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Workshop Agenda

9:00 a.m.

The Sites Project Authority Board will meet in a workshop setting April 25, 2016 at the hour
of 9:00 a.m. to review, discuss and provide guidance to staff regarding various
administrative matters of the Authority. All items are listed in accordance with the Ralph
M. Brown Act. We invite all members of the public to attend.

9:00 a.m. CALL TO ORDER

¢ Pledge of Allegiance.
e Introductions & Period of Public Comment

The workshop topics will include the following items and may include discussions related
to the CA Water Commission’s application and selection processes, current governance
documents, required membership and expanded participation by Department of Water
Resources, potential participation by Reclamation along with completion of the feasibility
report, and shared activities (e.g. program controls, outreach efforts).

1. Sites Project Authority’s Phase 1 Reservoir Project Agreement and expanding
membership in response to formal and informal inquiries:

a. Discuss and provide direction regarding an on-boarding process to expand
participation in the Project. Board has previously agreed to the development
of a contingency plan that would consist of having sufficient membership to
advance the Sites Reservoir Project in the unlikely event such as delays occur
to the State’s implementation of Proposition 1, Chapter 8.
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AGENDA Monday, April 25, 2016

.........................................................................................................................................................

b. Discuss and provide direction regarding different types of membership
ranging from direct participation in the project’s development to supporting
phase 1 operational studies by creating different “Classes” of water.

= Applicability to current Authority Members & Represented Members.

=  Applicability to new members.
NOTE: Reference material is provided as Attachment 1.

c. Discuss and provide direction regarding the development of a weighted
voting methodology that aligns with item 1b. Consider different scenarios.

NOTE: Reference material is provided as Attachments 2 & 3.

2. Discuss and provide direction regarding expanding patrticipation within the
Northern Sacramento Valley. Project’s operations create the potential for
exchanges with existing reservoirs and/or members to allow water produced,
either directly by diversion or indirectly through carryover, could become
available in other areas of the northern Sacramento Valley.

a. Discuss effectiveness of prior efforts.

b. Discuss and provide direction regarding a 2" round process to expand
northern Sacramento Valley membership in developing the Project.

No action will be taken at this workshop.
ADJOURN

PERIOD OF PUBLIC COMMENT: Any person may speak about any subject of concern, provided it is
within the jurisdiction of the Directors and is not already on today’s agenda. The total amount of
time allotted for receiving such public communication shall be limited to a total of 15 minutes per
issue and each individual or group will be limited to no more than 5 minutes each within the 15
minutes allocated per issue. Note: No action shall be taken on comments made under this
comment period.

ADA COMPLIANCE: Upon request, Agendas will be made available in alternative formats to
accommodate persons with disabilities. In addition, any person with a disability who requires a
modification or accommodation to participate or attend this meeting may request necessary
accommodation. Please make your request to the County Board Clerk, specifying your disability,
the format in which you would like to receive this Agenda, and any other accommodation required
no later than 24 hours prior to the start of the meeting.

. All supporting documentation is available for public inspection and review in
: the Office of the Clerk of the Board located at 547 Market Street, Suite 102,

: Colusa, CA 95932 during regular business hours 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.,
Monday through Friday.
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2016 AD[’” 25 WOFkShOD Attachment 1: April 25,

2016 Workshop (DRAFT)

O Reference Material, Agenda Item 1b: Membership in the
Reservoir Project Agreement Committee.
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Reservoir Project Agreement, Exhibit B

Project Goal: “Maximize both water supply and water supply reliability for (1) the Project
Agreement Members and Non-Member Participating Parties to the Sites Reservoir Project
and (2) the public benefits as defined in Proposition 1, Chapter 8 in a manner that:

a. Is both technically and environmentally permitable (e.g. DSOD, FERC, CEQA/NEPA,
CESA/ESA);

b. Is economically and financially viable; having a high return on investment for both the
Members and public benefits when measured on both an up-front capital cost (i.e.
today) and on a long-term life cycle analysis (i.e. a future set of conditions);

c. Is in accordance with existing water rights and area of origin statutes while
acknowledging the leadership value provided by the Authority on behalf of the
Sacramento Valley to develop the Project;

d. Continues to pursue a strategy to minimize existing land uses, and post-construction
maximizes the amount of land that can be returned or sold for non-Project uses;

e. Can be integrated into the operations of the CVP and SWP while allowing (1) the
Project Agreement Members and Non-Member Participating Parties and (2) both the
California Water Commission (the “CWC”) and public agencies contracting for the public
benefits (i.e. DFW, DWR, and SWRCB) to have sufficient control to ensure the
investment goals are achieved;

f. Prudently manages risk by allocating risk to the entity in the best position to
effectively manage the risk;

g. If deemed economically viable without causing a delay to completion of the Project,
can contribute to the State meeting its renewable energy goals; and

h. Includes as a contingency plan or last ditch effort, the ability to pursue the Project
solely by the Authority and Project Agreement Members should the Authority determine
that the Project is still economically and financially viable, yet contracts for public
benefits and/or public funding are not viable or in the best interest of the Authority or
Project Agreement Members.”
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Reservoir Project Agreement, Exhibit B

Culture: “[T]he Authority believes that those working at all levels of this Project should:

a.
b.

c.

Transact all business in an open and honest manner;
Communicate effectively;

Build trust and confidence — both internally and externally;
Be a respectful community partner;

Make decisions that are fiscally prudent with a focus on creating value, in part, by
evaluating the potential impact to the target cost/acre-ft.; and

Utilize best-in-class processes and procedures - especially in the development of
project controls and in both the management of risk and ensuring appropriate levels of
quality.

Finally, the Authority anticipates that with the development of any subsequent Phase-level
Project Agreements the delegations and responsibilities to the Committee will be revisited
to reflect the decision-making requirements needed to further advance the Sites Reservoir
Project.
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Agreement Bylaws , Membership (1/2):

Authority Member: A public agency that is signatory to the Agreement. They are
required to be located within Sacramento River watershed that has either (1) land use
authority or (2) is a duly recognized water agency, and complies with the joint powers
authority (“JPA”) membership requirements of California Water Code 879759 (a) & (b).
Agencies that elected to participate and provide financial support to the Authority prior to
October 30, 2015, may also be referred to as Founding Members.

Project Agreement Members: Such members shall be either (1) a public agency that
meets the requirements of California Water Code Section 79759(a) or (b), that has as its
sole or a principal power the supplying of water (and/or power) to other entities or to
retail water (and/or power) users which is a Type A Member or a Type B Member, or (2) a
non-profit mutual water company that complies with the non-profit JPA membership
requirements of California Water Code 8 79759 (b). It must be willing to execute at least
one Project Agreement.

» Type |I: Members which do not otherwise have a direct or indirect affiliation with the

Authority, as compared to Types Il and Ill described below.
= Type Il: Is an entity that is a member of another JPA (or equivalent group or collective),

whereby the other JPA (or equivalent group or collective) is either an Authority or
Project Agreement Member in good standing (e.g. members of TCCA).

= Type IIl: Is an entity that has, via an independent contract, agreed to allow another
agency, who is either an Authority Member or Project Agreement Member in good
standing, to represent their interests on either the Authority’s Board and/or a Project
Agreement Committee, respectively.
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Agreement Bylaws , Membership (2/2):

Associate Member: Either (1) a public agency that has as its sole or a principal power
the supplying of water (and/or power) to other entities or to retail water (and/or power)
users that also meets the joint powers authority membership requirements of California
Water Code 8 79759 (a) & (b), but elects to accept an advisory role from the Authority or
(2) a non-profit mutual water company that complies with the non-profit JPA membership
requirements of California Water Code 8 79759 (b), but elects to accept an advisory role
from the Authority.

Non-Member Participating Party: An agency, entity or company, that does not meet the
JPA membership requirements of California Water Code 8 79759 (b) regarding for-profit
corporations, including certain types of mutual water companies, and /s not a Member of
the Authority, but is deemed eligible by the Authority to participate by contract on certain
elements of the Project that will not receive public funds per California Water Code
Division 26.7 (8 79700 et seqg.) such as, but not limited to, renewable power generation.

Ex Officio: The California Department of Water Resources
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Governance:

Sites Project
Authority

Delegations
of Authority

-

Project
Agreement
Committee

Dams Pumping

Intakes &
Diversions

Pipelines

2015 November

Decision Making

Authority’s Role:

v The applicant for Proposition 1, Chapter 8 grant

v The CEQA lead agency and work with USBR as the NEPA lead agency
v' Hold title to any water rights issued by SWRCB

v' Obtain permits & acquire property, easements and rights-of-way

v Be the owner of record for dam safety requirements and regulatory
obligations.

v May delegate (or rescind) responsibilities to a Project Agreement
Committee

Project Agreement Committee:

v Requires a minimum of 2 Authority Members execute each Project
Agreement. The Authority is also signatory to each Project Agreement.

v Comply with terms and conditions established by the Authority in the
Reservoir Project Agreement.

v' Maintain sufficient reserves to ensure a positive cash flow.
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Governance: Decision Making

Sites Project

Material Change Threshold
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2015 November

Approach:

Q

Sites Project Authority: Chartering Document and
Bylaws

Project Agreement Committee: Bylaws and compliance
with terms and conditions of the Project Agreement
(delegated by the Sites Project Authority).

Material Change Cateqgories:

Prop 1 eligibility

Changes in scope, schedule &/or cost

Changes in facility performance or reliability

Change in power or generation

Shifting of significant risk

Changes to water rights and/or annualized yield
Compliance with laws & regulations (e.g. dam safety)

Changes in environmental mitigation or compliance

obligations.
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Governance: Decision Making:

Sites Project

Authority
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Pipelines : :
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Approach: Each decision-making body has discretion to make
decisions within limits of their authorities. Limits are defined as
thresholds that may result in a Material Change from baseline
conditions approved by the Authority.

O Sites Project Authority: Chartering Document and Bylaws

U Project Agreement Committee: Bylaws and compliance with
terms and conditions delegated by the Sites Project Authority
in the Project Agreement.

Material Change provisions:

* Budgets: Operating and target including line-item transfers
« Eligibility to receive funds from a Proposition 1, chapter 8 grant
* Impact to water rights and/or annualized yield

*+ Changes in Member’s level of funding commitment that may shift
additional cost to other Members.

« Dam Safety permits and compliance.
« Changes in scope, schedule or cost — both up-front and O&M.
« Change in pumping power (or renewable generation)

« Comply or require extreme measures to comply with OSHA
requirements.

« Shifting of significant risk
+ Changes in environmental mitigation or compliance obligations.

* Changes in facility performance or reliability Page
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Water Supply Benefits: Reservoir Storage
Water Year Type

October-September Total Sacramento River Diversions to Fill Sites Reservoir
a0 mALT C

807
800

700

214

Long Term Wet Above Below Dry Critical
Normal Normal
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Water Supply Benefits: Monthly Storage
(DWR Alternative C) (Shasta, Oroville & Sites)

Total NOD CVP/SWP Storage Driest Perlods (29-34,76-77,87-92)
—NAA —ALT C
8,000

7,000 -
6,000 -
5,000 -
3
§4.000 -
3 3,000 - ~1 000000
acre-ft.
2,000 -
1,000 -
0

QCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP
Month
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Water Supply Benefits: September Storage

(DWR Alternative C) (Shasta, Oroville & Sites)
—NAA —ALT C
12,000
10,000 -
58,000 -
~ 400,000
- acre-ft.
'-;6,000 -
:
= 4,000 -
S
2,000
o JDRY AVERAGE WET
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0%

Probabllity of Exceedence
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Water Supply Benefits: Reservoir Storage
In 2015

With drought conditions, water available to increase storage:

Storage Percent
Reservoir (acre-ft.) increase
Shasta 240,000 12.1
Additional Water
Oroville 105,000 7.1 Produced
(Public Benefits
Folsom 37,000 9.6 &/0r Class 4 water)
Trinity 79,000 8.5
Sites 660,000 - Direct Benefit
(— 50% Class 1,
Total 1,121,000 23.4 ~ 509% Public

Benefits water)

While meeting the existing water quality and flow obligations
of the CVP & SWP
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Water Supply Benefits:

Reservoir Storage
In 2016

Produced
(Public Benefits
&/o0r Class 4 water)

Cah]([][ma NEEDS ? Additional Water

If constructed, Sites would
already have captured some That's

904,000 295 hillion

acre-feet of water this year

Direct Benefit
(— 50% Class 1,
. ~ 50% Public
Source: CA De Benefits Water)

gallons of water

© CA Rice Commission * Through April 7

2016 April
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Water Supply Benefits: Cost Allocation

(Facilities: DWR Alternative C)

50% (Minimum)
Water User
Funded

Current

Sacramento

Valley

" 52% of Demand
Water user

Costs Needed

for Prop 1

funds to be
allocated

2016 January

50% (maximum)
Public Benefit
Funded

NOTE: Assuming cost follows the
water, a yield-based allocation is
not likely to result in 50% of the
yield going to water users and 50%
to Prop 1, Chapter 8-eligible public
benefits on an annual timeframe.

Ecosystem
& Water
Quality
Enhancement
- 50% (Minimum)
Ecosystem Benefits

\ Water-derived
Non- v public benefits

water \
public \
benefits (\*) (*) Includes flood control
\ and recreation bage
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Water Supply Benefits: Yield-Based

(Facilities: DWR Alternative C)

Scenario 2 (unlikely)

< 50% Consumptive Use
> 50% Public Benefits

a) Public benefit water is based
on avoided cost.

Water-
derived
public
benefits

2016 January

Base Scenario 1
50% Consumptive Use
50% Public Benefits

Working Assumption
for Application

Current Water-
Water derived

User public
Demand benefits

LL
<
—
o
Lo
AN

) 1~
wn o O
(@] c O
o o ®©

—_—
IS 5 >
o N 27
> S e
(@) —
Lo s

Allocation

Scenario 3 (Goal)
> 50% Consumptive Use
< 50% Public Benefits

a) Water Commission does not
want to fund 50% of costs.

b) Public benefit water is value-
based.

Water-
derived
public
benefits

Water

NOTE: Analysis assumes
Authority requests 50% Prop 1,
Chapter 8 funding
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Water Supply Benefits: Yield-Based
(Facilities: DWR Alternative C) A”Ocation
Base (Hypothetlcal)

Scenario 3

Ecosystem “A”: Dedicated supply for Dry & Critical years

Ecosystem “B”: Dedicated Supply in Other water
year types

Current Ecosystem “C”: Cold-water pool, then

Sacramento sold to cover State’s
Valley share of O&M costs
Demand

Water Quality “A”: Salinity Repulsion in
Delta

Additional
Water User

Water Quality “B”: Mutual Aide to Folsom
Demand

Emergency Response

LL
<
—
O
To)
N
I
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Water Supply Benefits: Yield-Based

(Facilities: DWR Alternative C .
Water is long-term annualized results) A”OCatlon
Certain Uncertain Water Criteria

Class 1: Assumes 50% vyield is needed to
provide 50% public-funded costs.

Class 1

Class 2: Assumes less yield is needed to
obtain 50% public funds or Water
Commission decision to fund less
than 50% (e.g. only fund $1.5 Bn
of project’s costs)

Current

Sacramento
Valley Class 3: Difference between the 1.8 MAF
and 1.3 MAF reservoir. Serves as

Demand
: a contingency should the Project
downsize to the smaller reservoir
or a decision to advance the
project with delayed (or absent)

~ 130 TAF

Class 2
~ 170 TAF public funding.

Class 4: Indirect benefit associated with
improved reliability of other
supplies such as those provided
by the CVP & SWP. Currently, the
federal & state fishery agencies

+ Class 4 have indicated that increase delta

outflow would improve the Delta,

which should allow more reliable
south of Delta exports.

75% Prop 1
Minimum
(— 188 TAF)

4Vl 0S¢ —
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Water Supply Benefits: Yield-Based
(Facilities: DWR Alternative C AllOcation

Water is long-term annualized results)

Certain Uncertain NOTES:

1. For Phase 1, the yield allocation is
being used to allocate the cost to
prepare the application to the Water
Commission.

Class 1 + Class 4

2. For Phase 1, the uncertainty is due to
cost vs. yield.

Current

Class 3
Sacramento — 80 TAF 3. Sites Project Authority is evaluating the
Valley concept of providing two commodities:
Demand a. Selling a share of the reservoir to

reduce the financing by reducing
the debt repayment risk)

~ 130 TAF

b. Water derived from the project’s
operation that would be provided
on a unit cost.

~N
\\,e
75% Prop 1 (0,30
.. ‘9&& (J8 ’4
Minimum Oy, Yn,. OF R
("‘ 188 TAF) | $7 /},f //79 /}7<9
gy Wasd
N 8/7 S (‘@/. (/o'
U1 Pro 7. 5" Co € ag
S Voeys 8, %y
J_>I ° /SS/ 6‘(6
2016 April L NOTE: Cost is escalated to 2015 dollars Page 18





Risk & Uncertainty vs. Value

>
=
= High
= g
]
[ -
[3)
O
c
D
%)
X
0
x
Medium
1)
(@)
-
o
X Low
(@)
o)
]
n
) Residual

1. CWC Investment

0 Grant Conditional
Funding

2. Contracts with
DFW. SWRCB,&
DWR

1. Certified EIR/S

2. CWC Funding

+%$$ / share

1. Construction Start-up
financing secured testing
complete
2. Prop 1 bond funds
for construction $$% /
share

$$ / share

Decision Pt. 3: Project remains economically

$ / share

__’

¢/ Shar%Decision Pt. 1: Members
be eligible for funding &

not, Project off-ramps to
(that may be downscalec

&

Members to finance. Elf

) or (2) no project.

Decision Pt. 2: Project complies.with (1) regul@tory-requirements
(e.g. ESA, CEQA/NEPﬁi, CWA) and
CWC to commit fundir*lig while remaining econemically viable for water

viable for Members to finance thejir share &
still provide contracted-for public benefits.
If not, Project either (1) downscales or (2)
off-ramps.

blic benefit contracts™for=— ...
.

not, Project off-ramps to eithier<(l). a water-

user funded project (that may be downscaled) or (2) no project. ===

hip meets Prop 1 requirements (100%) to
public benefits contracts are executed. If
either (1) a water-user funded project

2016 January

Ti

me (years)

NOTE: Cost to buy-in, if water is

even available, increases over time
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Risks: Commission’s Selection Criteria

(V5]

i}
N
e}
©|E
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Y =
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o
c|2
(V)]
< | S
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-
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c lc
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Return on Investment

A
Future without What do DFW,
Climate Change SWRCB & DWR
want?

How will the
Commission
prioritize the

: its?
Moderate Climate benefits”

Change

.\

Delta or Tributaries:

2016 February

Delta:

-
Measureable Improvement (g 79752) Non-linear scales

e
Long-term Ecological Health (s 79755(a)(5)(B)) page 20





Risk Management: Climate Change

600

500

400

300

200

100

0

Supply Enhancement,
TAF/Year

2015 November

N\

NODOS

 HE R

w/BDCP

/
/

\
,’ |
\ ,

M

n\Cﬁmare Change (C€)  w/BDCP& CC

B watersupply' [ Watxo:lality P ‘ Ecosystem  messssss Diversion

'Water supply for municipal and industrial, agriculture, and We refuges

Source: Safeguarding California: Implementation Action Plan, Draft Report. CA Natural

Resources Agency, 2015 October.
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Risks: Development

O Schedule delays

O Scope changes and/or cost increases

O Cost increases, including cost top finance

0 Risks materialize

O Quality & performance deficiencies
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Project: Financing & Repayment

N

L
~ ¥
”(;éi;)‘\ l**l

Pumped- Water
storage ($/acre-ft.

($/kWh of water)
generated)

Carryover
variable $/year

Annual Use
(fixed $/year‘

Storage

2015 January

50% (Mminimum)
Water User
Funded

Current
Sacramento
Valley
Demand

Additional
Water
Users

NOTES:

50% (maximum)
Public Benefit
Funded

Ecosystem
& Water
Quality
Enhancement

1. A 40-year term is assumed for the
repayment period (separately for
water-user funded and public-benefit

funded activities)

2. Water-user finance cost requires (a)
power purchase contract, (b) water
user contracts, (c) water right, and
the entity's creditworthiness

‘PROP 1
N

GOVERNOR EDMUND G. BROWN, JR.

WATER BOND 2014

Taxpayers

(General Obligation
Bonds)
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Risks: Water Commission’s Schedule

. Current Reclamation completes Proposed
Time Now Feasibility Report
(Apr 10) _ ___ __ __ __ _Pending Recommendation _ Phase 1:
to extend Phase 1 funding Water Commission
| OAL Process Commission approves Secure Phase 2 | makes Conditional
all regulations | Financing Funding Commitment
S
<> Concept Paper Mandatory Pre- ) Full Applications
Due Application Due Due
Climate Change |Assessment
Requirements 7]
(ASSUMED) Feedback Reviews:
| Legend:
Environnhental Technical Indep. Commi$sion critical Path
Planning| & Perrmitting
— —_—T . NOTE: Draft Regulations limit Commission S
lley | | OPS: Ad‘j't'onm Technical review to no longer
= ange JREMEE S Demands than 18 months. Commission Reclamation | |
Schedule shows 6 months.
b e [T R T D Authorit
Eliii | | eirss I | Y
|
( L Respond to Commission : Ch2m
|
Engineerlin __________ - AECOM l:l
FR: (v2) Compile
FR: Footpript | FR: Sites|Alternat " Applicatioh Budget- T !
changes & Cost Estimeate | B dependent = t------—- ’
FR: Effects Y
& Benefits i Advance studies for amended Feasibility
. ) I Report demonstrating a clear federal role
Pencilg <> Pencils C [
down . . down . ‘ —{ . . . .
S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S
& o & & & 5 g = 5 & & & & o © o ©
w w w w @® w
[ — - - Page 24
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Risk Management: Use Prospectus Model

Phase 1: ‘ Phase 2: ‘ Phase 3: ’ Phase 4: Phase 5:
CWC WSIP Final EIR/S & Permits, ROW, Construction & Transfer
Tracks: Application Preliminary & Final Design Close-out to Ops
engineering
Project Management Secure short-term debt | Add’'l short-term debt | Issue long-term debt Repaymer\
Direct funding by Members Earliest date Prop 1, Chapter 8 Grant Funds available Managing/
Public
Negotiate Benefits
; oD ] I
Planning & | Prepare . Grant Awarded
Permitting Proposal . Contract w/ DFW, on | T =
SWRCB, & DWR
- - Incorporate
Engineering CWC Changes opfimize
- _ Final Design & 9 .
Feasibility Preliminary Contract Document Construction Management
Risk allocation
Target . . ’
. . Owner-furnished Financing, &
Field Data Collection Equipment $/acre-ft. o
Generation
needs to be
Acquire Permanent factored into
Temporary Rights of Way pricing
E Water
[ Users ;

. B Publ
Construction & Borefit
Commissioning Il

NOTE: The subsequent phase can only start
once the Members have rebalanced the project
and financing agreements are executed. Commissioning
2015 November age 25






Risk Management: Project Development

O Shorten the design-construct schedule through alternative delivery
contracting (AB 2551)

Near term: Work with Commission to reduce delays and improve timing
of state’s cost-share to reduce finance costs

Q Justify pricing of public benefit water by it's value, not it's avoided cost

0 Maximize yield through integrated operations & partnership

O Risk management in partnership with state & federal agencies

O Support efforts to create low interest loans for water infrastructure
(US S. 2533)

O Use hydropower & pumped-storage to reduce repayment & annual
operating costs
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Risks: How the project operates

Degree of Integration w/ CVP & SWP
Highly Integrated

T R e
S (shared decision _ ”’,,——f e .
o) i -— a”’ .
g making) // Pt _
S / ,/’
o -~ o .~ : ,
FE’ P I T Public Benefit:
- 7~ /S~ Maximizes return
(Y / V4 . *
o s W on Investment
g / .« * - /I
=3 7/ .~ A Water Users:
- ’
g / o g Reduces the
. ~ Pig
. - . . repayment on a
Coordinated / P P Increasing Yield $/Zc¥e-ft basis
Operations Lo T > :
0 Ownership & Control of Sites Reservoir & Yield
100%
- —;- *
Collaborative _ —_ .
.. - 7 /
_ (shared decision ~ g .
o making) _ ~ // 7
= ~ o Public Benefit:
8 © yd /I/‘ Maximizes return
- 3 7 ‘7 on Investment
© o / e
v RN
T / o/ Water Users:
o % / ‘/' //' Reduces the
0o /] e repayment on a
. . _--~" Increasing Yield ) :
100% Individual L . 9 - $/acre-ft. basis
Member Page 27
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Risk Management: Operations Plan (Concept)

d Integration with CVP & SWP operations through a COA-like agreement.

= Pro-forma process is required to estimate water produced w/o Sites Reservoir vs. with Sites
Reservoir.

= 5-year to 15-year performance targets developed in partnership between Sites, Reclamation, and
DWR. Define a ‘true-up’ mechanism.

= Annual operating plan to allocate water releases to meet demand — both consumptive uses & for
public benefits.

= Assuming American River participation, integration of Folsom reservoir is included.

O Agreement between Members in reservoir development to maximize water
production & how water produced vs. storage is accounted for.

= Define how water accounts are to be managed
= Define ‘internal’ exchanges (among Members) vs. transfers to non-Members
» 5-year to 15-year performance targets developed w/ NGO input. Define a ‘true-up’ mechanism.

= Annual operating plan for prioritized use of public benefit water.

O Terms of contract with DFW (ecosystem) & SWRCB (water quality).

= Dedicated supply for public benefits. DFW & SWRCB control how the water is used w/ shared
priority. They perform the accounting to demonstrate State’s ROI.

= Reservoir carryover in existing reservoirs is prioritized for fall cold water pool as an eligible
public benefit, then per a long-term contract is used to generate revenue (a) pay State’s share of
O&M (i.e. pumping) costs and (b) invest in habitat projects.

= 5-year to 15-year performance targets developed w/ NGO input. Define a ‘true-up’ mechanism.

= Annual operating plan for prioritized use of public benefit water.

2016 April Page 28






2016 Apr|| 25 WorkShOp Attachment 2: April 25,

2016 Workshop (DRAFT)

0 Reference Material, Agenda Item 1c, Weighted Voting

2016 April Page 1





Phase 1 Weighted Voting:

When all votes cast, total = 100

Certain

Class 1
Sac. Valley
Demand

il

Class 1
Available

250 TAF

50 * 1/n Cl: 50 * 130/130

20% 20%

2016 April

Current Reservoir Project
Agreement (version 1)

Class 4
(e.g. Carryover in
Existing Reservoirs)

\ /

Waries. Per 2015 analysi
e\mal to 70% of Wa;,t(,!r
divePted into_resefvoir

Page
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Phase 1 Weighted Voting: Current Reservoir Project
Agreement (version 1)

Example: Vote = 12.79%

= 10 members,

= 130,000 acre-ft. total participation
» 1 member participating at

20,000 acre-ft. Certain
®
\ Class 1 /
/
v Available /
\ /
N /
\\\ ’/,
250 TAF
50 * 1/10 = 5.00 Cl: 50 * 20/130 = 7.79

0% 20%

2016 April

,' Class 4

(e.g. Carryover in
Existing Reservoirs)

\ /

Waries. Per 2015 analysi
e\qual to 70% of wa;,tér
divePted into_resefvoir

Page
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Phase 1 Weighted Voting: 100% Class 1 water

When all votes cast, total = 100
Certain
I Sy R
~ -——
\\ ,” \\\
Class 1 \\ // \
Sac. Valley \ / \\
Demand \ l' Class 4 \
|| | (e.g. Carryover in ‘I
I Existing Reservoirs)
Class 1 ; ‘\ I’
Non-Sac. / \ /
Valley // Waries. Per 2015 analysi
p e\qqal to 70% of WQI(,{I’
emand _7 dive™ed into_resefvoir
250 TAF
50 * 1/n Cl: 50 * 250/250

20% 20%

2016 April Page 4





Phase 1 Weighted Voting:

Example: Vote = 7.12%
= 16 members,

= 250,000 acre-ft. total participation

» 1 member participating at

20,000 acre-ft.

50 * 1/16 = 3.12

0%

2016 April

\ Available /
\

Certain

Class 1 /

N\
N\ /»/
\\ P
\~—L-— -

250 TAF

Cl: 50 * 20/250 = 4.00

20%

Current Reservoir Project
Agreement

Class 4
(e.g. Carryover in
Existing Reservoirs)

\ /

Waries. Per 2015 analysi
e\qual to 70% of wa;,tér
divePted into_resefvoir

Page
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Phase 1 Weighted Voting: Scenario A: Water
Commission does not fund

When all votes cast, total = 100 -
up tO mMmaximum
Certain
- -~ <.
\\ - T
\ /’ \\

Class 1 \\ // \

Sac. Valley \ / \\
Demand / Class 4 \

(e.g. Carryover in !

Class 1 \\ Existing Reservoirs) "
Non-Sac. | Class2 ' K
Valley \Waries. Per 2015 analysik

Demand ] eyyal to 70% of wasér

(0, 90 ""e?'te.d_inio_res(rvoir

Q,
OZSS(//;?@./. Of 4ﬁ
NN
250 TAF 209 1,90y,
N 3161(@’ /Q/de
50 * 1/n Cl: 35 * 250/250 C2: 15 * 80/80 '%,,C%,bj’%%
OrF ‘Ss; 9o
35% ©  15%°? 4%
\ J 2 b
Y ’%CO
¢ Hypothetical.
5 O % 5 O % Requires Board decision

2016 April NOTE: Cost is escalated to 2015 dollars Page 6





Phase 1 Weighted Voting: Scenario B: Decision to go
with 1.3 MAF reservoir & no
Prop 1 funding

When all votes cast, total = 100

Certain

’—-—~\
~
N\

-

7
Class 1 < 1AF \
Sac. Valley | Class 3 X 370 N
Demand / Class 4 \

(e.g. Carryover in !
Existing Reservoirs)

Class 1 \\ /
Non-Sac. Class 2 . ,
Valley Waries. Per 2015 analysi
Demand ehqal to 70% of WQI(,!I’

divePted into_resefvoir

250 TAF
50 * 1/n Cl: 35 * 250/250 C2: 15 * 170/170
35% ° 15%°¢°
\ J
Y
¢ Hypothetical.
5 O % 5 O % Requires Board decision

2016 April Page 7





Phase 1 Weighted Voting: Scenario C: Decision to go
with No Prop 1 funding &

When all votes cast, total = 100 -
1.8 MAF reservolir
Certain
+ 250 TAF _
/” TS
Class 1 3 // AN
Sac. Valley Class / N
Demand l' Class 4 \
(e.g. Carryover in ‘I
Existing Reservoirs)
Class 1 \ /
Non-Sac. Class 2 \\ ,
Valley Waries. Per 2015 analysi

ehqal to 70% of WQI(,!I’

Demand
divePted into_resefvoir

250 TAF
C3: 5* 80/ 80
50 * 1/n Cl: 35 * 250/250 C2: 10 * 170/170
\35% ° 10%° 5%°j
Y
¢ Hypothetical.
5 O % 5 O % Requires Board decision

2016 April Page 8





Phase 1 Weighted Voting: Scenario D: Other agencies
are allowed to participate In
operational studies

When all votes cast, total = 100

Certain |™ormsertain

+ 250 TAF

Class 1
Sac. Valley

Class 3

Demand Class 4
(e.g. Carryover in
Class 1 Existing Reservoirs)

Non-Sac. Class 2

Valley
Demand

aries. Per 2015 analys)
edyal to 70% of wajl
divertsd_into rese

250 TAF

C3: 3 * 80/ 80 C4: 2 * Participants

Participants

50 * 1/n Cl: 35 * 250/250 C2: 10 * 170/170
\35%0 10%° 3%° 2%0/
Y

¢ Hypothetical.

5 O % 5 O % Requires Board decision

2016 April Page 9





Phase 2 Weighted Voting: Post Water Commission
Funding Decision

(True-up Process complete &
Phase 2 Finance Plan Approved)

When all votes cast, total = 100

Certain

Class 1
Sac. Valley

Public

Benefit

Public Benefit

Water “B”

250 TAF NOTE: |If operational benefits occur
on Trinity River, potential exists to
create a federal public benefit &

50 * 1/n Cl: 50 * 350/350 therefore a federal cost-share
<50% ° ? % °/
Y

¢ Hypothetical.

5 O % 5 O % Requires Board decision
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Proposed Expanded Participation Template Attachment 3: April 25, 2016 Workshop

Direct, Annualized Yield Indirect . _
(acre-ft.) Hypothetical Voting Percentages
o Cost Share
Project Agreement £ Participant’s
Member 2 Class1l Class2 Class3 Class4 |Percentage | Member Class1 Class2 Class3 Class 4 Total
Weighting (w/ Class 4) 50 50 0 0%
Colusa Co. WD Yes 30,000 23.4% 5.00 11.69 5 - 0.00 16.69
Glenn-Colusa 1D Yes 20,000 15.6% 5.00 7.79 - - 0.00 12.79
Orland-Artois WD Yes 20,000 15.6% 5.00 7.79 - - 0.00 12.79
Proberta WD Yes 3,000 2.3% 5.00 1.17 - - 0.00 6.17
Reclamation District 108  Yes 20,000 15.6% 5.00 7.79 - - 0.00 12.79
Westside WD Yes 25,000 19.5% 5.00 9.74 = - 0.00 14.74
Cortina WD Yes 300 0.2% 5.00 0.12 - - 0.00 5.12
Davis WD Yes 2,000 1.6% 5.00 0.78 - - 0.00 5.78
Dunnigan WD Yes 5,000 3.9% 5.00 1.95 = - 0.00 6.95
LaGrande WD Yes 3,000 2.3% 5.00 1.17 - - 0.00 6.17
10 0 0 0

Sac V No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
Sac V No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
Am R No 0.0% 0.00 = = = 0.00 0.00
Am R No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
Am R No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
SWP SD No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
SWP SD No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
SWP SD No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
SWP SD No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
SWP SD No 0.0% 0.00 = = = 0.00 0.00
CVP SD No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
CVP SD No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
CVP SD No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
CVP SD No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00
CVP SD2 No 0.0% 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00

128,300 0 0 128,300] 100% 50.00 50.00 - - 0.00 100.00
Maximum Available[2] 250,000 170,000 80,000 500,000 A B (Cost-share) A+B = Vote

NOTE: Basis for executing the Reservoir Project Agreement applicable for N. Sacramento Valley participation.
Reflects criteria approved by Board on Mar 14.





Scenario 1: As presented at Feb 8 Board meeting Hypotethetical

Direct, Annualized Yield Indirect _ _
(acre-ft.) Hypothetical Voting Percentages
o Cost Share
Project Agreement .5 Participant’s
Member 2 Class1 Class2 Class3 Class 4 |Percentage | Member Class1 Class2 Class3  Class 4 Total| TBD
Weighting (w/ Class 4) 50 30 20 65%
Colusa Co. WD Yes 30,000 7.3% 2.00 3.63 - - 0.00 5.63
Glenn-Colusa 1D Yes 20,000 4.8% 2.00 2.42 - - 0.00 4.42
Orland-Artois WD Yes 20,000 4.8% 2.00 2.42 - - 0.00 4.42| Ex1
Proberta WD Yes 3,000 0.7% 2.00 0.36 - - 0.00 2.36
Reclamation District 108  Yes 20,000 4.8% 2.00 2.42 - - 0.00 4.42
Westside WD Yes 25,000 6.0% 2.00 3.02 - - 0.00 5.02
Cortina WD Yes 300 0.1% 2.00 0.04 - - 0.00 2.04
Davis WD Yes 2,000 0.5% 2.00 0.24 - - 0.00 2.24
Dunnigan WD Yes 5,000 1.2% 2.00 0.60 - - 0.00 2.60 Ex1
LaGrande WD Yes 3,000 0.7% 2.00 0.36 - - 0.00 2.36
10 (0} (0} 0
Sac V Yes yes 2.6% 2.00 - - - 1.31 3.31| Ex1
Sac V Yes yes 2.6% 2.00 - - - 1.31 3.31
Am R Yes yes 2.6% 2.00 - - - 1.31 3.31
AmR Yes 10,000 15,000 4.2% 2.00 1.21 0.91 - 0.00 4.12
Am R Yes yes 2.6% 2.00 o = - 1.31 3.31
SWP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 20,000 8.1% 2.00 2.42 1.21 0.40 0.00 6.03
SWP SD Yes 5,000 40,000 5,000 6.3% 2.00 0.60 2.42 0.10 0.00 5.13
SWP SD Yes 10,700 10,000 5,000 4.0% 2.00 1.29 0.60 0.10 0.00 4.00
SWP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 5,000 7.5% 2.00 2.42 1.21 0.10 0.00 5.73
SWP SD Yes yes 2.6% 2.00 = = - 1.31 3.31
CVP SD Yes 20,000 35,000 20,000 9.9% 2.00 2.42 2.12 0.40 0.00 6.94
CVP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 5,000 7.5% 2.00 2.42 1.21 0.10 0.00 5u.1/3)
CVP SD Yes 11,000 10,000 20,000 4.7% 2.00 1.33 0.60 0.40 0.00 4.34
CVP SD Yes yes 2.6% 2.00 - - - 1.31 3.31
CVP SD2 Yes 5,000 1.2% 2.00 0.60 - - 0.00 2.60
250,000 170,000 80,000 500,000] 100% 50.00 30.24 10.28 1.61 7.86 100.00

Maximum Available[2] 250,000 170,000 80,000 500,000 A B (Cost-share) A+B = Vote

Count: 25 19 8 7 6 50 100.00
Sacramento Valley 128,300 - o
CVP American River 10,000 15,000 -
SWP, South of Delta 50% 55,700 90,000 35,000

CVP South of Delta (Ag) 46% 51,000 65,000 45,000 Goal is to balance south of Delta SWP:CVP at 50% each

CVP South of Delta (Friant 4% 5,000 - -

o O P NN

Total 250,000 170,000 80,000





Scenario 2: Increase weight for Class 1 decrease Class 4 weighting Hypotethetical

Direct, Annualized Yield Indirect ) _
(acre-ft.) Hypothetical Voting Percentages
o Cost Share
Project Agreement £ Participant’s
Member 2 Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 |Percentage | Member Class1 Class2 Class3  Class 4 Total| TBD
Weighting (w/ Class 4) 50 40 10 50%
Colusa Co. WD Yes 30,000 9.2% 2.00 4.62 - - 0.00 6.62
Glenn-Colusa 1D Yes 20,000 6.2% 2.00 3.08 - - 0.00 5.08
Orland-Artois WD Yes 20,000 6.2% 2.00 3.08 - - 0.00 5.08| Ex1
Proberta WD Yes 3,000 0.9% 2.00 0.46 - - 0.00 2.46
Reclamation District 108  Yes 20,000 6.2% 2.00 3.08 - - 0.00 5.08
Westside WD Yes 25,000 7.7% 2.00 3.85 - - 0.00 5.85
Cortina WD Yes 300 0.1% 2.00 0.05 - - 0.00 2.05
Davis WD Yes 2,000 0.6% 2.00 0.31 - - 0.00 2.31
Dunnigan WD Yes 5,000 1.5% 2.00 0.77 - - 0.00 2.77| Ex1
LaGrande WD Yes 3,000 0.9% 2.00 0.46 - - 0.00 2.46
10 (] (6] (0]
Sac V Yes yes 1.9% 2.00 - - - 0.96 2.96| Ex1
Sac V Yes yes 1.9% 2.00 - - - 0.96 2.96
Am R Yes yes 1.9% 2.00 - - - 0.96 2.96
Am R Yes 10,000 15,000 3.9% 2.00 1.54 0.43 - 0.00 3.97
Am R Yes yes 1.9% 2.00 - - - 0.96 2.96
SWP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 20,000 7.7% 2.00 3.08 0.58 0.19 0.00 5.85
SWP SD Yes 5,000 40,000 5,000 3.9% 2.00 0.77 1.16 0.05 0.00 3.97
SWP SD Yes 10,700 10,000 5,000 4.0% 2.00 1.65 0.29 0.05 0.00 3.99
SWP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 5,000 7.4% 2.00 3.08 0.58 0.05 0.00 5.71
SWP SD Yes yes 1.9% 2.00 - - - 0.96 2.96
CVP SD Yes 20,000 35,000 20,000 8.6% 2.00 3.08 1.01 0.19 0.00 6.29
CVP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 5,000 7.4% 2.00 3.08 0.58 0.05 0.00 5.71
CVP SD Yes 11,000 10,000 20,000 4.4% 2.00 1.70 0.29 0.19 0.00 4.18
CVP SD Yes yes 1.9% 2.00 - - - 0.96 2.96
CVP SD2 Yes 5,000 1.5% 2.00 0.77 - - 0.00 2.77
250,000 170,000 80,000 500,000 100% 50.00 38.54 4.91 0.77 5.78 100.00
Maximum Available[2] 250,000 170,000 80,000 500,000 A B (Cost-share) A+B = Vote
Count: 25 19 8 7 6 50 100.00
Sacramento Valley 128,300 - - 2
CVP American River 10,000 15,000 - 2
SWP, South of Delta 50% 55,700 90,000 35,000 1
CVP South of Delta (Ag) 46% 51,000 65,000 45,000 1 Goal is to balance south of Delta SWP:CVP at 50% each
CVP South of Delta (Friani 4% 5,000 = o 0
Total 250,000 170,000 80,000 6





Scenario 3: Reduce voting %o, Increase weight for Class 1 water Decrease Class 4 weight Hypotethetical

Direct, Annualized Yield Indirect ) )
(acre-ft.) Hypothetical Voting Percentages
o Cost Share
Project Agreement = Participant's
Member S Class 1 Class2 Class3 Class 4 |Percentage | Member Class1 Class2 Class3  Class 4 Total| TBD
Weighting (w/ Class 4) 30 50 20 50%
Colusa Co. WD Yes 30,000 8.8% 1.20 6.19 - - 0.00 7.39
Glenn-Colusa ID Yes 20,000 5.9% 1.20 4.13 - - 0.00 5.33
Orland-Artois WD Yes 20,000 5.9% 1.20 4.13 - - 0.00 5.33| Ex1
Proberta WD Yes 3,000 0.9% 1.20 0.62 - - 0.00 1.82
Reclamation District 108  Yes 20,000 5.9% 1.20 4.13 - - 0.00 5.33
Westside WD Yes 25,000 7.4% 1.20 5.16 - - 0.00 6.36
Cortina WD Yes 300 0.1% 1.20 0.06 - - 0.00 1.26
Davis WD Yes 2,000 0.6% 1.20 0.41 - = 0.00 1.61
Dunnigan WD Yes 5,000 1.5% 1.20 1.03 - - 0.00 2.23| Ex1
LaGrande WD Yes 3,000 0.9% 1.20 0.62 - - 0.00 1.82
10 0 0 0
SacV Yes yes 1.5% 1.20 = = = 1.03 2.23] Ex1
Sac V Yes yes 1.5% 1.20 - - - 1.03 2.23
Am R Yes yes 1.5% 1.20 - - - 1.03 2.23
Am R Yes 10,000 15,000 4.3% 1.20 2.06 0.93 - 0.00 4.19
Am R Yes yes 1.5% 1.20 - - - 1.03 2.23
SWP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 20,000 8.3% 1.20 4.13 1.24 0.41 0.00 6.98
SWP SD Yes 5,000 40,000 5,000 5.2% 1.20 1.03 2.48 0.10 0.00 4.81
SWP SD Yes 10,700 10,000 5,000 4.2% 1.20 2.21 0.62 0.10 0.00 4.13
SWP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 5,000 7.8% 1.20 4.13 1.24 0.10 0.00 6.67
SWP SD Yes yes 1.5% 1.20 - - - 1.03 2.23
CVP SD Yes 20,000 35,000 20,000 9.6% 1.20 4.13 2.17 0.41 0.00 7.91
CVP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 5,000 7.8% 1.20 4.13 1.24 0.10 0.00 6.67
CVP SD Yes 11,000 10,000 20,000 4.7% 1.20 2.27 0.62 0.41 0.00 4.50
CVP SD Yes yes 1.5% 1.20 = = = 1.03 2.23
CVP SD2 Yes 5,000 1.5% 1.20 1.03 = S 0.00 2.23
250,000 170,000 80,000 500,000] 100% 30.00 51.62 10.53 1.65 6.19 100.00
Maximum Available[2] 250,000 170,000 80,000 500,000 A B (Cost-share) A+B = Vote
Count: 25 19 8 7 6 70 100.00
Sacramento Valley 128,300 - - 2
CVP American River 10,000 15,000 - 2
SWP, South of Delta 50%0 55,700 90,000 35,000 1
CVP South of Delta (Ag) 46% 51,000 65,000 45,000 1 Goal is to balance south of Delta SWP:CVP at 50% each
CVP South of Delta (Friant 4% 5,000 - o 0
Total 250,000 170,000 80,000 6





Scenario 4: Adjust Class 4 voting to be equivalent to 5,000 acre-ft Class 1 water Hypotethetical

Direct, Annualized Yield Indirect ) )
(acre-ft.) Hypothetical Voting Percentages
o Cost Share
Project Agreement = Participant's
Member S Class 1 Class2 Class3 Class 4 JPercentage | Member Class1 Class2 Class3  Class 4 Total| TBD
Weighting (w/ Class 4) 50 35 15 35%
Colusa Co. WD Yes 30,000 8.7% 2.00 4.37 - - 0.00 6.37
Glenn-Colusa ID Yes 20,000 5.8% 2.00 2.91 - - 0.00 491
Orland-Artois WD Yes 20,000 5.8% 2.00 2.91 - - 0.00 491 Ex1
Proberta WD Yes 3,000 0.9% 2.00 0.44 - - 0.00 2.44
Reclamation District 108  Yes 20,000 5.8% 2.00 2.91 - - 0.00 4.91
Westside WD Yes 25,000 7.3% 2.00 3.64 - - 0.00 5.64
Cortina WD Yes 300 0.1% 2.00 0.04 - - 0.00 2.04
Davis WD Yes 2,000 0.6% 2.00 0.29 - = 0.00 2.29
Dunnigan WD Yes 5,000 1.5% 2.00 0.73 - - 0.00 2.73| Ex1
LaGrande WD Yes 3,000 0.9% 2.00 0.44 - - 0.00 2.44
10 0 0 0
Sac V Yes yes 1.5% 2.00 - - - 0.73 2.73| Ex1
Sac V Yes yes 1.5% 2.00 - - - 0.73 2.73
Am R Yes yes 1.5% 2.00 - - - 0.73 2.73
Am R Yes 10,000 15,000 4.3% 2.00 1.46 0.70 - 0.00 4.16
Am R Yes yes 1.5% 2.00 - - - 0.73 2.73
SWP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 20,000 8.3% 2.00 2.91 0.94 0.31 0.00 6.16
SWP SD Yes 5,000 40,000 5,000 5.4% 2.00 0.73 1.87 0.08 0.00 4.68
SWP SD Yes 10,700 10,000 5,000 4.2% 2.00 1.56 0.47 0.08 0.00 4,11
SWP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 5,000 7.9% 2.00 291 0.94 0.08 0.00 5.93
SWP SD Yes yes 1.5% 2.00 - - - 0.73 2.73
CVP SD Yes 20,000 35,000 20,000 9.7% 2.00 2.91 1.64 0.31 0.00 6.86
CVP SD Yes 20,000 20,000 5,000 7.9% 2.00 291 0.94 0.08 0.00 5.93
CVP SD Yes 11,000 10,000 20,000 4.8% 2.00 1.60 0.47 0.31 0.00 4.38
CVP SD Yes yes 1.5% 2.00 = = - 0.73 2.73
CVP SD2 Yes 5,000 1.5% 2.00 0.73 - = 0.00 2.73
250,000 170,000 80,000 500,000] 100% 50.00 36.42 7.96 1.25 4.37 100.00
Maximum Available[2] 250,000 170,000 80,000 500,000 A B (Cost-share) A+B = Vote
Count: 25 19 8 7 6 50 100.00
Sacramento Valley 128,300 - - 2
CVP American River 10,000 15,000 - 2
SWP, South of Delta 50%0 55,700 90,000 35,000 1
CVP South of Delta (Ag) 46% 51,000 65,000 45,000 1 Goal is to balance south of Delta SWP:CVP at 50% each
CVP South of Delta (Friant 4% 5,000 - - 0
Total 250,000 170,000 80,000 6
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