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In November 2002, California voters passed Proposition 50, the Water Security, Clean Drinking Water, Coastal and Beach Protection Act of 2002.  The source of funding for the Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) 2007 Water Use Efficiency (WUE) Proposal Solicitation is Water Code Chapter 7, Section 79550(g) of Proposition 50.
The 2007 Water Use Efficiency Proposal Solicitation Package (PSP) was a two-step process.  Step 1 solicited concept proposals and Step 2 solicited full and detailed proposals for funding consideration. 

DWR’s Office of Water Use Efficiency and Transfers released the draft PSP for public review on October 18, 2006.  After conducting three public workshops to explain the PSP process, the final PSP was released on November 21, 2006.  DWR received 207 proposals in response to the Step 1- Concept Proposal process by the submittal deadline of January 5, 2007.  The Step 1 review and evaluation process determined 
applicant’s eligibility and that a complete or pending 2005 Urban Water Management Plans is on file with DWR.  Following this review and evaluation process, DWR invited 104 Step 1 proposal applicants to submit Step 2 - Full Proposals.  Two additional public workshops were conducted on March 6 and 7, 2007 in Chino and Sacramento, California respectively to discuss results of the Step 1 review and evaluation process and to discuss the Step 2 process.  At that time, it was encouraged that projects relating to energy improvement be included in proposals.  DWR received 88 eligible Step 2 proposals by the submittal deadline of April 9, 2007.    

Proposals Review and Evaluation Process and Consensus Meeting 
For Step 1 - Concept Proposals, DWR formed four review and evaluation panels.  Each panel consisted of five individuals representing State and federal agencies.  Each panel was responsible for reviewing and evaluating all submitted proposals within each proposal category, i.e. 

1. Agricultural -  Section A, Implementation Projects  

2. Urban - Section A, Implementation Projects 
3. Agricultural - Section B, Research and Development, Technical Assistance, Feasibility Studies, and Training and Education 

4. Urban - Section B, Research and Development, Technical Assistance, Feasibility Studies, and Training and Education  

For the Step 2 - Full Proposals review and evaluation process, we added to the Step 1 review panels individuals representing stakeholders such as agricultural and urban water districts, the environmental community, and communities representing environmental justice.  Due to the complexity of agricultural and urban implementation proposals and the requirement of local cost sharing for those proposals, we added one additional DWR staff economist to each panel.  All reviewers worked individually to score projects.  
DWR held orientation meetings for the reviewers and provided scoring guidelines and criteria, as was stipulated in the PSP, discussed their roles and responsibilities, confidentiality and non-conflict of interest issues for review and evaluation.  Reviewers were given a Non-Conflict of Interest Statement to read and sign.  Any reviewer with a potential conflict of interest, as defined in the Statement, was excused from reviewing proposals. 
After completion of individual scoring, OWUET held four review panel Consensus Meetings.  The purpose of these Consensus Meetings was to allow the review panels to discuss proposals, scores, and reconcile any large variation in scoring as well as to provide additional comments regarding the justification of scores, etc. 
In addition, DWR staff reviewed all applications claiming a waiver of local cost-share based on the Disadvantaged Community (DC) medium household income (MHI) status for the project service area.  Based on this review:

· One Agricultural - Section A applicant was not accepted under Disadvantaged Community MHI status and cost-share was adjusted according to project’s local benefits.
Cost-share was required from all Section A (implementation projects) based on proportion of State and local benefits.  The PSP defines benefits as water savings, flow and timing, and water quality improvements and energy savings.  Locally cost-effective projects may receive up to 10 percent of the project cost from the State.  Locally non-cost effective projects, with no local benefits but that provide a benefit to the State, may receive up to 100 percent of the project cost.  No cost-share was required from Section B applicants, though it was encouraged. 

· Public Workshop.  DWR will hold a public workshop on June 4, 2007. 

· Appeal Period.  DWR will give PSP applicants 5 days to appeal funding decisions.  

Draft Funding Recommendations

Recommended projects for funding for Agricultural - Sections A and B and Urban – Sections A and B are listed in the “2007 WUE Proposal Solicitation Package-Projects Recommended for Funding” file which is located on the Water Use Efficiency website.
· Staff recommends awarding $28,075,245 in grant funding to 57 projects.  This represents $9,889,622 in grant funding to 22 agricultural projects (7 in Section A and 15 in Section B) with $4,223,211 in local cost sharing and $18,185,623 in grant funding to 35 urban projects (19 in Section A and 16 in Section B) with $27,461,303 in local cost sharing. 

· Agricultural - Section A (implementation) projects eligible for funding do not use all available funds for this category of projects.  We transferred $3,307,820 from Agricultural – Section A funds to fund six additional projects in the Urban – Section A, Implementation category.  There is $7.2 million remaining from available Agricultural - Section A funds.  The remaining funds will be re-appropriated to future agricultural grants.  Additionally, $3.3 million of future urban grants will be shifted to Agricultural – Section A.
· Projects recommended for funding are located in a number of regions throughout the State.   
· Projects recommended for funding are expected to generate significant quantified and non-quantified benefits.  Quantified conservation benefits include water savings, in-stream flow benefits, and energy savings.  Non-quantified benefits include improvements in water quality and local flexibility.  
The Draft Funding Recommendation will be posted on DWR’s website.  A public workshop will be conducted and staff will discuss the Draft Funding Recommendations, the award, and the contract process at a public workshop on June 4, 2007.

Comments and suggestions from the public will be incorporated into the Final Funding Recommendation and will be submitted to DWR’s Director for final approval.  We anticipate encumbering funds by mid-June 2007.
Total Funding:
	Category
	Available Funding
	Recommended Funding

	Agricultural – Section A
	$18,100,000
	$ 7,831,161

	Agricultural – Section B
	$2,200,000
	$ 2,058,461

	Urban - Section A
	$12,800,000
	$16,021,854

	Urban - Section B
	$2,200,000
	$ 2,163,769

	Totals
	$35,300,0000
	$28,075,245
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