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Tuesday, February 6, 2024 
1:00pm – 3:00pm 
 
In-person 
Culver City Hall, Patacchia Room 
9770 Culver Blvd, Culver City, CA 90232 
 
Online 
WebEx 
 
Committee Members Present: 
Marcela Benavides, LA County Flood Control District (Agency) 
*Mathew Veeh, West Basin Metropolitan Water District (Agency) 
*Art Castro, LA Department of Water and Power (Agency) 
Susie Santilena, LA City Sanitation and Environment (Agency), Co-Chair 
*Darryl Ford, LA City Recreation & Parks (Agency) 
Rita Kampalath, LA County Chief Sustainability Office (Community), Co-Chair 
*Cecilia Mokler, PSOMAS (Community) 
*Gloria Medina, The Solutions Project/SCOPE (Community) 
Bruce Reznik, LA Waterkeeper (Community) 
*Matthew Magener, Beverly Hills/West Hollywood (Municipal) 
Sean Singletary, Culver City (Municipal) 
*Blayne Sutton-Wills, Los Angeles (Municipal) 
Michelle Barton, Los Angeles (Municipal) 
Bruce Hamamoto, Los Angeles County (Municipal) 
Joshua Carvalho, Santa Monica (Municipal) 
Vanessa Boudreau, SGA Marketing (Watershed Coordinator, non-voting member) 
Ava Farriday, Heal the Bay (Watershed Coordinator, non-voting member) 
 
*Committee Member Alternate 

Absent Committee Members 
Edgar Campos, (Community) 
Roberto Perez, Los Angeles (Municipal) 
 
See attached sign-in sheet for full list of attendees. 
 

 

1) Welcome and Introductions 

Rita Kampalath, Co-Chair of the Central Santa Monica Bay (CSMB) Watershed Area Steering Committee 
(WASC), welcomed Committee Members, shared housekeeping items, and called the meeting to order.  
 
District staff facilitated the roll call of Committee Members. District staff and all Committee Members made 
self-introductions and a quorum was established.  
 
2) Approval of Meeting Minutes from January 9, 2024 

Co-Chair Susie Santilena motioned to approve meeting minutes from January 9, 2024, seconded by 
Member Darryl Ford. The Committee voted to approve the January 9, 2024 minutes, with 14 votes in favor, 
zero votes in abstention, zero votes in opposition, and one absent at the time of the vote (approved, see 
vote tracking sheet attached).  

https://safecleanwaterla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/20240109-WASC-CSMB-Final-Meeting-Minutes.pdf
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3) Committee Member and District Updates 

District staff provided an update, noting:  

• Fiscal Year 2022-2023 (FY22-23) Regional Program Project Annual Reports were due December 
31, 2023. The reports must still be completed even if there were no activities completed for the 
project or if the Transfer Agreement has not yet been executed. Failure to provide the report in a 
timely manner may delay disbursement of future allocated funds.  

• The FY23-24 Q2 Report, for the October to December reporting period, is due on February 15th. 

• The Round 4 Transfer Agreements and Addendums are newly available for download in the 
Reporting Module. District staff sent an email on January 24th with instructions on how to navigate 
this new feature. Transfer Agreements will not be downloadable until the Infrastructure Program 
Project Developer (IPPD) contract information is uploaded. The new feature in the Reporting 
Module is for projects included in Round 4 Stormwater Investment Plans (SIPs) and future SIPs 
only. Projects from previous SIPs can submit documents via email. 

• On January 31st, the Regional Oversight Committee (ROC) voted to send the Biennial Report to 
the Board of Supervisors (Board). The Biennial Report includes a summary of the progress of the 
Safe, Clean Water Program’s Regional, Municipal, and District Programs. More details can be 
found on the SCW Program website under the ROC webpage. The ROC will begin discussing next 
steps at the February 15th meeting. 

• Municipal Annual Reports were due December 31, 2023. Municipal Annual Plans are due in April 
each year before the start of the upcoming FY and the Annual Reports are due in December. 
Annual Reports should reflect the progress made on activities that were planned for or listed in the 
Annual Plan. District staff should be notified in advance of any deviations in the Annual Report from 
the Annual Plan. Failure to submit the reports in a timely manner may delay the disbursement of 
the SCW Program Municipal funds. 

• WASC Members whose job connects them to specific projects that are discussed by the committee 
should ask colleagues or consultants to attend WASC meetings to share about or advocate for 
those projects during SIP deliberations to ensure a fair and transparent process.  

 
Member Bruce Reznik voiced that the ROC Biennial Report isa plan to plan future efforts and shared that 
the ROC will have monthly meetings to accelerate progress. Member Reznik also suggested that the SCW 
Program should make it easier to access relevant project information.  
 
4) Watershed Coordinator Updates 

Watershed Coordinator Ava Farriday shared the following updates: 

• Partnered with Heal the Bay and led four presentations this past month 

• Participated in Tribal Allyship Working Group to explore how to meaningfully engage tribes in the 
SCW Program 

• Attended the Camino Nuevo Charter Academy ribbon cutting ceremony for a school greening 
project 

• Continued supporting Technical Resource Program (TRP) projects, including the Fern Dell 
Restoration and Stormwater Capture and Syd Kronenthal Park Stormwater Capture Projects. 

• Continued planning for school greening and stormwater tours in collaboration with other Watershed 
Coordinators. The next tour is tentatively scheduled for March 12. 

 
Watershed Coordinator Farriday additionally shared upcoming efforts, including:  

• A tour of the at Edward C. Little Water Recycling Facility on February 24 in partnership with the 
South Santa Monica Bay Watershed Coordinator and West Basin Municipal Water District. 

• Hosting Ballona Creek Regional Coordination meetings and securing guest speakers 

• Begin planning for Earth Month events 

https://safecleanwaterla.org/regional-oversight-committee/
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Stephen Groner introduced Watershed Coordinator Vanessa Boudreau. Watershed Coordinator Boudreau 
will serve as the primary Watershed Coordinator for SGA Marketing. Groner provided the following updates:  

• Presented at the recent ROC meeting, alongside other Watershed Coordinators, and shared a GIS 
mapping tool that shows the survey data from outreach. The data can be used to identify gaps in 
outreach strategies.  

• Sent out an email to new local elected or appointed officials about the SCW Program to ensure the 
Program’s visibility during periods of transition. 

• Connected stakeholders with an interest in developing a TRP project at Runyan Canyon with the 
Friends of Griffith Park organization who successfully secured TRP funding for development of a 
feasibility study at Griffith Park.  

• Met with City Managers to look at areas for leveraged funding. 
 

5) Public Comment Period 

No comment cards were received before the meeting and there were no public comments during the 
meeting. 
 
6)  Discussion 

a) Ex Parte Communication Disclosure  

Co-Chair Santilena disclosed a call with Member Josette Descalzo regarding questions on Project 
Modification Requests (PMRs). Additionally, it was disclosed that Co-Chairs Santilena and Kampalath met 
with District staff to prepare for this meeting. 
 

b) Project Modification Requests (PMR) Overview Presentation 
By: Mike Antos, Stantec, Regional Coordination 

Antos presented on the WASC Roles and Responsibilities related to the Project Modification Request 
process. PMR Guidelines can be found on the SCW Program website under the “Adaptive Management” 
tab.  
 
Antos summarized that District staff will review PMRs and categorize the PMR either as consistent with the 
original SIP or inconsistent with the original SIP. If consistent with the original SIP, District staff will notify 
WASC Members and the project developer. If inconsistent, District staff will refer the PMR to the WASC for 
discussion. 
 

c) Consistent PMRs 
i) Edward Vincent Jr. Park Stormwater Improvements 

District staff summarized the project’s PMR form. The original project proposed a subsurface reservoir 
underneath the ballfield. However, the City received Dodger’s Dreamfields funding to redevelop the ball 
field, so the project can no longer include construction at the newly renovated ballfields. The subsurface 
reservoir is now being proposed at the southern end of the park.   
 

d) PMRs for WASC Discussion 
i) MacArthur Lake Rehabilitation Project 

City of Los Angeles Sanitation and Environment 

Mike Scaduto (City of Los Angeles Sanitation and Environment (LASAN)) provided a brief update on the 
MacArthur Lake Rehabilitation project and their submitted Project Modification Request. The lake will be 
storing runoff, will include a tiered wetlands area, and is at 50% design. CEQA is expected to be completed 

https://safecleanwaterla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/FY24-25-PMR-WASC-Role-Overview-Presentation.pdf
https://safecleanwaterla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Project-Modification-Guidelines-20240119.pdf
https://safecleanwaterla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/PMR-CSMB-SIP24-25-Edward-Vincent-Park-District-Reviewed.pdf
https://safecleanwaterla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/PMR-CSMB-SIP-24-25-MacArthur-Lake-District-Reviewed.pdf
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in June 2024, as the project developer decided to conduct a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Design 
is expected to finish in June 2024, with the Bid/Award phase to occur in October 2024. 
 
Scaduto noted that the original application submitted in 2019 had escalation rates around 3-5%. Now, the 
City of Los Angeles recommends using escalation rates as high as 12-13%. The PMR requests an 
additional $11 million spread out over three years to account for the increased escalation and high inflation, 
as well project modifications.  
 
Scaduto stated that the amount requested in the PMR is not sufficient to fill the entire $16.9 million project 
funding gap. Scaduto shared that the project received $550,000 from Proposition K from Recreation and 
Parks, the City of Los Angeles is willing to commit $6 million from municipal funds and has applied to the 
California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) Urban Greening Grant program and is expected to hear back 
in May. If the project is awarded grant funds, the City could change their SCW Program funding request. 
The maximum grant amount from CNRA is $5 million, but there is a chance that more could be.  
 
District staff shared a summary funding table from the PMR document onscreen to show the funds 
disbursed, funds that have been awarded but not disbursed due to CEQA status, and additional funds 
requested (see attached).  
 
Upon request, Scaduto confirmed that LASAN would prioritize returning Regional Program funds to the 
SCW Program rather than reducing the municipal contribution in the instance that construction costs do not 
end up being as high as expected. 
 
Member Marcela Benavides asked what the previously awarded $20 million and the additional $11M 
requested would fund. Scaduto replied that previously disbursed funding is being utilized for 100% design 
and environmental documents and the remaining previously allocated funds and additional funding 
requested through the PMR would go towards construction.  
 
Scaduto addressed Co-Chair Kampalath’s concern that the project would be able to utilize the awarded 
and unreleased funds, along with the new funding request, and stay on schedule with the SCW Program’s 
Transfer Agreement disbursement timeline.  
 

When asked about the increase in the drainage area noted in the PMR, the project engineer explained that 
the original diversion structure was located at a busy intersection and that the project decided to move the 
diversion location downstream, along the same storm drain, for ease of maintenance and construction. This 
change resulted in capturing a larger drainage area. Regarding the noted decrease in water supply acre-
feet/year in the PMR, it was shared that the water supply parameter originally came from offsetting the 
potable water that is used to fill the lake. Now that more water is being captured, the excess that cannot be 
stored within the lake will be treated and returned to the storm drain.  
 
Upon inquiry, Scaduto expressed confidence that no additional PMRs will be made for this project. Scaduto 
explained that the project is passing the 50% design stage and no major modifications are anticipated. 
 
Scaduto reaffirmed that the additional PMR funding requested go towards the bid and award and 
construction phases. 
 
Upon inquiry, Scaduto noted that the $6 million municipal funds are not yet approved, as the City’s budgets 
are released in June. Since this project is further along, it is a higher priority within the City Mayor’s Office. 
If SCW Program funds are not secured, the likelihood of securing municipal funds decreases.  
 

ii) Ballona Creek TMDL Project 

City of Los Angeles Sanitation and Environment 

https://safecleanwaterla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/PMR-CSMB-SIP-24-25-Ballona-TMDL-District-Reviewed.pdf
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Scaduto provided an update on this project, highlighting that the Ballon Creek TMDL Project is currently in 
construction. At the time of application, the project was had completed 30% design plans and had a Class 
C Estimate. Scaduto noted that some changes arose after comments from the various project partners (i.e., 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife) that created additional costs, not to 
mention a cost escalation like the previous project.  
 
The additional $7 million requested are spread over two FY and represents 15% of the funding deficit. 
Scaduto shared that when the project was first put forth in the SCW Program, the City and partners came 
up with $16.9 million match to support the project and have now secured around $42 million match funds 
(a combination of municipal funds, Proposition O funds, LASAN general funds, and Caltrans funds). 
Scaduto shared that the project was unsuccessful in obtaining grants from the National Ocean and 
Atmospheric Administration and CNRA.  
 
Watershed Coordinator Farriday asked the project proponent which of the two projects are higher priority 
based on the progress of each project. Scaduto stated that the two projects with additional PMR budget 
requests are higher priority than the Round 5 Baldwin Vista Green Streets Project. Upon inquiry, Scaduto 
explained that if this project was not granted the additional funding, the project would continue to go on, but 
the recent joint Memorandum of Understanding between the project partners would need to be updated.  
 
Scaduto confirmed that project is in construction and does not anticipate needing to submit a future PMR 
to request additional funding. 
 
Member Bruce Hamamoto expressed that a $7 million request for a $76 million project, in addition to all the 
municipal funding match, makes this funding request seem more reasonable than the previous.  
 
Member Ford confirmed that while the project has contingency built in and funding from other sources, the 
project still came to the SCW Program to request additional funds once the PMR became available. Scaduto 
mentioned that the PMR took into consideration the WASC’s current SIP budget when developing the 
request to be as reasonable as possible. 
 
Some Committee Members noted that while the request is more reasonable than the MacArthur Lake 
Rehabilitation Project’s PMR, this project is an example of traditional grey infrastructure, while the 
MacArthur Lake Rehabilitation Project is an exemplary instance of social equity within the SCW Program- 
creating green infrastructure for an underrepresented community and incorporating local community-based 
organizations during engagement. Member Gloria Medina commented that the WASC should be careful to 
not over allocate funds and lose the ability to support green infrastructure projects like the one at MacArthur 
Lake.  
 
Scaduto noted that LASAN recently released a report that shows that an estimated 11.7 jobs are created 
for every million dollars that goes into developing an LASAN project. The Ballona Creek TMDL project 
includes a workforce development aspect by creating specific job classifications for maintaining the project.  
 
District staff provided an overview of the SIP tool and how it could be used to evaluate the budget requests 
and constraints to assist Committee Members prepare for upcoming deliberations. District staff noted that 
there are two scenarios currently loaded into the SIP tool for the CSMB Watershed Area. One scenario 
shows the funding allocations and total budget if all Round 5 projects were recommended for inclusion in 
the FY24-25 SIP. This scenario results in 56% of the available FY24-25’s budget being allocated. The other 
scenario includes funding all Round 5 projects plus the PMR full additional funding requests, which would 
result in an 87% of the available budget for FY24-25 allocated. District staff noted that the funding scenario 
table can be edited by Committee Members to see how funding partial amounts of the additional PMR 
requested funding would affect the projected budgeting allocations. These funding scenarios do not include 
the anticipated construction costs for those projects that were awarded design-only funds. 
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Member Reznik asked District staff if there was any way to gauge which projects may be coming to the 
WASCs with PMRs in future years, as it would be unfortunate to have new projects denied because of 
funding PMRs. District staff noted that that is difficult to predict and noted that one PMR was retracted by 
the developer and may submit a PMR next year.  
 
Several Committee Members discussed the fact that projects that apply for design and construction funding 
in one application could have an unfair advantage in using the PMRs compared to projects that are 
packaging design and construction separately, as the WASC would naturally be inclined to support projects 
that the WASC has already approved. Member Reznik noted that, as a Member of the Scoring Committee, 
the SCW Program does not want to punish projects that are taking the right steps of applying for design 
and construction funding separately.  
 
Antos noted that the Watershed Coordinators are available to may speak with project developers to gauge 
whether projects may need PMRs down the line and share that information with the WASC. Antos 
recognized that the lessons learned about separate design and construction funding applications is a good 
instance of adaptive management. 
 

7)  Public Comment Period 

Margarita Aguilar (Senior Community Engagement Coordinator, Mujeres de la Tierra) provided public 
comment and highlighted personal contributions to outreach/engagement efforts during the design portion 
of MacArthur Park. Aguilar shared that MacArthur Park is valuable green space for a historically 
underserved community. 
 
8) Voting Items 

a) None 

There were no voting items.  
 

9) Items for Next Agenda 

The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, March 5, 2024, 1:00pm – 3:00pm and will be hybrid, held in 
person at Culver City Hall and online via WebEx. See SCW Program website for meeting details. Items on 
the next agenda may include: 
 

a) Scientific Studies Summary Discussion 
b) Begin FY24-25 Stormwater Investment Plan (SIP) Deliberations 

 
10)  Adjournment 

Co-Chair Kampalath thanked WASC Members and the public for their attendance and participation and 
adjourned the meeting. 



Member Type Organization

Primary

Member

Attendance: 

In-person
("x" for present)

Alternate 

Member

Attendance:

In-person
("x" for present)

Approval of January 

9, 2024

Meeting Minutes

Agency Los Angeles County Flood Control District Marcela Benavides x Mark Beltran Y Amanda Begley Mark Beltran

Agency West Basin Municipal Water District E.J. Caldwell Matthew Veeh x Y Ana Rivera Mark Nguyen

Agency Los Angeles City Water & Power Delon Kwan Art Castro x Y Angineh Shahnazarian Mikaela Randolph

Agency Los Angeles City Sanitation and Environment Susie Santilena x Hubertus Cox Y Anh Ta Naomi Diep

Agency Los Angeles City Recreation & Parks Cathie Santo Domingo Darryl Ford x Y Annelisa Moe Paige Bistromowitz

Community Stakeholder Los Angeles County Chief Sustainability Office Rita Kampalath x Rebecca Ferdman Y Ben O'Neal Rafael Sanchez

Community Stakeholder PSOMAS / Business Sector Alysen Weiland Cecilia Mokler x Y Brenda Ponton Rob Buss

Community Stakeholder The Solutions Project / SCOPE Gloria Walton Gloria Medina x Y Carmen Andrade Ryanna Fossum

Community Stakeholder Los Angeles Waterkeeper Bruce Reznik x Maggie Gardner Y Conor Mossavi Sara

Community Stakeholder Edgar Campos Giselle Ramirez Serena Zhu

Municipal Members Beverly Hills / West Hollywood Josette Descalzo Matthew Magener x Y Gus Orozco

Municipal Members Culver City Sean Singletary x Yanni Demitri Y Irma Munoz

Municipal Members Los Angeles Roberto Perez Jennifer A

Municipal Members Los Angeles Rafael Prieto Blayne Sutton-Wills x Not present for voting Johanna Chang

Municipal Members Los Angeles Michelle Barton x Ryan Jackson Y John Bodenchak

Municipal Members Los Angeles County Bruce Hamamoto x Geremew Amenu Y Josafat Flores

Municipal Members Santa Monica Joshua Cavalho x Selim Eren Y Joyce Amaro

Watershed Coordinator Heal the Bay Ava Farriday N/A Julia Schmitt

Watershed Coordinator SGA Marketing Stephen Groner/Vanessa Boudreau x N/A Julie Allen

17 Yay (Y) 14 Karelly Dorado

15 Nay (N) 0 Kevin Ho

5 Abstain (A) 0 Maggie Gardner

4 Total 14 Margarita Aguilar

6 Approved Marisol Serrano
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Project Modification Requests for 

FY24-25 SIP

WASC Roles and Responsibilities 



Project Modification Requests (PMRs)

Updated PMR guidelines posted by the District on January 
18.
• Reflects draft ROC recommendations and Supervisor 

Horvath’s Motion to accelerate implementation of the SCWP. 
• Modifies that submitted PMR sent to the WASCs will not be 

rescored in the current cycle, as the scoring criteria is being 
re-evaluated. 

• The WASCS have discretion on whether and how to address 
these project modifications in the SIPs. 



Types of PMRs

• Consistent with SIP (District staff)
• Schedule change or minor scope/benefit 

modifications with no impact to future funding 
allocations

• Inconsistent with SIP (WASC)
• Any modification to the Funding Request
• Significant modifications to Scope and/or Benefits

For more information, please review the Project Modification Guidelines.

https://safecleanwaterla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Project-Modification-Guidelines-20240119.pdf


Overview of a ‘Consistent’ PMR

District Staff 
Review

• PMR 
Consistent 
with adopted 
SIP

WASC 
Notified

Staff Update 
Transfer 

Agreement 
with 

Proponent



Overview of ‘Inconsistent’ PMR

District Staff 
Review

• PMR 
Inconsistent 
with adopted 
SIP

PMR 
Referred to 
the WASC

Discussion 
Item with 

Proponents

PMR 
considered 
during SIP 

deliberation



Potential ? for the PMR Proponent (1 of 2)

• What is the status of your project?  

• Is design complete?

• How certain are you that the changes requested 

are final?

• [If a Recipient has multiple projects under 

consideration] which of your projects are the 

highest priority?



Potential ? for the PMR Proponent (2 of 2)

• Is additional funding needed for the project to be 

implemented?

• Have you considered other funding sources?

• Would spreading funding over additional years 

impact the project’s ability to be implemented?

• Would your project succeed with only a portion of 

the additional funding request?



Overview of PMR SIP Deliberation

Deem modified project as no longer meeting 
SCWP Goals, remove all projected SCWP funding 
or abandon modification

Deem modified project as meeting SCWP Goals, 
and continue to support only the original funding 
request (no additional funding)

Deem modified project as meeting SCWP Goals, 
and adjust funding in line with request, up to the 
amount requested in PMR 
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Appendix A: MacArthur Project Modification Request (PMR) Details 

What type(s) of modification request? 

Like for like modifications: 

Diversion & Pretreatment – RELOCATED DOWNSTREAM ON SAME DRAIN. The original diversion was 
located at the intersection of Wilshire Blvd and Alvarado St and consisted of a 181.4-acre drainage area. 
The existing inverts and lake elevation prohibited gravity diversion while placing project elements within the 
travel lanes requiring interruptions during all maintenance events. The diversion was shifted downstream 
along the same storm drain network to Lake St immediately south of 7th St to a more easily accessible area 
for maintenance and the installation of a wet well for pumping. This increased the diverted drainage area 
to 200 acres. In addition to the shift in location and the requirement for pumping, the peak diversion rate 
was analyzed and adjusted to 12.6 cfs. This diversion ensures that 80% of the 85th percentile design storm 
volume is continued to be captured and treated. A similar pretreatment system is proposed that provides 
for 100% trash capture and remains unchanged. 

Treatment Filter – INCREASED IN CAPACITY. The original concept included adding a 900 gallon per 
minute (gpm) (2.0 cfs) treatment filter to help improve the water quality entering the lake. The updated 
concept proposes increasing the treatment filter rate to 1,800 gpm (4.0 cfs) to provide added pollutant 
removal of fines and metals prior to discharge into the lake. 

Overall water quality performance – The original water quality metric provided within the transfer agreement 
identifies a 100% zinc removal and 100% trash removal. The project maintains the 100% trash removal by 
ensuring a seal above the 100-year hydraulic grade line thus capturing all trash that is diverted to the 
system. Through the combination of the pretreatment, filter, and lake settling, the zinc pollutant loading is 
anticipated to be 84%. While a goal of 100% zinc reduction is ideal, engineering realities show that no 
system will ever truly be 100% unless capable of diverting the entirety of the existing drain into the treatment 
system, which is infeasible and impractical. Knowing that redirecting the existing drain into the park would 
not be feasible, the project sought to maintain a robust pollutant removal performance that would be 
consistent with what was originally envisioned. While there is a slight decrease, the project remains within 
the same bands of scoring, consistent with the original project intent. 

Overall water supply performance – The original water supply metric provided within the transfer agreement 
identifies 129.5 ac-ft/yr. Though more water is anticipated to be treated through the filtration system during 
an event, the larger drainage area and the continued use of the lake for storage prior to discharge to the 
sanitary sewer is anticipated to yield an average annual water supply volume of 88.4 ac-ft/yr. This water 
also offsets the potable water use presently needed to fill the lake. 

Functionally equivalent BMP modifications: 

Water Feature/Terrace Garden – SHIFTED LOCATION. The original concept included a treatment wetland 
on the eastern banks of the lake that would provide treatment to the inflows. The constructed wetlands were 
shifted to the western banks of the lake to a lesser used space and built into the hillside in a terraced fashion 
to promote continual circulation, aeration, and filtration through root and soil medias. Due to the stepped 
nature of the adjusted feature, the treatment was renamed a terrace garden, but the function is the same 
as the original envisioned constructed wetland. 

  



Storage – The original 24-hr storm capacity was identified as 13.1 ac-ft consisting of several 45 feet deep 
vertical cisterns that would be located within the driving lanes of Alvarado Dr. and lake storage. These 
cistern depths would pose maintenance issue as they exceed the 25-foot depth limit of the City Vactor 
trucks. Additionally, the heavy traffic along Alvarado combined with the required regular maintenance of the 
pre-treatment system necessitated moving the diversion, pretreatment, and storage, as outlined above. In 
addition, with the heavy presence of existing underground utilities and substructures, it would be very costly 
to implement the proposed cisterns. Given these constraints and the shift in the diversion, an alternative 
solution for the storage system was required and the most cost-efficient method identified as the use of the 
lake for primary storage. The updated design has an inflow 24-hour storm capacity of 23.8 ac-ft. The inflow 
is directed through the 4 cfs treatment filter and then discharged to the lake for up to 5 ac-ft thus providing 
100% removal of trash and zinc for this fraction of the flow. Any flows greater than 4 cfs are returned to the 
existing storm drain having had an estimated 100% of the trash, 80% of the sediment, and 50% of the 
metals removed. Through long-term simulation modeling looking at 20-years of storm data, this system is 
expected to remove 100% of trash and 83% of zinc on an average annual basis. 

Lake Recirculation Treatment – The original concept assumed that the existing 600 gpm (1.3 cfs) water 
circulation system would treat the water through a combination of a sand filter and UV. It should be noted 
that the 600 gpm filter is not presently operational and the original concept did not include scope nor budget 
to bring the system online. The present effort has incorporated the rehabilitation of the water circulation 
system that will bring the sand filter and UV treatment systems online and provide additional treatment of 
the lake water that is circulated through the terraced garden. 

Landscape features – The original concept incorporated elements north of Wilshire and increased the tree 
canopy by 33 trees with an added 4,300 square feet of vegetation. Per conversations with the City 
Recreation and Park Department (RAP), a smaller overall project footprint that kept many of the existing 
uses intact was desired and the project shifted focus to the south of Wilshire and the western portion of the 
park where it had lower utilization. The terraced garden accounts for 10,450 square feet of new vegetation 
within the site and a total of 20 trees are incorporated into the project limits. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Increase in Construction Cost or Life Cycle Cost greater than 10% 

Since the original cost estimate, the design has been modified to include a pump station, additional 
treatment filters, and associated piping to ensure treatment of the whole drainage area while maintaining 
an 80% target of pollutant reduction. Additionally, construction costs have increased due to escalation and 
inflation which was attributed by supply chain shortages in both labor and materials.  

 

Phase Approved Modified 

Project 
Management $740,000 $200,000 

Pre-Design $600,000 $1,614,730 

Design  $4,260,000 $1,470,079 

EIR Consultant $0 $912,147 

Bid and Award $517,900 $146,000 

Construction $13,575,818 $31,091,000 

Construction 
Management $350,000 $1,659,762 

Post Construction $0 $150,000 

Optimization $0 $150,000 

Audit Fee $0 $200,000 

Total Project Cost $20,043,718 $37,593,718 
 

Increase or reallocation of annual funding distribution: 

Change of total Regional funding request (from $20,043,718 to $31,043,718) 

 

Table 1. Approved SCW Program contribution and additional request 

 

 

 

  

Cash Flow  FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY26/27 TOTAL 

Approved $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $9,397,900 $4,697,900 $1,947,918 $0 $0 $20,043,718 

Additional Request $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $3,000,000 $11,000,000 

Total Regional 
Funding 

$2,000,000 $2,000,000 $9,397,900 $4,697,900 $5,947,918 $4,000,000 $3,000,000 $31,043,718 



Change in Funded Activity completion date: 

The original concept was deemed infeasible due to the excessive inverts of the vertical system and the 
necessary regular traffic interruptions caused by routine maintenance. Additionally, the Recreation and 
Park Department of the City desired elements be installed on the west side of the park in lieu of the 
conceptualized east side. This required a re-envisioning of the concept to maintain the water quality, water 
supply, and community benefits identified. A new modeling analysis and Project Definition Report were 
generated to ensure a project that was maintainable and acceptable to the various City departments. 

Phase Approved Start 
Date 

Approved End 
Date 

Start Date 
Modification 

End Date 
Modification 

Pre-Design 01/01/21 12/31/21 02/15/21 08/31/22 
Design 01/01/22 03/31/23 05/09/23 10/01/24 
Bid and Award 01/01/23 09/30/23 10/02/24 05/01/25 
Construction 07/01/23 03/31/25 05/02/25 11/01/26 
Post Construction 04/01/25 06/30/25 11/02/26 11/01/27 
O&M 04/01/25 06/30/75 11/02/27 11/02/77 

 

Other – Increased project cost sharing. 

As reported in previous quarterly reports to date, the City has been leveraging funding from Municipal Funds 
in support of the project delivery. LASAN has incurred cost share expenditures for the City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Public Works charges for project administration and implementation, design review, 
community engagement and outreach, environmental review, and construction management. The 
estimated City staff cost to support the Project is $5.35M. In addition, the City has budgeted $550,000 in 
FY24/25 to go towards delivery expenditures for the Project. These investments reflect the City’s 
commitment to leveraging and maximizing benefits delivered in the Regional Program. A summary of the 
leverage fund to offset the Project’s cost increase is provided below 

 
 

Funding Info FY 23/24 

(Secured) 

FY 24/25 

(Proposed) 

FY 25/26 

(Proposed) 

FY 26/27 

(Proposed) 

TOTAL 

Prop K $550,000 $0 $0 $0 $550,000 

Municipal Funding $0 $600,000 $5,200,000 $200,000 $6,000,000 
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MacArthur Lake Stormwater Capture Project 

Project Modification Request Summary 

January 2024 

Funding Table 

FY 
Original 

Allocation 

Additional 
PMR Requested 

Funds 

Revised  
Total  

Request Funds Status 

FY20-21  $    2,000,000   $                       -   $    2,000,000  Funds disbursed 

FY21-22  $    2,000,000   $                       -   $    2,000,000  Funds disbursed 

FY22-23  $    9,397,900   $                       -   $    9,397,900  On-hold - CEQA 

FY23-24  $    4,697,900   $                       -   $    4,697,900  On-hold - CEQA 

FY24-25  $    1,947,918   $    4,000,000   $    5,947,918  Current SIP 

FY25-26  $                       -   $    4,000,000   $    4,000,000  Future SIP 

FY26-27  $                       -   $    3,000,000   $    3,000,000  Future SIP 

TOTAL  $ 20,043,718   $ 11,000,000   $ 31,043,718   
 

Modifications 

• Original Construction Cost: $13.5M 

• Revised Construction Cost (Revised SOW): $31M 

• Original Construction Start Date: 07/01/23 

• Revised Construction Start Date (Revised SOW): 05/02/25 

• Reasons for Project Cost Increase 

o High-cost escalation and inflation 

o Changes to project reflecting community impacts and benefits, operations staff, 

existing infrastructure, regulations, and surrounding environment 

• Additional Modifications/Benefit Changes 

o Change in diversion structure location 

▪ Increased drainage area from 181 ac to 200ac 

o Treatment Filter capacity increased from 900 gpm to 1800 gpm 

o Reduction in Zinc removal efficiency from 100% to 84% 

o Water Supply reduction from 129.5 ac-ft/yr to 88.4 ac-ft/yr 

o Changed location of treatment BMP, from treatment wetland to terrace garden, 

functionally equivalent 

o Change from +25-ft deep cisterns on street to storage in lake 

o Added operation of presently non-operational water circulation system 



o Reduction in number of trees from 30 to 20 

• Leveraged Funding 

o Municipal Funds - $5.3M (staff support) 

o Prop K - $550K 

o Municipal Funds - $6M (cost increase offset) 

  



Ballona Creek TMDL Project 

Project Modification Request Summary 

January 2024 

Funding Table 

FY 
Original 

Allocation 

Additional 
PMR Requested  

Funds 

Revised  
Total  

Request Funds Status 

FY21-22 $3,000,000   $                       -  $3,000,000  Funds disbursed 

FY22-23 $3,000,000   $                       -  $3,000,000  Funds disbursed 

FY23-24 $3,000,000   $                       -  $3,000,000  Disbursement in progress 

FY24-25 $3,000,000  $3,500,000  $6,500,000  Current SIP 

FY25-26 $3,000,000  $3,500,000  $6,500,000  Future SIP 

TOTAL $15,000,000  $7,000,000  $22,000,000   
 

Modifications 

• Original Construction Cost: $30M 

• Revised Construction Cost (FY22-23 Q1 Report): $76M 

• Original Construction Start Date (FY22-23 Q1 Report): 07/01/22 

• Revised Construction Start Date: 11/01/22 

• Reasons for Project Construction Cost Increase 

o Historical inflation and market conditions 

o OSHA and Federal Army Corps Permit Requirements 

• PMR Request is 15% of funding deficit, associated with inflation 

• Leveraged Funding: 

 


