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Description 
As a step in meeting the 1996 Integrated Resources Plan water development targets, Metropolitan issued a 
Request for Proposal in April 2003 to procure development of 65,000 AFY of new recycled water and recovered 
groundwater under the Local Resources Program.  The 13 projects selected through this competitive process to be 
eligible for incentive payments are listed in Attachment 1.  Each project must be approved by the Board upon 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provisions prior to execution of an LRP 
incentive agreement.  Locally developed recycled water and groundwater recovery projects receive financial 
incentives for improving regional water supply reliability by reducing requirements for Metropolitan’s capital 
improvements and water importation. 

In response to the competitive RFP, 27 proposals with an ultimate yield of about 113,000 AFY were received 
from Metropolitan’s member agencies and sub-agencies (Attachment 2).  Proposals were evaluated by a review 
committee comprised of Metropolitan staff and water resource consultants using selection criteria (Attachment 3) 
previously adopted by the Board.  These criteria were applied in a manner that highlighted the significant 
strengths and weaknesses of projects when compared to each other.  The primary objective of the selection 
process was to identify projects that provided maximum water supply benefits at a reasonable cost.  All proposals 
but one met minimum requirements outlined in the RFP.  Attachment 4 is the report prepared by the review 
committee that summarizes the attributes of the selected projects. 

The weighted average incentive payment for projects selected to receive financial incentives is $102 per acre-foot.  
This compares favorably to the outcome of the 1998 RFP, where 14 of the 28 proposed projects were selected 
with a weighted average contribution of $110 per acre-foot.  Prior to the competitive process, projects were 
accepted on a first-come, first-serve basis and typically received the maximum $250 per acre-foot incentive. 

The next step for staff is to negotiate agreement terms and present each project to the Board for its consideration 
of LRP funding.  Agreement terms would include provisions to consolidate existing and phased expansion plans.  
Project sponsors must also comply with CEQA and obtain resolutions to proceed from their governing bodies 
before consideration by Metropolitan’s Board.  Upon approval by the Board, applicants would have until 
Dec. 30, 2005 to execute agreements.  Projects that do not meet this milestone would have to resubmit their 
proposals in subsequent RFPs in order to be considered for LRP participation. 

Under current projections, another 20,000 AFY would need to be developed to meet the 1996 IRP local resource 
target of 500,000 AFY in 2020, unless projects currently under contract accelerate project production.  
Metropolitan anticipates issuing subsequent RFPs to pursue additional local resource production based on targets 
established under the IRP Update, should it be adopted. 

Policy 
By Minute Item 41734, dated Jan. 9, 1996, Board adoption of the Integrated Resources Plan 
By Minute Item 43021, dated June 9, 1998, Board adoption of the Local Resources Program 
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Fiscal Impact 
A maximum financial commitment of $158 million would be incurred to support 65,000 AFY of LRP yield if the 
Board approves entering into agreements for all 13 selected projects.  This commitment would be encumbered 
between years 2005 and 2034. 
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Stephen N. Arakawa 
Manager, Water Resource Management 
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Local Resources Program  

Selection Criteria 

 

The review committee evaluated proposals based on balanced assessment of project 
attributes.  Preference was given to projects based on the following ranking factors. 

1. Readiness to Proceed (15 Points) 
Projects positioned to proceed into construction and operation on a timely basis. 

2. Diversity of Supply (10 Points) 
Projects that increase the diversity of supply at the local level. 

3. Regional Water Supply Benefits (20 Points) 
Projects that offset a demand for imported supplies or increase regional reliability 
during periods of shortage and/or emergencies. 

4. Water Quality Benefits (5 Points) 
Project water quality improvements that sustain or augment resource production. 

5. MWD Facility Benefits (10 Points) 
Projects that avoid, defer or reduce the cost of Metropolitan’s treatment and 
distribution systems. 

6. Operational Reliability and Probability of Success (5 Points) 
Projects with secured funding, regulatory approvals, firm markets and superior 
operational reliability. 

7. Increased Beneficial Uses (5 Points) 
Projects leading the way to increased public acceptance of expanded uses. 

8. Cost to Metropolitan (30 Points) 
Projects that minimize costs and maximize yield to Metropolitan over the life of the 
project agreement. 
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The Local Resources Program Selection Process 

I. Executive Summary 

In June 1998, Metropolitan established the Local Resources Program (LRP) to encourage the 
development of water recycling and groundwater recovery projects through financial incentives.  
In response to a call for competitive proposals, twenty-eight candidate projects were received.  
From these fourteen projects were chosen that will provide Southern California with a firm 
supply of over 50,000 AFY of recycled water and additional groundwater production. 

In April 2003, Metropolitan issued the second competitive Request for Proposals under the 
guidelines of the LRP.  The RFP LRP1-2003 goal is to develop an additional local resource 
production of 65,000 AFY by year 2018. 

A total of twenty-seven proposals were received with a potential yield of about 113,000 AFY.  
A five-member committee comprised of Metropolitan staff and water resources consultants 
reviewed the proposals, utilizing ranking criteria adopted by the Board.  The committee 
subsequently selected 13 projects that would develop approximately 64,900 AFY of recycled 
water and groundwater production. 

II. Background 

As directed by the Board, Metropolitan’s goal is to continue to provide a firm supply of water to 
satisfy current and future demands.  To fulfill this objective Metropolitan has developed the 
Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) that identifies a diverse mix of local and imported water 
resource programs.   

The IRP set initial resource development targets that the region must achieve for water supply 
reliability through the year 2020 as shown in the Figure 1 on the following page.  The production 
objective for year 2020 for water recycling and groundwater recovery elements is 500,000 AFY.  
In response to changing conditions, it is planned that Metropolitan will regularly assess the need 
for modifying resources targets. 

IRP studies show reduced long-term costs to the region when local resources are developed due 
to reducing or down-sizing Metropolitan’s capital improvements and a reduction in operating 
costs for imported supplies. 

Metropolitan has entered into 75 agreements providing financial assistance for local water 
development since 1982.  Through these arrangements Metropolitan has contributed nearly 
$151 million in financial assistance to 55 operating projects that collectively produce 
110,000 AFY of local water supply.   



March 9, 2004 Board Meeting 10-2 Attachment 4, Page 3 of 17 

Figure 1 

The LRP is designed to continue to expand the use of recycled water and encourage recovered 
groundwater programs to: 

• Emphasize cost-efficient projects for the Metropolitan service area; 
• Schedule new production to meet regional needs; and 
• Minimize administrative cost and complexity. 

The LRP provides financial assistance to locally owned and operated projects that recycle water 
or salvage impaired groundwater and aid in regional water supply reliability.  Metropolitan limits 
its contribution to no more than $250 per acre-foot of project yield for a maximum of twenty-five 
years. 

Based on past performance of projects participating in Metropolitan’s financial assistance 
programs, it takes about thirteen years for a project to reach capacity.  Accordingly, the RFP 
seeks to meet the shortfall in necessary local production occurring thirteen years after the 
agreements have been executed.  The new yield would add to the regional water supply and aid 
in fulfilling the IRP goal of 480,000 AFY for year 2018.  The objective of RFP No.  LRP1-2003 
is as shown: 

Table 1 
Needed Local Resource Production 

(RFP LRP1-2003) 

Year Required 
Production 

2005 31,000 AFY 
2010 29,000 AFY 
2018 65,000 AFY 
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A request for proposals (RFP) was issued in April 2003, to provide member agencies and their 
sub-agencies an opportunity to compete for the available funding.  A pre-submittal workshop 
was held at Metropolitan on May 29, 2003.  Questions received by staff during the proposed 
period and consequent responses were recorded and distributed to all interested parties and 
prospective applicants.   

III. Minimum Eligibility Requirements  

The LRP was open to applications from public and private water agencies within Metropolitan’s 
service area.  Owners of existing projects participating in Metropolitan’s recycled and 
groundwater recovery programs were also invited to submit proposals for expanded production 
over their contractual limits provided that the expansion will involve construction of new 
facilities.  Applications were required to be submitted through the project proponent’s 
Metropolitan member agency. 

To be considered eligible for LRP funding a proposed project was required to comply with one 
or more of the following: 

• Production of recycled water for any beneficial use must replace an existing demand or 
prevent a new demand on Metropolitan’s imported supplies. 

• Projects that recover contaminated groundwater for municipal and domestic use must be able 
to sustain groundwater production during a three-year shortage period without receiving 
replenishment supplies from Metropolitan. 

• Projects that replenish groundwater basins with recycled water or uncontrolled run-off must 
increase regional groundwater pumping and thereby replace a sustained existing and future 
demand on Metropolitan’s imported supplies.  Replenishment projects must include an 
appropriate accounting methodology to measure the increase in basin production over 
existing levels.  Water developed for seawater barriers is to be measured at the point of 
injection. 

• The project must include construction of new substantive treatment or distribution facilities. 

• The project must comply with the MWD Act and all other applicable laws. 

• The project must comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) before Metropolitan’s Board of Directors acts on approval. 

• The project must presently exist or be under construction prior to agreement execution. 

• Projects must be supported by a Metropolitan member agency. 

Projects were ineligible for LRP funding if: 
Groundwater recovery programs were limited to blending of low-quality groundwater only, 
without additional treatment to supply potable water systems. 
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• Recycled water project developed to satisfy National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) and waste discharge requirements for wastewater disposal. 

• Project consisted of only minor treatment such as iron and manganese removal, chlorination, 
and blending that occur as stand-alone facilities. 

IV. LRP Selection Committee 

A five-member review committee was organized to evaluate the twenty-seven proposals 
received.  The committee was directed to identify the mix of project proposals that best meets the 
regional needs consistent with the RFP and the IRP goals as shown in Table 1 above. 

The committee members were John Bednarski, MWD, Corporate Resources; Kathy Kunysz, 
MWD, Water Resources Management; Brent Yamasaki, MWD, Water System Operations; 
Robert Vince, consultant; and Neil Cline, consultant.   

V. Selection Process 

A total of twenty-seven proposals with an ultimate yield of about 113,000 AFY were received.  
Table 2 presents a summary of the project proposals received.  The proposals consisted of 
eighteen recycled water projects, three dual-purpose groundwater recovery/water recycling 
projects and eight groundwater recovery projects.   

The review committee used board-approved scoring criteria to guide its ranking of the candidate 
proposals as follows: 

Criteria Maximum 
Points 

Readiness to proceed 15 

Diversity of supply 10 

Regional water supply benefits 20 

Water quality benefits 5 

MWD facility benefits 10 

Operational reliability and probability of success 5 

Increased beneficial uses 5 

Cost to Metropolitan 30 

Maximum Score per committee member 100 
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Table 2.  Proposals Received in Response to the Local Resources Program RFP 

Proposal 
No. Project Title Member Agency Project Sponsor Project 

Type 

Ultimate 
Yield 
(AFY) 

Requested 
Term 
(Yrs) 

Cost 
Range 
($/AF) 

1 
Shadowridge Recycled 
Water Distribution system 
Expansion 

San Diego County Water 
Authority Vista Irrigation District RW 200 25 250 

2 Pomona Well # 37 Three Valleys MWD Pomona GW 1,100 24 100 

3 RW Distribution Line 
Extension – Malibu GC 

Las Virgenes MWD / 
Calleguas MWD Las Virgenes MWD RW 300 20 175 

4 RW Distribution Line 
Extension Las Virgenes MWD Las Virgenes MWD RW 225 20 155 

5 City of Pasadena Recycled 
Water Program – Phase I Pasadena Pasadena RW 4,700 25 250 

6 City of Industry Regional 
Recycled Water Project Three Valleys MWD City of Industry RW/GW 8,867 25 50 - 200 

7 Six Basins Local Resource 
Enhancement Project Three Valleys MWD Three Valleys MWD GW 1,500 25 77 - 250 

8 Wells #7&8– NF Water 
Treatment Facility Torrance Torrance GW 5,189 24 160 

9 
Lower Santa Margarita 
River Conjunctive Use 
Project 

San Diego County Water 
Authority 

Fallbrook Public Utilities 
District GW 5,900 25 99 

10 IEUA Regional Recycled 
Water Distribution System 

Inland Empire Utilities 
Agency 

Inland Empire Utilities 
Agency RW 21,000 25 85-99 

11 Direct Reuse Phase IIA Upper San Gabriel Valley 
MWD 

Upper San Gabriel Valley 
MWD RW 2,258 25 65 – 

200 

12 IRWD Recycled Water 
System Upgrade 

Municipal Water District  
of Orange County Irvine Ranch Water District RW 8,500 25 117 
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Proposal 
No. Project Title Member Agency Project Sponsor Project 

Type 

Ultimate 
Yield 
(AFY) 

Requested 
Term 
(Yrs) 

Cost 
Range 
($/AF) 

13 RW Pipeline Reach 16 Eastern MWD Eastern MWD RW 820 25 82 

14 South Bay Water 
Reclamation Plant Extension 

San Diego County Water 
Authority City of San Diego RW 220 25 200 

15 San Luis Ray Recycled 
Water Project 

San Diego County Water 
Authority City of Oceanside RW 1,600 25 150 - 

250 

16 San Dimas Local Resource 
Enhancement Project Three Valleys MWD 

Three Valleys MWD / 
Glendora / So. 
California Water Co. 

GW 2,500 25 110 

17 Groundwater Replenishment 
System 

Municipal Water District  
of Orange County 

Orange County Water 
District RW 31,000 23 100 

18 Montebello Loop Recycled 
Water Project Central Basin MWD Central Basin MWD RW 4,000 25 130 

19 South Valley Water 
Recycling Project 

Los Angeles Department  
of Water and Power 

Los Angeles Department  
of Water and Power RW 1,000 25 175 

20 West Basin Wells Project Los Angeles Department  
of Water and Power 

Los Angeles Department  
of Water and Power GW 1,035 25 229 

21 Sepulveda Basin Water 
Recycling Project Phase IV 

Los Angeles Department  
of Water and Power 

Los Angeles Department  
of Water and Power RW 546 25 125 

22 Hansen Area Water 
Recycling Project 

Los Angeles Department  
of Water and Power 

Los Angeles Department  
of Water and Power RW 3,665 25 12 – 

250 

23 Tapo Canyon WTP Calleguas MWD Ventura County WW 
District No. 8 GW 1,445 25 100 

24 
City of Camarillo 
Membrane Treatment 
Facility 

Calleguas MWD City of Camarillo GW 3,276 25 250 
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Proposal 
No. Project Title Member Agency Project Sponsor Project 

Type 

Ultimate 
Yield 
(AFY) 

Requested 
Term 
(Yrs) 

Cost 
Range 
($/AF) 

25 
Oxnard GREAT Treatment 
Facilities and RW Delivery 
System 

Calleguas MWD City of Oxnard GW 2,814 25 250 

26 
Oxnard GREAT Program – 
GW Recharge System – 
Phase I 

Calleguas MWD City of Oxnard GW 267 25 125 

27 
Ventura Co.  WWD #8 
Phase I Recycled Water 
System 

Calleguas MWD VCWWD #8 / Calleguas 
MWD RW 188 25 250 

    TOTAL 112,247   
RW:  Recycled Water 
GW:  Groundwater 
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Based upon their knowledge of regional water supply programs, Metropolitan’s requirements 
and existing circumstances, the review committee independently evaluated each proposal.  The 
review committee participated in discussions and meetings at which differences of scores were 
discussed in detail and a consensus was generally obtained.  The scoring process was structured 
to evaluate the differences in proposed project benefits and costs, acknowledging that most of the 
proposals satisfied minimum requirements. 

The proposed projects were ranked from the highest score to the lowest score.  Out of a possible 
500 points—five reviewers with a potential 100 points each—the highest-ranked program 
accumulated 412 points, and the lowest-ranked proposal received 221 points.  The committee 
determined one proposal did not meet all requisites of the RFP, and it was consequently 
disqualified. 

The target LRP production for the 2003 RFP was set at 65,000 AFY.  Consequently, the projects 
recommended for LRP funding were the highest 13 proposals that will produce an accumulated 
total annual yield of approximately 64,900 acre-feet. 

The cumulative score of the projects selected for funding ranged from 412 points to 302 points.  
The cumulative score of the deferred projects ranged from a high of 299 points to a low of 
221 points. 

The thirteen proposed projects 
recommended for approval include: 

• Eleven recycled water projects with a 
combined yield of 58,515 AFY; and 

• Two groundwater recovery programs 
with a combined yield of 6,400 AFY. 

The fourteen proposed projects that were 
not selected for funding at this time were 
generally deferred because of (1) readiness 
to proceed issues and/or (2) costs to 
Metropolitan were higher than the 
successful proponents. 

Figure 2 indicates a comparison of 
projected need for local resource 
production in Metropolitan’s service area. 

Figure 2 
MWD 2003-2004 Goals 

96 
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VI. Description of Selection Criteria and Ranking Proposals 

Readiness to Proceed (15 points maximum).  This category rates the extent to which the 
proposed project is ready to proceed with implementation.  To achieve the maximum fifteen 
points, the proponent must show a firm commitment for the purchase of project water, CEQA 
documents completed, governing body endorsement of the project, design 100 percent complete, 
project financing secured, necessary rights of way obtained, and a certainty of project operation 
within five years.  Proposed projects demonstrating substantial progress in these criteria received 
a majority of the possible points. 

Proposed projects that had completed regulatory approvals, financial arrangements secured, 
rights-of-way obtained, design 75 percent complete, indicated interagency support and appeared 
to be non-controversial generally received ten points.   

Lesser scores were awarded for projects that had significant planning and design elements to 
complete and provided construction schedules that indicated low early year production. 

Most of the projects that were not chosen for funding had much work remaining in this category.   

The proposed projects selected for LRP funding averaged 10.7 points for this criterion.  The 
readiness to proceed with construction was determined as follows: 

• Two of the proposed projects are ready for construction immediately upon approval from 
Metropolitan. 

• Nine of the projects have fully complied with CEQA, and four are proceeding with CEQA 
compliance. 

• Four of the proposed programs have completed design, five of the projects have initiated 
design, and three have not begun design. 

• Ten of the projects have secured project funding. 

• None face significant regulatory issues. 

• All projects appear to have strong community support for the programs. 

• Three proponents have secured the necessary permits for project implementation. 

The proposed projects that were deferred LRP funding averaged 6.8 points in this category.  The 
readiness to proceed with construction for the deferred proposals was determined to be as 
follows: 

• Most of the proposals were not ready for construction. 

• Two proposals have fully complied with CEQA, three projects have initiated CEQA 
proceedings, and nine have not begun CEQA compliance. 
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• One proposal has completed design, one proposal has initiated design, and thirteen proposals 
have yet to begin design. 

• Nine proposals have secured project funding. 

Diversity of Supply (10 points maximum).  This category rates the extent to which the 
proposed project increases the diversity of supply at the local level.  To receive the maximum 
score, the project sponsor must establish that the program will significantly increase the local 
supply diversity during a dry year.  The scoring guidelines provide ten points for significant 
supply increases; five points for a moderate increase in supply diversity and zero points for 
insignificant effect on local water supply diversity. 

Projects located in areas entirely dependent upon imported supplies received the highest scores 
regardless of volume of the request.  Projects located in regions that currently utilize a mix of 
imported, groundwater, and recycled supplies received lesser scores. 

The proposed projects selected for LRP funding average 6.8 points.  The deferred projects 
average 6.2 for this category.   

Regional Water Supply Benefits (20 points maximum).  This category rates the extent to 
which the proposed project offsets a firm demand for imported water delivery or increases 
regional water supply reliability during shortages or emergencies.  To garner the maximum score 
of twenty points for regional water supply benefits, the project sponsor must establish that the 
proposed project: 

• Replaces non-interruptible MWD supplies during shortage/drought; 
• Affords a simple and complete groundwater accounting methodology; 
• Provides a strong peak reduction in the MWD system; 
• Will not require MWD replenishment or dilution. 

A project could achieve eighteen points that proposed: 

• Replacing interruptible MWD supplies during a shortage/drought; 
• Simple and complete groundwater accounting methodology; 
• Strong peak reduction on the MWD system; 
• No MWD replenishment or dilution water needed. 

Lesser scores were awarded to projects that provided moderate or minimal-to-no peaking 
benefits. 

The 13 proposed projects selected for LRP funding averaged 16.1 points for this criterion.   

The regional water supply benefits of the selected projects are as follows: 

• Thirteen projects totaling 64,915 acre-feet of sustainable production that will offset 64,915 
acre-feet of non-interruptible Metropolitan supply. 
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• Thirteen projects that require no Metropolitan water for replenishment or blending. 

• Seven projects that will incrementally reduce peaking requirements in the Metropolitan 
system. 

• Two groundwater projects with adequate accounting methodology to measure change in 
basin production. 

The 13 proposed projects that were deferred LRP funding averaged 12.6 points for this criterion. 

The regional water supply benefits for the deferred projects are as follows: 

• Eleven of the deferred proposals would offset a non-interruptible demand on Metropolitan of 
23,944 AFY. 

• Two of the deferred proposals would offset an interruptible demand of 9,770 AFY. 

• Eight of the deferred proposals would not require water from Metropolitan for blending or 
replenishment use. 

• Three of the deferred proposals’ groundwater projects would include adequate accounting 
methodology. 

• Seven of the proposals will produce 36,742 AFY of potable supply. 

Water Quality Benefits (5 points maximum).  This category rates the extent to which the 
proposed project provides local or regional water quality benefits.  To receive the maximum 
score for water quality benefits, the project sponsor must establish that the proposed program 
provides: 

• Strong improvement to local water quality; 
• Project water quality improvements significantly sustain other ongoing local production. 

No points were given to proposed projects that provide little or no water quality benefits. 

Because the majority of the proposals received for the current LRP Request for Proposals were 
for water recycling projects, water quality benefits were generally modest.  The proposed 
projects selected for LRP funding averaged 2.6 points for this criterion, summarized as follows: 

• Seven of the preferred proposals will provide improved water quality resources. 

• One proposal will provide seawater barrier protection to protect the quality of major 
groundwater supply. 
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The proposed projects that were deferred averaged 2.3 points for this criterion, summarized as 
follows: 

• Six projects would provide substantial improvement in water quality; however, the costs for 
treatment were not competitive with other projects. 

• Ten projects would provide minimal water quality benefits. 

Metropolitan Facility Benefits (10 points maximum).  This category rates the extent to which 
the proposed project allows Metropolitan to defer or avoid construction of capital improvement 
facilities.  To receive the maximum score for Metropolitan facility benefits, the project sponsor 
must establish that the project will: 

• Provide significant savings with respect to avoided or deferred MWD capital facilities; and  
• Improve Metropolitan’s operational flexibility and system reliability. 

A lesser score was awarded to projects that offered moderate savings to MWD capital savings.  
Key planned Metropolitan projects identified for possible deferral included: 

• Central Pool Augmentation Treatment Plant 
• Central Pool Conveyance 
• Pipeline 6 
• West Valley Interconnection 
• West Valley Feeder 3 

The proposed projects selected for LRP funding averaged 7.6 points for this criterion.  Projects 
deferred for LRP funding averaged 7.2 points. 

Operational Reliability and Probability of Success (5 points maximum).  This category rates 
the operational and probability of success of the proposed project.  To achieve the maximum 
score for this criterion, the project sponsor must show that the proposed program would: 

• Have secure financing; 
• Utilize proven and reliable technology; 
• Contain no third-party issues; and 
• Have the capacity to sustain production when imported water is unavailable or imported 

water contains high salinity. 

Essentially all twenty-seven proposals submitted are planning on utilizing proven technologies in 
the implementation of their projects.  Most have redundant features in their design schemes.  
Each has resolved third-party issues and will be able to sustain planned water deliveries in the 
event imported supplies are curtailed or experience high salinity.   

In addition, each agency has a proven record of successfully constructing and operating recycled 
water programs and sophisticated water treatment facilities.  As a result, there is little difference 
between the selected projects and the programs recommended for deferral in this category. 
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The proposed projects selected for LRP funding averaged 4.4 points for this criterion, and 
projects recommended for deferral averaged 3.5 points. 

Increased Beneficial Use (5 points maximum).  This category requires estimating the extent to 
which the proposed project would lead the way to increased public acceptance of expanded uses 
and new water technologies. 

To achieve the maximum score for increased beneficial uses, the project must be a breakthrough 
use of water (e.g., potable re-use, superfund water salvaged) or lead to changes in regulatory 
approval where other comparable projects benefiting the region are likely to follow.  Projects 
that proposed acceptable application of re-use technology were awarded three points.  No points 
were given to proposed projects providing ordinary or traditional uses of water. 

As noted, all twenty-seven project proponents intend to apply proven technical methods to 
extend the utility of local water resources.  The proposals, while creative and progressive, are not 
breakthrough applications of water science.  As a result, there is little difference in the scoring 
totals for the recommended proposals and the projects recommended for deferral.  The proposed 
projects selected for LRP funding averaged 2.8 points for this criterion.  The deferred proposals 
averaged 2.6 points. 

Cost to Metropolitan (30 points maximum).  This category was evaluated on the basis of the 
least cost to Metropolitan per acre-foot of yield over the contracted period of time.  Up to 24 
points were awarded to a project that provides the lowest cost of water to Metropolitan.  The cost 
of water was calculated as the present worth of funding requested, divided by the total project 
yield over the contract period.  The project with the lowest unit cost of water received 24 points, 
while the project with the highest unit cost of water received zero points.  Other credits - up to 6 
points - were applied to the scoring total if:  

• The project sponsor agreed to reduce Metropolitan’s project contribution if the project 
receives grant funding after the proposal has been submitted (0-2 points); 

• All financial partners in the project are described and cost sharing arrangements, if any, are 
explained (0-1 point); and 

• For expansion of projects already participating in Metropolitan’s water management 
programs, a description is included of the business mechanisms that benefit Metropolitan and 
the project sponsor with streamlined administrative procedures (0-3 points).   

A maximum of 30 points was possible under this category.   

The requested funding (not reduced to present worth values) from Metropolitan from the twenty-
seven project proponents ranged from $12 per acre-foot to $250 per acre-foot.  The average 
funding request of the submitted projects was $142 per acre-foot.  Requested terms of agreement 
ranged from twenty years to twenty-five years. 

The average present-worth costs of water to Metropolitan for the selected projects is $64.88 per 
acre-foot.  The selected projects recommended for LRP funding averaged 18.2 points out of the 
maximum 30 points for this category. 
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The average present-worth costs of water to Metropolitan for the proposals recommended for 
deferral is $76.32 per acre-foot.  The deferred projects averaged 11.8 points for this criterion. 

VII. Conclusions 

Based upon the preceding scoring criteria, the review committee selected the following projects 
for LRP funding as shown in Table 3.  Metropolitan’s Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) has 
established goals for a diverse mix of six local and imported water resource elements.  IRP 
studies show reduced long-term costs to the region when local resources are developed due to 
downsizing or deferring MWD’s capital improvements, reducing operating costs for import 
supply, treatment and distribution, and cost reduction for developing alternative regional 
supplies.   
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Table 3 

The IRP established a need for an additional 65,000 AFY of local supplies by year 2018.  The 
selection criteria, as established by the Board, have resulted in the recommendation of thirteen 
proposals that, when in full production, will provide approximately 64,900 AFY by 2018.   

The quality of the twenty-seven proposals received in this LRP cycle indicates that at the time 
when Metropolitan will require additional local supply, there are many outstanding programs 
available to the region. 

Project Title Member Agency 
 

Ultimate Yield 
(AFY) 

Tapo Canyon WTP Calleguas MWD 1,445 

RW Pipeline Reach 16 Eastern MWD 820 

RW Distribution Line Extension Las Virgenes MWD 225 

RW Distribution Line Extension – 
Malibu GC 

Las Virgenes MWD / Calleguas MWD 300 

Hansen Area Water Recycling Project Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power 

3,665 

South Valley Water Recycling Project Los Angeles Department of  
Water and Power 

1,000 

Sepulveda Basin Water Recycling 
Project Phase IV 

Los Angeles Department of  
Water and Power 

546 

IRWD Recycled Water System Upgrade Municipal Water District  
of Orange County 

8,500 

Groundwater Replenishment System Municipal Water District  
of Orange County 

31,000 

Pomona Well # 37 Three Valleys MWD 1,100 

City of Industry Regional Recycled 
Water Project 

Three Valleys MWD 8,867 

Wells #7&8– NF Water Treatment 
Facility 

Torrance 5,189 

Direct Reuse Phase IIA Upper San Gabriel Valley MWD 2,258 

  64,915 
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