

interested parties for regional geothermal energy

0. Projects involves one stakeholder.

3. Provides regional benefits

Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?

1=Yes

0= No

4. State Program Preferences

Does the project support meet the state preferences?

1=Yes

0=No

5. Statewide Priorities

Does the project support meet the statewide priorities?

1=Yes

0= No

6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the vulnerability

to the effects of climate change?

1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.

0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Contribution- Project

Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?

1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.

0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions -
Support to Renewable Energy

Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in
the Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and
sustainable supply to meet current and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and supply that il to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 -feet per year for commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot from current agri supplies.

5. >50,000 acre feet.

4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

approximately 100 afy is estimated to be saved, and
approximately 92 acre feet (30 MG) of storage would

Project information predicts a 0.100 mgd saving from
the WTP that will reduce demands from the CO River
water system by 36.5 million gallons / year. This

be available with the storage tank.

estimate is i to 112 acft/yr.

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
development of groundwater storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

There is potential for storage and extension of
Colorado River supplies for a very limited amount of
time.

Project provides an estimated 112 acft/yr saved
water, but, does not add storage capacity of CO River
Supply.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

Would the project implement water conservation that de bl
beneficial use and maintain c i with d industry , state, and
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

Project is a facility improvement that results in some
water conservation, not necessarily a large scale
water conservation measure.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapporti within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

A very limited supply.

An estimated 112 acft/yr would be saved.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

Will the project apply or integi Resource

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

City's capital improvement program.

Part of City of Brawley Capital Improvement Program

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect ive gi rights or optir the use of g

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Not applicable with this project.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the
RWAQCB Basin Plan through cooperation with stakeholders, local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic

benefits?

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in i disposal and permit requil H
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

Uncertain if community is currently out of
compliance. Possibility of creating a limited term
economy of scale during construction, could assist in
extending a small amount of Colorado River supply.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating economies of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

Could potentially create a limited term economy of

Improves performance of existing raw water

scale.

tr plant.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.
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1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments

Reviewer
Score

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

5. Comply with Total Maximum

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board

2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.

Daily Loads (TMDLs) q or to BMPs? o s
2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.
1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.
0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs. Poject is specific to meeting the needs of drinking
water for DAC area.
6. Preserve or Improve Would the project preserve or imp quality of g resources? 1 1
2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.
1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.
0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality. Not applicable with this project.
Environmental Protection and Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal,
Enhancement Goal commerecial, industrial, and agricultural land uses.
1. Environmental Enhancements |Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts? 9 9
2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.
1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.
0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.
2. Integrated Design Elements Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational elements 0 0
into the design to achieve multiple benefits?
1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.
0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.
Flood Protection and Stormwater Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and
Management Goal stormwater management strategies.
1. Reduce impacts from Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
stormwater events localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas? 2 &
2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.
1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.
0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.
Strategic Considerations for IRWM Plan Implementation
1. Public Acceptance/Public Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population? 0 1
2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.
1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region. Based on Project Information, not enough evidence
0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region. to score higher.
2. Cost Effectiveness Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region? 4 2
4. < $150/af.
If the project cost was all associated with the saved
3. $151 to $300/af. water, then the cost per acft/yr saved as the "yield" is
high. Cost of project associated with the local rate
2. $301- $450/af. At $4,000,000 over a 20 year period and assuming 92 payer of volume of treated water was not provided in
1. >450/af. afy, the approximate cost per acre foot of water the Project Information, thus, a score associated with
would be $108. "low-cost" per acft was not ji
3. Equitable cost sharing Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits? @ 9
2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.
1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.
0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions. Not provided on project submittal form. Uncertain who will have ability to pay for costs.
4. Promote Economic Does the project provide ic b fits to Imperial Region in terms of net
Development economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities? 1 0
2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.
1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.
0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue Could create limited term construction jobs and a Constructing the improvements to the WTP would be
generation. No solid documentation. few permanent mail e positi the positive economic activity.
Readiness to Proceed Category
1. Timeliness Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or 3 3
program without the need for new agreements or additional funding?
4. Immediate, <1 Year.
3. NearTerm, 1to 3 Years to develop.
2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.
1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.
2. Technical Feasibility of Project |Does the project have technical doc to the of the 1 1
project?
3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.
2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.
1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed. Although technical reports not completed, the scope
0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives. of work is well know and have been completed in
similar itie:
3. Environmental Compliance Does the project have environmental documentation and clearance? 0 0
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1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.

0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments

are not

Envir

January 2012

d to be

difficult or complex.

4. Permitting

Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits?

2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.

1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.

0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.

5. Funding

Are the project funding sources well defined?

2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.

1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.

0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.

Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Cri
1. Provides multiple benefits

iteria

Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?

1=Yes

0= No

2. Involves multiple participants
and stakeholders

Does the project include and particif

2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.

1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.

0. Projects involves one stakeholder.

11D and City of Brawley

3. Provides regional benefits

Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?

1=Yes

0=No

Limited to area served by City of Brawley

4. State Program Preferences

Does the project support meet the state preferences?

1=Yes

0= No

Critical water supply needs of a DAC withi

in region

5. Statewide Priorities

Does the project support meet the statewide priorities?

1=Yes

0=No

Addresses the safe drinking water needs

of a DAC

6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the vulnerability
to the effects of climate change?

1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.

0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Contribution- Project

Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?

1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.

0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions -
Support to Renewable Energy

Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in
the Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and
sustainable supply to meet current and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

This project proposes to upgrade a treatment plant to
relieve a 5.9 MGD demand currently on Colorado
River water and provide a new source of water for
industrial demand. However it is not clearly stated if
that relief would benefit agricultural users
specifically.

Project reduces 1 for CO River Water

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and supply that il to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 -feet per year for commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot from current agri supplies.

5. >50,000 acre feet.

4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

5.9 mgd ~ 6,500afy

5.9 MGD converts to 6,500 AF/YR

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
development of groundwater storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

The purpose of the upgrade is to provide a water
source for a geothermal energy plant. It is doubtful
the project would be altered to include groundwater
storage.

Project helps with reclaiming wastewater, already
delivered source water, which then offsets demands
on CO River. It does not add to GW storage.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

Would the project implement water conservation that de bl
beneficial use and maintain c i with d industry , state, and
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

As stated in the project submital form the project
would recycle water for use in a geothermal plant, as
well as remain in compliance with its existing NPDES
permit. Conservation is applicable through
wastewater treatment.

Reason for score of 1 is the uncertainty of place for
reclaimed water to be delivered. Once a geothermal
plant is located to be built, project would score
higher.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapporti within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

This project specifically states the water treated
would alleviate Colorado River supply demand and be
reapportioned as industrial demand for geothermal
energy development, however this water is
considered a "new" source of supply for (presumably)
an as-yet built geothermal plant.

Although overall water balance may not change, the
treated water could replace CO River Water
deliveries to future geothermal, thus matching a
reclaimed water to an inducstiral use.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

Will the project apply or integi Resource

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

Proejct Information sheet unclear, however,
reclaimed water project concepts are part of

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan. Unknown UWMPs.
8. Groundwater Rights. Will the project protect ive gi rights or optir the use of g
2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.
1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.
0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have Project replaces demand for CO River Water; which
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft. Ui reduces reliance on gw. !

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the
RWAQCB Basin Plan through cooperation with stakeholders, local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic

benefits?

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

Project intends to treat wastewater (poor quality
source water) for the purposes of supporting
geothermal energy

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in i disposal and permit requil H
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

Unsure if community is out of compliance with
requirements. This project could create an economy
of scale and if it does not could in turn extend the
Colorado River supply.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating economies of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

The purpose of the project is not to provide drinking
water to any community. The project could be
altered to do so but does not at this time.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.

Proiect intends to unerade from secondarv to

Increased level of treatment would nrovide some
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1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

Reviewer

Comments

reclaimed water standards as well as remain in
compliance with NPDES, which indicates an added
benefit.

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments
benefit, however, the existing improvements are to
meet NPDES Permit requirements; future
imporvements may not add more benefit.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
quil orimple to BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

Already complies with site specific NPDES and
presumably in line with the RWQCB. Because the
project intends to remain in compliance it does not
improve compliance with established TMDLs or
stormwater BMPs. Stormwater BMP compliance is
unknown at this time.

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or imp quality of g resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Goal
1. Environmental Enhancements

Water from this project is intended for a geothermal
plant and not for groundwater remediation, use,
recharge, etc.

Project not direclty improving gw quality; does match
reclaimed water with use.

Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal,
commerecial, industrial, and agricultural land uses.

Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?

2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.

1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.

0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.

Not included on the project submittal form.

2. Integrated Design Elements

Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational elements

into the design to achieve multiple benefits?

1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Not included on the project submittal form.

Flood Protection and Stormwater
Management Goal

Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and
stormwater management strategies.

1. Reduce impacts from
stormwater events

Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?

2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.

1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.

0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.

Not included on the project submittal form.

Strategic Considerations for IRWM
1. Public Acceptance/Public

Plan Implementation

Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?

2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.

0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

This project intends to expand on the geothermal
energy industry while reducing the demand on
Colorado River supplies. This will potentially create
an economic boost as well as alleviate agricultural
pressures and possible

2. Cost Effectiveness

Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?

4. < $150/af.

3. $151 to $300/af.

2. $301 - $450/af.

1. >450/af.

Not included on the project submittal form. The
project costs $12.5 million and provides
approximately 6,500 afy, over the course of 20 years
the cost per acre foot would be approximately $100.

Rough estimate ~$100/AF additional cost based on
total estimated costs stated in the Project
Information Form of $12,500,000. Roughly $650,000
per year over 20 years for 6,500 af-yr yield. Or,
~100/af increase in cost for reclaimed water
treatment.

3. Equitable cost sharing

Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?

2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.

1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.

0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.

Not included on the project submittal form.

This is an assumption that the project would be paid
for by those who benefit. It is not clearly defined in
the Project Information sheet.

4. Promote Economic
Development

Does the project provide ic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?

2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.

1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.

0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.

If a geothermal plant is constructed based on the
amount of water provided by this plant then yes.
However, it should be a requirement that this water
is used for that purpose to provide the most
economic benefit to the region.

Readiness to Proceed Category

1. Timeliness

Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agreements or additional funding?

4. Immediate, < 1 Year.

3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.

2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.

1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.

As provided on the project submittal form.

Funding sources are not developed or clrearly
identified.

2. Technical Feasibility of Project

Does the project have technical d ion to the technical feasibility of the
project?

3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.

2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.

1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.

0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.

This project has a draft alternative study as well as
conceptual drawings, however no reconnaissance or
feasibility study has been designed.

Draft alternative study and conceptural drawing are
in place.

3. Environmental Compliance

Does the project have environmental documentation and clearance?

2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.

1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.
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0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments
Not included on the project submittal form.

Reviewer
Score

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

4. Permitting Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits? 0 0
2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.
1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.
0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule. Not included on the project submittal form.
5. Funding Are the project funding sources well defined? 1 0
2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.
1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.
0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and Not seeking Prop 84 or 1E funds, have obtained half
operations. of the total cost.
Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Criteria
1. Provides multiple benefits Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation, 1 1
oo eaion oo otbosdonofiaa]) Project intends to provide 5.9 mgd, maintain NPDES
1=Yes water quality standards as outlined in existing NPDES
0= No permit, assists in water conservation, and promotes
economic development.
2. Involves multiple participants | Does the project include keholders and particip
and stakeholders @ v
2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.
1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.
0. Projects involves one stakeholder.
3. Provides regional benefits Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder 1 o
group?
1=Yes Provides regional benefit in alleviating demand on
0= No Colorado River supplies.
4. State Program Preferences Does the project support meet the state preferences? 1 i e e TRy ressihe @ ST e 1
1=Yes related conflice by providing a water supply of 5.9
mgd and alleviating demand on Colorado River
0=No water. Only meets 1
5. Statewide Priorities Does the project support meet the statewide priorities? 1 1
This project uses and re-uses water more efficiently.
1=Yes This project should be integrated with the
0= No geothermal energy industry to meet the multi-
benefit project. Only meets 1
6. Climate Change Adaption Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the vulnerability o 0
to the effects of climate change?
1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.
0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change. Not included on the project submittal form.
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region? 1 1
Contribution- Project
1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
|projects.
0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.
Unknown
8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State? 1 1

Support to Renewable Energy

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in
the Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.

Yes, the project will provide a water supply for the
purposes of expanding the geothermal energy
industry in the region.

Project provides water supply to potential renewable
energy.

30f3



Imperial IRWMP Project Review Score Sheet

Project Reviewed:
Project Number:
Project Reviewer:

City of Brawley Water Meter Project

12

Melissa Cansdale/Sam Schaeffer Combo

Imperial IRWMP Project Evaluation and Ranking Criteria

Criteria

Question/Performance Measures

Reviewer
Comments

January 2012

Reviewer

Comments

Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and
sustainable supply to meet current and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

Project states a conservation of 1 mgd if
impl d, which to appr

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

1,120 afy. Unsure of benefits to agricultural users, not|
specifically stated in the project submittal form.
There COULD be a positive impact by offsetting the
need for urban delivery and reapportioning water to
agricultural users.

Conserved water reduces demand on CO River Water
delivery.

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and supply that il to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 -feet per year for commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot from current agri supplies.

5. >50,000 acre feet.

4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

Only calculates to 1,120 afy, but does not truly
provide a new supply as conserve an old one.

1MGD equates to 1120 AF/YR

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
development of groundwater storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

Does not discuss storage or use of the Colorado River
Supply.

Project has potential to reduce demand of CO River
Supply

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

Would the project implement water conservation that de bl
beneficial use and maintain c i with d industry , state, and
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

The project would adequately monitor usage
throughout the city, howeer supporting
documentation of a resaonable and beneficial use
was not provided.

Water conservation resulting from metering is.
consistent with state requirements.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapporti within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a

It does not appear this project would create a source
of supply, but would rather more closely monitor the
use for which the water is already intended. It is not
clear as to what other use the proposed savings
would be used.

Project has potential to reduce demand of CO River
Supply.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

Will the project apply or integi Resource

TTTS PTOJETT TS ENETOTE ToT % T e TIVE TIVIS TCTTSTET™
1. Conveyance Improvement-Yes-water meters will
provide a representation of water use in the system
and allow for conservation measures to be in place.

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

2. Urban Water Use Efficiency-Yes-monitors urban
water use

3. Industrial Process Water Use Efficiency-Yes-
monitors industrial use

4. Water Exchanges-Yes-an accurate representation
of water use in the system will assist in water
exchanges

5. Drinking Water Treatment-No-this project does not
discuss improving water treatment or water quality

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

Project is identified in the Capital Improvement Plan
for 2012

Capital improvement plan and metering in required
element of UWMP

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect ¢ ive gi rights or the use of g

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Does not discuss groundwater.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the
RWAQCB Basin Plan through cooperation with stakeholders, local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic

benefits?

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

Project does not intend to make beneficial use of
poor quality water. Economic benefit may arise from
meter use, however it is not stated in this project.

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in i disposal and permit requil H
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

Not discussed in project submittal.

Meterinf of potable water, not wastewater.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public

health, or creating economies of scale?
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2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments

Reviewer
Score

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

Not discussed in project submittal.

Help reduce cost of treatment by demand reduction.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.

1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

Monitoring how much water is flowing through the
pipes, not the quality of that water.

Project has potential to reduce demand of CO River
Supply, however, water would likely be delivered ot
additional industrial demand in furture.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
quil 'S or il to BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

Not discussed in project submittal.

Project not related to TMDL or stormwater BMPs.

6. Preserve or Improve

resources?

Would the project preserve or impi quality of gi

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water guality.

Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Goal
1. Environmental Enhancements

Not discussed in project submittal.

Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal,
commercial, industrial, and agricultural land uses.

Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?

2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.

1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.

0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.

Not discussed in project submittal.

2. Integrated Design Elements

Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational elements

into the design to achieve multiple benefits?

1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Not discussed in project submittal.

Flood Protection and Stormwater
Management Goal

Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and
stormwater management strategies.

1. Reduce impacts from
stormwater events

Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?

2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.

1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.

0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.

Not discussed in project submittal.

Strategic Considerations for IRWM
1. Public Acceptance/Public

Plan Implementation

Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?

2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.

0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

Possible stakeholder protests over the monitoring of
water use.

Payment capacity of rate payers is extremely low.

2. Cost Effectiveness

Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?

4. < $150/af.

3. $151 to $300/af.

2. $301 - $450/af.

1. >450/af.

Not discussed in the project submittal form, however
for a $4 million dollar project and a 1,120 afy "yield"
the possible cost per acre foot for the first year
would be $180 per acre foot for approximately 20
years. However, long term costs have not been
calculated.

Based on rough calculation of spreading the $4M cost
in Project information over 20 years with a potential
water savings of 1,120 AF/Yr, it will cost ~$180/AF

3. Equitable cost sharing

Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?

2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.

1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.

0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.

4. Promote Economic
Development

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

It is expected these are rate payers wihtin the district
installing the meters.

Does the project provide to Imperial Region in terms of net
economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?

2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.

1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.

0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.

Readiness to Proceed Category

1. Timeliness

Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agreements or additional funding?

4. Immediate, <1 Year.

3. Near Term, 1to 3 Years to develop.

2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.

1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.

2. Technical Feasibility of Project

Does the project have technical doc to the

project?

of the

3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.

2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.
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Criteria

Question/Performance Measures

1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.

0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments

The project does not have technical reports and

documentation, but does have a completed

environmental review, regulatory approval, and a
d permitting process.

Reviewer
Score

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

Urban water district metering is common frequent

practice.

3. Environmental Compliance

I doc and ¢ 2

Does the project have

2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.

1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.

0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.

Environmental review is complete.

Project only requires Cat Exclusion

4. Permitting

Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits?

2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.

1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.

0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.

Yes, the City Building Permit.

Only need City permits

5. Funding

Are the project funding sources well defined?

2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.

1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.

0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.

in the project submittal form.

Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Cri
1. Provides multiple benefits

iteria

Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?

1=Yes

0= No

Provides only conservation benefits at this time.

Limited to urban water conservation thru metering.

2. Involves multiple participants
and stakeholders

Does the project include and particij

2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.

1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.

Project is for one DAC community; Requirement of
State for to install meters.

0. Projects involves one stakeholder.

3. Provides regional benefits

Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?

1=Yes

0=No

If the project delivers the 1 mgd savings (1,120 afy)
then that could help alleviate the regional demand
on Colorado River water. However, it is unclear if this
would be a regional credit, or a city credit.

Single DAC.

4. State Program Preferences

Does the project support meet the state preferences?

1=Yes

0= No

Two of the preferences.

5. Statewide Priorities

Does the project support meet the statewide priorities?

1=Yes

0=No

Two of the priorities.

6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the vulnerability
to the effects of climate change?

1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.

0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.

Water metering would allow for quantifying the
amount of water used and provide an avenue for
further water conservation efforts if climate change
affects the region.

Project helps with climate change thru water demand
reduction.

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Contribution- Project

Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?

1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.

0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions -
Support to Renewable Energy

Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in
the Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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Criteria

Question/Performance Measures

Reviewer
Comments

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and
sustainable supply to meet current and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

First phase of this facility supplies 2.5 MGD or 2,800
acre-feet/year of treated wastewater or storm water
to non-agricultural uses.

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and supply that il to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 -feet per year for commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot from current agri supplies.

5. >50,000 acre feet.

4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

Project intends to provide 2.5 mgd (~3,000 afy) of
treated water for heavy industrial use.

Project's first phase contributes 2,800 acre-feet/year;
up to 16,800 acre-feet/year at project buildout of
15MGD. However, presently no municipal,
commercial, or industrial demands are realized or
under contract for delivery of this reclaimed water
supply.

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
development of groundwater storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

Project has potential to off-set future CO River
deliveries to non-agricultural uses.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

Would the project implement water conservation that de bl
beneficial use and maintain c i with d industry , state, and
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

Water conservation measures in terms of treating
existing wastewater and stormwater for the purposes
of industrial use (beneficial use).

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapportionment within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

Project does not provide a source of supply as a
substitute for a current use, but intends to provide a
source of supply for a future use.

First phase of this facility supplies 2.5 MGD or 2,800
acre-feet/year of treated wastewater or storm water
to non-agricultural uses.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

Will the project apply or integi Resource

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

Removed Multi-purpose flood management from the
list of selected RMS as it does not appear this facility
would assist in major flood control.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

County of Imperial has set aside an area known as
Mesquite Lake Specific Plan. The City is in final stages
of property acquisition.

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect ive gi rights or optir the use of g

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

Project matches reclaimed water with non-
agricultural uses that are not presently part of the
overlying groundwater users. This helps to prevent
and address overdraft as long as the wastewater and
stormwater were not already part of the water
balance.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the
RWQCB Basin Plan through cooperation with stakeholders, local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic

benefits?

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

Source water is wastewater and stormwater runoff
that is currently un-used and would be used for
industrial purposes.

Investment in treatment is necessary to match
quality of source water to future demand.

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in i disposal and permit requil H
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

This project will meet all provisions of CA Title 22
requirements, could assist in an economic boost by
providing heavy industrial plants with a water source,
as well as treat wastewater/stormwater.

Creation of the economies of scale are in planning
stages, not realized until industrial uses are
constructed.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating economies of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

This project could assist in creating an economy of
scale and does not in itself create an economy of
scale, however does not state the water will be of a
drinking water level.

Project receives wastewater and stormwater; does
not address drinking water for DACs.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.

Water is stated as having an intended use and the
project does not indicate drains or rivers will be
affected. It is nrobable the water will benefit water
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Criteria

Question/Performance Measures

1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

Reviewer

Score

Reviewer
Comments
quality in those systems, however since it is unknown
where the water is going at this time the benefit is
unknown as well.

Reviewer

Score

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

Based on the Project Information, direct benefit to
the water quality of a drain or river is not i

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
quil orimple to BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

Based on the Project Information, TMDLs or

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

implenting a stormwater BMP not it

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or imp quality of g resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Goal
1. Environmental Enhancements

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

Based on Project Information, project is tomake
available a reclaimed water supply thru treament of
surface water sources.

Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal,
commerecial, industrial, and agricultural land uses.

Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?

2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.

1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.

0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.

There appears to be minimal intent to improve
habitat with water treated by this facility. Most
discussion revolves around heavy industrial or
recreational uses.

No indication in the Project Information that
improved habitat could be used for mitigtoin of other
projet impacts.

2. Integrated Design Elements

Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational elements

into the design to achieve multiple benefits?

TRe project offers fandscape Tigation, parks, golt
courses, or other recreational uses as benefits this

1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

water could be used for, but does not include them
as part of the project. However it is stated the project
will incorporate constructed wetlands.

Flood Protection and Stormwater
Management Goal

Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and
stormwater management strategies.

1. Reduce impacts from
stormwater events

Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?

2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.

1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.

0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.

Not discussed in the project submittal form.

Strategic Considerations for IRWM
1. Public Acceptance/Public

Plan Implementation

Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?

2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.

0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

The possibility of job creation may provide an avenue
for stakeholder support, however the possibility for
revenue may be

2. Cost Effectiveness

Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?

4. < $150/af.

3. $151 to $300/af.

2. $301 - $450/af.

1. >450/af.

The project will provide 2.5 mgd (~3,000 afy) and cost
$65 million. The cost per acre foot over a period of 20
years will be approximately $1,100.

Hard to determine based on the Project Information
provided; rough calculation of $65M for cost of a
project divided by 2800 AF/YR to 16,800 AF/YR over a
20 year period results in $1,160 to $194 range in cost
per acre-feet.

3. Equitable cost sharing

Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?

2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.

1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.

0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.

A tiered rate structure is currently in place (with
water smart readers). Those methods will continue to
be used for servers connected to the Keystone Water
Reclamation Facility.

It is anticipated all costs for reclaimed water supply
would be paid thru fees for new industrial uses.

4. Promote Economic
Development

Does the project provide ic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?

2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.

1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.

0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.

Based on projections in Project Information

Readiness to Proceed Category

1. Timeliness

Does the project have the ability for Stakeholders to act quickly to implement a project or
program without the need for new agreements or additional funding?

4. Immediate, < 1 Year.

3. Near Term, 1 to 3 Years to develop.

2. Mid-term, 3 to 6 Years to develop.

1. Long-term, >6 Years to develop.

2. Technical Feasibility of Project

to the technic

Does the project have technical d
project?

| feasibility of the

3. The project has detailed documentation, including reconnaissance, and feasibility studies
and completed engineering designs.

2. The project is partially documented, and has reconnaissance, and/or feasibility studies, but
incomplete or partial designs.

1. The project is not well documented, does not have reconnaissance, and/or feasibility
studies and has not been designed.

0. The project is conceptually defined, but has potential to help meet goals and objectives.

The project has the Draft envir

document (MND). The final design is 90% complete.

Project stated as 90% design

3. Environmental Compliance

Does the project have environmental documentation and clearance?

2. Existing studies and completed environmental documents.

1. There are some existing studies or plans to complete studies; a clear plan to complete
environmental documentation.

The draft environmental study is not finalized at this
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0. There are no studies or completed environmental documentation.

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments
time. 3 - 6 months

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments
Draft MND circulated and ¢

January 2012

received.

4. Permitting

Does the project have permits or a plan to obtain permits?

2. The permits have been obtained or are in the process.

1. The permit requirements are known and there is a plan and schedule in place.

0. The permit requirements are not known and there is no plan or schedule.

The project will require buliding permits from
Imperial County, RWQCB, and NPDES. A schedule is
planned.

5. Funding

Are the project funding sources well defined?

2. Financial plan and commitments are well defined; clear resource commitments to
maintenance and operations.

1. Financial plan under development; requires rate payer and/or funding agency approval; no
defined resource commitments to maintenance and operations.

0. No financial plan and commitments established; no resources defined for maintenance and
operations.

Documentation not provided, however local funding
is secured and a plan in place to schedule and finalize
project funding.

Other CDWR Statewide IRWMP Cri
1. Provides multiple benefits

teria

Does the project provide a range of supply, water quality, flood, ecosystem, conservation,
recreation, or other benefits?

1=Yes

0=No

2. Involves multiple participants
and stakeholders

Does the project include and particif ?

2. Projects involves four or more participants through agreements and funding.

1. Project involves two to four participants through agreements and funding.

0. Projects involves one stakeholder.

3. Provides regional benefits

Does the project provide tangible regional benefits or only to a single or limited stakeholder
group?

1=Yes

0= No

4. State Program Preferences

Does the project support meet the state preferences?

1=Yes

0=No

5. Statewide Priorities

Does the project support meet the statewide priorities?

1=Yes

0= No

Removed "Climate Change" and "Environmental
Stewardship" as those two items are not expresely
discussed on the project submittal form.

6. Climate Change Adaption

Would the project support the region adaption to climate change or reduce the vulnerability
to the effects of climate change?

1. Project would help the region adapt to climate change and reduce the vulnerability to the
effects of climate change.

0. Project would not help the region adapt to climate change or reduce the vulnerability to
the effects of climate change.

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Contribution- Project

Does the project affect greenhouse gas emissions in the region?

1. The project does not significantly contribute to the GHG emissions relative to other
projects.

0. The project contributes to GHG emissions; and does not support renewable energy.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions -
Support to Renewable Energy

Does the project support expansion of renewable energy portfolio for the Region or State?

1. The project provides clear and tangible support to the expansion of renewable energy in
the Region or state.

0. The project does not support the expansion of renewable energy in the Region or state.
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Criteria

Question/Performance Measures

Reviewer
Comments

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments

Water Supply Goal

Diversify the regional water supply portfolio to ensure a long-term, verifiable, reliable, and
sustainable supply to meet current and future demands

1. Effect to agricultural users of
water.

Does the project have an effect to water supplies historically available to agriculture?

2. No impacts and clearly defined benefits to agricultural water supplies.

1. Some impacts and no benefits to agricultural water supplies.

0. Defined and identifiable negative impacts to agricultural water supplies.

Impacts of conserved water are identified and
required mitigation for any project impls

2. Improve Water Supply.

Does the project provide a firm, verifiable, and supply that il to the
regional goal of 50 to 100 -feet per year for commercial, and/or
industrial demands by 2025? This supply cannot from current agri supplies.

5. >50,000 acre feet.

4. 25,001 to 50,000 acre feet.

3. 10,001 to 25,000 acre feet.

2. 5001 to 10,000 acre feet.

1. 0to 5000 acre feet; yield or limited ability to firmly define.

8,000 afy is stated in the project submittal form.

Stated yield of 8,000 ac-ft/yr.

3. Protect Surface Water Rights,
maintain Colorado River yields.

Would the project optimize and sustain use of Colorado River entitlements through
development of groundwater storage of underruns?

2. The project would provide for storage or use of Colorado River supply.

1. The project could be integrated with other projects or strategies, or altered to provide for
storage or use of Colorado River supply.

0. The project is not, does not, and could not include aspects of storage or use of Colorado
River Supply.

4. Conserves Colorado River
Supplies.

Would the project implement water conservation that de bl
beneficial use and maintain c i with ished industry , state, and
federal requirements?

2. Implements water conservation measures that surpass requirements and strongly
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

1. Implements water conservation measures that meet requirements and partially
demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial use.

0. Does not implement water conservation measures, or measures do not meet
requirements; does not demonstrate or support documentation of reasonable and beneficial
use.

Project is to conserve water thru implemention of
conservation measures; implementation will require
mitigation for reduction of drain flow that supports
habitat.

5. Support for in-lieu uses or
substitution for Colorado River
Water.

Would the project provide a source of supply that could be used as a substitute for a current
use of Colorado River supplies, and allow for reapporti within the Imperial Region?

1. Projects would provide a source of supply and allow for reapportionment.

0. The project would not create a source of supply that could be used by a current user as a
substitute for Colorado River supply and subsequent reapportionment.

6. Integrate Resource
Management Strategies.

Will the project apply or integi Resource

2. Integrates five or more RMS.

1. Integrates 3-5 RMS.

0. Less than three RMS.

7. Plan Consistency.

Is the project consistent with City and County General Plan, State or Federal Land Use Plan,
UWMP, or existing Capital Facility Plan?

2. Greatest degree of consistency. Projects clearly identified in GP or other plan.

1. Moderate degree of consistency. Project concepts identified in GP or other plan.

0. Limited or no consistency with existing plan.

Interim Water Supply Plan, consistent with a variety
of plans, including the General Plan.

Although not mentioned by specific project
components, conservation measures are the basis of
water conservation actions mentioned in several
planning documents .

8. Groundwater Rights.

Will the project protect ive gi rights or optir the use of g

2. Sustains and protects use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); clearly helps to
prevent or address overdraft or has no impacts on such aquifers.

1. May sustain and protect use of overlying groundwater users (pumpers); does not prevent
or address overdraft or has impact on such aquifers.

0. Would not sustain or protect groundwater use of overlying users (pumpers); or could have
potentially significant impact by causing overdraft.

Water Quality Goal

Protect water quality for beneficial use consistent with regional community interests and the
RWAQCB Basin Plan through cooperation with stakeholders, local, and state agencies.

1. Match Water Quality to use.

Would the project make beneficial use of poor quality water and provide economic

benefits?

2. Project would make beneficial use of poor quality source water not otherwise used and
provide economic benefits.

1. Project would treat water quality to make beneficial use of poor quality water source water
not otherwise used and provide economic benefits.

0. Project would not make beneficial use of poor quality water source water or provide
economic benefits.

Unclear if water requires treatment prior to delivery,
however end users/beneficial use not identified,
although stated as industrial.

The project information indicates the conserved
water would be from tailwater or dains and be
delivered to new uses. It is not clear if the conserved
water will require treament prior to delivery to the
new use. It is clear the new use is not drinking water
use; it is most likely to be used for cooling purposes
for alternative energy.

2. Support DACs- Wastewater.

Would the project support DACs in i disposal and permit requil H
create economies of scale; and provide recycled water and reuse opportunities to extend
Colorado River supplies?

2. Brings community into compliance with requirements; creates economies of scale; and
provides recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

1. Brings community into compliance with requirements; does not create economies of scale;
or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

0. Does not have any effect on community compliance with requirements; does not create
economies of scale; or provide recycled water to extend the Colorado River supply.

Although this project has the potential to provide a
stored water supply and extend the CO River supply,
it does not assist in meeting wastewater disposal and
permit requirements, therefore, the score remained
zero.

3. Support DACs- Drinking Water

Would the project support DACs in meeting drinking water standards, protecting public
health, or creating economies of scale?

2. Assists DACs to meet standards, address public health threats, and create economies of
scale.

1. Assists DACs to meet standards, does not create economies of scale.

0: Does not assist DACs to meet drinking water standards or create economies of scale.

This project would assist with water supply for
alternative energy projects, which may benefit DAC
economy.

4. Effect on Existing Waterways

Could the project affect the water quality of drains or rivers?

2. Project could benefit water quality of drains or rivers.
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1. Project would not provide benefit or have negative impacts on water quality of drains or
rivers.

0. Project could have impacts on water quality of drains or rivers.

Reviewer
Score

Reviewer
Comments

Reviewer
Score

January 2012

Reviewer
Comments
The project effect has been identified and mitigation

for this affect is part of the total cost per ac-ft of the
estimated yield.

5. Comply with Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs)

Would the project help the region comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board
quil orimple to BMPs?

2. Improves compliance with established TMDLs and implement stormwater BMPs.

1. Improves compliance with established TMDLs or implement stormwater BMPs.

0. Does not help meet established TMDLs and does not implement stormwater BMPs.

6. Preserve or Improve

Would the project preserve or imp quality of g resources?

2. Project would improve groundwater quality so that it can be used or would protect existing
water quality.

1. Project would not improve groundwater quality and would not protect existing water
quality.

0. Project would not improve groundwater quality or could have potentially significant
impacts to existing water quality.

Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Goal
1. Environmental Enhancements

Project is to conserve water thru implemention of
conservation measures of surface or drain water not
necessarily directly affecting quality the
groundwater.

Protect and enhance aquatic ecosystems and wildlife habitat consistent with municipal,
commerecial, industrial, and agricultural land uses.

Would the project increase or improve habitat or support mitigation of other impacts?

2. Project increases or improves habitat and could support mitigation of other project
impacts.

1. Project increases or improves habitat, but cannot be used to support mitigation of other
project impacts.

0. Project does not increase or improve habitat.

Project has to fund mitigation for effect to habitat to
remain nuetral.

2. Integrated Design Elements

Does the project integrate environmental, open space, parks, or other recreational elements

into the design to achieve multiple benefits?

1. Integrates multiple design elements to provide multiple benefits.

0. Does not integrate multiple design elements or provide multiple benefits.

Flood Protection and Stormwater
Management Goal

Protect life and property from flooding and develop regional and local flood protection and
stormwater management strategies.

1. Reduce impacts from
stormwater events

Would the project help to reduce economic damages; and protect life and property from
localized stormwater events and runoff from urban areas?

2. Project would reduce economic damages, protect life and property.

1. Projects would not reduce economic damages or protect life and property.

0. Project could increase economic damages or result in potential impacts to life or property.

Strategic Considerations for IRWM
1. Public Acceptance/Public

Plan Implementation

Will the project be able to gain public support from the rate paying population?

2. High degree of stakeholder support and low potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

1. Moderate degree of stakeholder support and moderate potential for conflicts within
Imperial Region.

0. Limited or no stakeholder support and potential for conflicts within Imperial Region.

Not provided on project submittal form.

Based on the high ranking of the Goal and Objective,
this suggests high degree of Stakeholder support

2. Cost Effectiveness

Is the cost per acre foot of yield competitive with the other projects in the Region?

4. < $150/af.

3. $151 to $300/af.

2. $301 - $450/af.

1. >450/af.

Listed as $590 per acre foot, with an additional $90
per acre foot for mitigation purposes.

Based on the Project Information, it is not clear if the
$590/AF cost is a one-time capital cost for the 8,000
AFY yield. If itis, then the project cost per ac-ft could
be spread out over at least 20 year life of the project
or more, could reduce the cost per ac-ft of yield, and
thus raise this catergory to the highest rank of 4.

3. Equitable cost sharing

Do the entities that receive the benefits pay for the costs of producing those benefits?

2. All costs for new water would be paid for by new users; no effects on current rate base.

1. Cost would likely be shared between new and existing rate payers; with at least 75% of the
costs borne by new users.

0. Costs for new water and programs distributed to new and existing rate payers in roughly
equal proportions.

At the present level of planning, it is uncertain
regarding the defined method of distributing costs
based on the Project Information provided to date.

4. Promote Economic
Development

Does the project provide ic benefits to Imperial Region in terms of net
economic activity, job creation, and revenue generation to IID, Imperial County and Cities?

2. Greatest potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue generation.
Clear documentation.

1. Moderate potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. Limited documentation.

0. Limited or no potential for contributing to economic activity, creating jobs, revenue
generation. No solid documentation.

This project could assist in an alternative energy
portfolio for the region and would therefore assist in
creating an economy of scale.

Documentation includes a tech memo regarding
potential economic activity resulting from this
project.

Readiness to Proceed Category

1. Timeliness

Does the project h