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Report 

As a signatory to the Memorandum of Understanding 
Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California, the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has committed to 
accelerating the implementation of Best Management Practices 
(BMP) in Southern California. In federal fiscal year 
(FY) 1993-94 (October to September), Reclamation provided 
$1 million to Metropolitan to support a variety of member ' 
and subagency water conservation projects. Metropolitan has 
executed-the-FY 
projects are in 
commitment from 
FY 1994-95. 

1993-94 agreement-with Reclamation, and the 
process. Staff has negotiated an additional 
Reclamation for $2.5 million for federal 

Since approval by your Board of the Conservation 
Credits Program (CCP) in 1989, Metropolitan has supported 
numerous member agency projects and developed innovative turn-key 
programs that have accelerated BMP implementation. However, due 
in part to financial constraints, several member agencies and 
many subagencies have been unable to initiate projects even with 
CCP support of up to 50 percent of project cost. Reclamation's 
funding generously supplements agency shares. Costs will be 
shared 10 percent by member and subagencies, 40 percent by 
Reclamation, and 50 percent by Metropolitan except in the case 
of ultra-low-flush (ULF) toilet projects. In this case, 
Metropolitan will pay $60 per ULF toilet, agencies will pay 
10 percent, and Reclamation will pay the balance. 

In March 1994, a letter was sent to member agency 
managers announcing the availability of $2.5 million in 
Reclamation funding and requesting submission of proposals 
for federal FY 1994-95. The letter also outlined the criteria 
used in the selection of proposals for federal FY 1993-94 and 
restated the financial co-participation arrangements. 

Metropolitan received proposals from 24 member agencies 
totaling more than $22.3 million. Of the 83 proposals submitted, 
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62 were deemed eligible, and 37 were selected. The selected 
proposals were submitted by 20 member agencies, several of 
which had not previously participated in Metropolitan's CCP 
(Attachment A). 

On August 1-2, 1994, a panel of representatives from 
Metropolitan, Reclamation, Marin Municipal Water District, 
the Mono Lake Committee, and the Natural Heritage Foundation 
(panel) met to reach consensus on both proposal eligibility 
and selection for Reclamation funding. Prior to evaluating 
the proposals, the panel established eligibility and selection 
criteria (Attachment B) based upon Reclamation's guidelines for 
proposal selection. In the evaluation process, agency projects 
were first subjected to meeting eligibility criteria. Only those 
projects that successfully met u eligibility criteria were 
scored according to seven selection criteria. Reclamation funds 
were then allocated beginning with the highest scoring proposals 
and continuing in descending order until all funds were 
committed. At Reclamation's request, $200,000 in funding was 
reserved for the Executive Partnership for Environmental 
Resources Training Program, leaving $2.3 million to be allocated 
among the remaining proposals. Should additional Reclamation 
funds become available, and should Metropolitan have adequate 
matching funds, other projects may be funded later. 

Staff is awaiting formal approval by Reclamation of the 
selected proposals and finalization of the funding agreement with 
Reclamation. Staff anticipates additional Reclamation funding 
will be available for further regional water conservation efforts 
in federal FY 1995-96. 
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Attachment B 

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 

For a project to be eligible, it must receive a "yes" 
for each of the six criteria. A llnol' for any one criterion makes 
the project ineligible. 

1. Applicability to BMP's 

Submitted proposals must apply to one or more of the 
16 BMPs (although not all 16 are eligible for selection due to 
other constraints). 

2. Water Savings 

A. Submitted proposals must be able to demonstrate that 
quantifiable water savings can be achieved by 
implementing the project. Fulfillment of this 
criterion is based on either: 

1. Reliable water savings data from similar programs 

2. Calculations based on reliable data regarding water 
savings; 
or 

B. Pilot programs must be designed to assure quantifiable 
water savings. 

3. Signatory to MOU 

Self explanatory. 

4. Agency Funding Commitment 

Agencies that submit proposals must be able and willing 
to commit to providing funding for 10 percent of the total 
program costs. 

5. Previously Planned Implementation without Reclamation Funds 

If the agency has already committed to conducting the 
project either by submitting a proposal to Metropolitan for CCP 
funding or by beginning a contract with Metropolitan to conduct 
the project without Reclamation funding secured, then the project 
is ineligible for the Reclamation co-participation. 

6. Project Meets Criteria of Metropolitan's Conservation 
Credits Program 

Self-explanatory. 



SELECTION CRITERIA 

Once eligibility is determined then the following 
selection criteria will be used: 

1. Variety of Programs (O-3 points): 

This criterion looks at the submitting agency's present 
mix of conservation programs. Higher point values will be 
assigned to projects that add new component(s) to an agency's 
conservation program rather than expanding on existing programs. 

2. Completeness of the Proposal (O-2 points): 

Scores will be weighed in favor of those projects 
containing more elements indicating that the project design is 
thoroughly designed with solid logic including elements of 
planning, implementation, and evaluation. 

3. Innovation of Concept (O-3 points): 

This criterion would rate the uniqueness of a project 
and its ability to add new knowledge to the existing field. This 
criterion is designed to reward agencies desiring to take on new 
challenges, experiment with new methods or strategies, or test 
new water conservation technologies. 

4. Assessment of the value of project to water utilities and 
the water conservation field (O-3 points): 

Is the project or information to be obtained by 
conducting the project important to water agencies and/or does it 
move the field beyond the current field of knowledge. 

5. Cost-Effectiveness (O-3 points): 

If an agency proposes to conduct a project similar to 
other conservation programs that have been conducted in the past 
and have a history or track record of costs, the project costs 
must fall within an average range of costs, or if the project is 
unique, the costs must appear reasonable and only include 
applicable costs. 

6. Focus on Community or Low Income Population (O-2 points): 

Programs with a community-based-organization (CBO) or 
similar community (i.e., elderly communityj focus will receive 
a score of 1; programs targeting low-income communities will 
receive a score of 2. 
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