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Methodology

We had shown on Friday that based on the City’s setting formal uncertainty distribution to some of the input ratings, the

uncertainty in results, for an equi-weighted MCDS model of the 650 Gap was:

Decizon: 650 MG shortfall

Proposal Value | % of hmes alternative 1s better than all others
WaterSmart 0.586 [ | §=5%
Landscaping, Capture, Reuse 0.540 [ | R<5%
Water Neutral Development 0.451 | Tl<5%
North Coast Water 0.651 | | W-<5%
The Loquifer Alternative 0536 | [ ]<5%
Expanded Treatment Capacity 0.560 || |<5%
Ranney Collectors on SLR 0.651 || ]93%
Reuse for Agriculture 0.562 | | ]<5%
Aquifer Restoration 0.623 [ T ]<5%
Water Reuse (Potable) 0.539 [ | ]<5%
Desal RO 0.549 [C1)<5%
Desal FO 0.550 T <5%

0.oa Decision Sooe [1}: ]
Decision: 650 MG shortfall

Proposal Value | % of times alternative is better than all others
WaterSmart 0.598 [ T 1<5%
Landscaping, Capture, Reuse 0.564 | | ]<5%
Water Neutral Development 0.466 T 1<5%
North Coast Water 0.650 [ T 1<5%
The Loquifer Alternative 0.551 [ T 1<5%
Expanded Treatment Capacity 0.583 [ 1<5%
Ranney Collectors on SLR 0674 | | 175%
Reuse for Agriculture 0.577 | T 1<5%
Aquifer Restoration 0644 [ T 115%
Water Reuse (Potable) 0.555 | T 1<5%
Desal RO 0.567 L T 1<5%
Desal FO 0.565 | T 1<5%
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| then searched the weights portraits for the portrait closest to the average of the Cmtee’s ratings. Based on the
smallest Euclidean distance from the average weights, it was Cmtee Member #21’s:

Combined sub-criteria weights portrait for WSAC Cmtee Golden 21
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Whereas the average of the Cmtee members combined weights looked like:

Avg Weights
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Applying Cmtee member #1’s weights to the average ratings with the new, combined uncertainty, the uncertainty in
their decision scores are:

Decision: 650 MG shortfall

Proposal Value | % of times alternative is better than all others
WaterSmart 0.563 [T __1<5%
Landscaping, Capture, Reuse 0584 [ [ I<5%
Water Neutral Development 0438 [T 1<5%
North Coast Water 0688 [ T W%
The Loquifer Alternative 0.542 [ T " 1<5%
Expanded Treatment Capacity 0596 [T 1<5%
Ranney Collectors on SLR 0.667 | T 164%
Reuse for Agriculture 0596 [T 1<5%
Aquifer Restoration 0654 [ 1T 114%
Water Reuse (Potable) 0.587 [T 1<5%
Desal RO 0.605 [ T 15%
Desal FO 0.587 T 1<5%
. 0.00 Decision Score 0es

More to our purpose, the contribution to the uncertainty in the decision scores for each alternative are:

WaterSmart
= 100% Lowest Criteria contributions to Uncertainty in 'waterSmart 0% 100
Criteria Contrb negative positive
Local Economy 23%
Regional Water Stability 21%
Flexibility 19%
Energy 10%
Technical Feasibility 9%
Reliable Supply 8%
Political Feasibility 5%
Legal Feasibility 1%
Cost to Customer: Indiv| 1%
Marine Ecosystem Heal 1%
Nenvimdhsintar Danaiwan, " 40/

Landscaping, Capture, Reuse

C 100% Lowest Critenia contrbutions to Uncertainty in Landscaping. Capture, Reuse 100
Criteria Contrb negative

positive
Local Economy 46%
Flexibility 10%
Addresses Peak Seas 9%
Energy 6%
Technical Feasibility 5%
Political Feasibility 5%
Reliable Supply 5%
Cost to City: Upfront C -4%
Legal Feasibility 3%
Yield 3%
Regulatory Feasibility 1%

Water Neutral Development

= 100% Lowest Critenia contributions to Uncertainty in Water Neutral Development 100
Criteria Contrb negative positive
Local Economy 39%

Political Feasibility 15%

Addresses Peak Seas| 12%
Energy 8%
Technical Feasibility 7%
Reliable Supply 7%
Legal Feasibility 4%
Infrastructure Resilience 2%
Flexibility 2%
Cost to Customer: Indiv| 1%
Preserves Future Choi 1%

North Coast Water
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- 100% Lowesl Criteria contributions to Uncertainty in North Coast 'w/ater 100
Criteria Contrb negatlve positive
Local Economy 33%

Technical Feasibility 13%

Political Feasibility 13%
Legal Feasibility 8%
Regulatory Feasibility 8%
Freshwater and Ripari 4%
Flexibility 4%
Marine Ecosystem Hea| 3%
Preserves Future Choi 3%
Cost to Clty Operatlon 2%

The Loquifer Alternative

- 100% Lowest Criteria contributions to Uncertainty in The Loquifer Alternative 100
Criteria Contrb negative positive
Local Economy 36%

Reliable Supply 14%
Technical Feasibility 10%
Freshwater and Ripari |  10%
Yield 9%
Legal Feasibility 5%
Political Feasibility 4%
Preserves Future Choi 3%
Flexibility 3%
Regulatory Feasibility 2%
Marine Ecosystem He 2%
Cost to City: Operatiorﬂ -1%

Expanded Treatment Capacity

C 100% Lowest Criteria contributions to Uncertainty in Expanded Treatment Capacit 100
Criteria Contrb negative positive
Local Economy 51%

Regional Water Stability 14%

Reliable Supply 9%

Preserves Future Choi 4%
Flexibility 4%
Legal Feasibility 3%
Political Feasibility 3%

Cost to Customer: Rat -3%

Marine EcosystemHea| 3%

Ranney Collectors on SLR

C 100% Lawest Criteria contributions te Uncertainty in Ranney Collectors on SLR 100
Criteria Contrb negative positive
Local Economy 38%

Regional Water Stability 18%

Reliable Supply 12%

Flexibility 5%
Legal Feasibility 4%

Regulatory Feasibility 4%
Political Feasibility 4%
Marine Ecosystem Hea| 4%
Freshwater and Ripari 4%

Groundwater Resources 2%

Yield 2%

Reuse for Agriculture
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C 100% Lowest Criteria contributions to Uncertainty in Reuse for Agriculture 100
Criteria Contrb negative positive
Local Economy 28%

Political Feasibility 17%

Reliable Supply 9%

Flexibility 9%

Legal Feasibility 7%

Regulatory Feasibility 7%

Technical Feasibility 4%

Yield 4%

Daninnal \Matar Ctahilih Q0L

Aquifer Restoration

C 100% Lowest Criteria contributions to Uncertainty in Aquifer Restoration 100
Criteria Contrb negative positive
Local Economy 44%

Regulatory Feasibility 10%

Political Feasibility 8%

Flexibility 8%

Reliable Supply 6%

Legal Feasibility 4%

Marine Ecosystem He: 4%

Preserves Future Choia| 4%

Water Reuse (Potable)

- 100% Lowest Critena contributions to Uncertainty in ‘water Reuse (Potable 1EIEI
Criteria Contrb negative positive
Local Economy 55%

Political Feasibility 9%
Technical Feasibility 8%
Regulatory Feasibility 7%
Reliable Supply 5%
Legal Feasibility 4%
Marine EcosystemHea 3%
Preserves Future Choi 3%
Yield 3%
Infrastructure Resilience 2%
Costto City: Operation| -1%

Desal RO

C 100% Lowest Criteria contributions to Uncertainty in Desal RO 0% 100
Criteria Contrb negative | positive
Local Economy 64%

Marine Ecosystem Hea| 8%

Political Feasibility 6%
Legal Feasibility 4%
Energy 4%
Freshwater and Ripari 4%
Preserves Future Choi 4%

Technical Feasibility 2%

Reliable Supply 2%

Regulatory Feasibility 1%

Cost to Citv- Upfront C 0%

Desal FO

= 100% Lowest Critenia contributions to Uncertainty n Desal FO 0% 100
Criteria Contrb negative | positive
Local Economy 63%

Marine Ecosystem Heal 8%

Technical Feasibility 6%

Political Feasibility 6%

Legal Feasibility 4%

Freshwater and Ripari 4%

Preserves Future Choi 4%

Reliable Supply 2%

Regulatory Feasibility 1%

Cost to City: Operation -1%
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