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Wednesday, February 12, 2025 
1:00 pm – 4:30 pm 
LA County Public Works Headquarters, 1st Floor (Courtyard) Conference Rooms A&B 
900 S. Fremont Ave, Alhambra, CA 91803  

Zoom Meeting 

Committee Members Present:
Maria Mehranian, Cordoba/Former LA Regional Water Quality Control Board Chair 
Barbara Romero, City of Los Angeles 
Kristine Guerrero, League of Cities 
Belinda Faustinos, Retired NGO & State Agency Executive, Chair 
Lauren Ahkiam, LAANE 
Charles Trevino, Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District 
Mark Gold, Natural Resources Defense Council 
Diana Mahmud, Former City Councilmember, City of South Pasadena 
Carl Blum, LA County Flood Control District (non-voting member) 
Norma Camacho, LA Regional Water Quality Control Board Chair (non-voting member) 

Committee Members Not Present: 
Diana Tang, Long Beach Water Department, Vice-Chair 

Meeting Summary: 

At the February 12, 2025 Regional Oversight Committee (ROC) meeting, Committee Members received a 
detailed update on numerous adaptive management efforts, including those from the 2023 Biennial Report, 
and heard from the Chair(s) of each Watershed Area Steering Committee (WASC) and Scoring Committee 
regarding Committee updates, key themes, and recommendations for the 2025 Biennial Report. 

Key Action Items: 

• Public Works Watershed Planning will reconvene the two recent ROC Working Groups to
reevaluate previous recommendations considering the recent devastating wildfires in Los Angeles
County.

• Public Works will engage County Counsel to report back about the SCW Program’s ability to
reallocate Regional Program funding in responses to the wildfires.

• Public Works has directed Regional Coordination to inventory projects that are facing challenges
with US Army Corps permitting or those reliant on federal funding for completion.

• Public Works will share an update about the Community Engagement and Education Grants
Program during the March meeting.

1) Welcome and Attendee Instructions

Belinda Faustinos, Chair of the Safe Clean Water (SCW) Program ROC, welcomed Committee Members 
and called the meeting to order. 

2) Roll Call

The Executive Clerk conducted roll call and confirmed that a quorum was present.

3) Agenda Review and Meeting Purpose
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Los Angeles County Public Works (Public Works) staff provided a statement addressing the recent wildfires 
in Los Angeles County, sharing that the County of Los Angeles is committed to helping communities 
impacted by wildfires recover with resiliency and equity, and are partnering with regional, State, and Federal 
partners. Public Works staff is assessing fire impacts on SCW Program funded projects and schedules, 
and will provide updates as these challenges are navigated. Public Works is also evaluating lessons and 
findings from this series of events for integration into the Initial Watershed Plans. Individuals who would like 
to engage with the process or share about how to help Watershed Planning incorporate resilient strategies 
to prepare for, recover from, and/or mitigate disasters should contact Public Works staff. The County Water 
Plan has multiple ties to emergency response and recovery, and Public Works will continue to collaborate 
with interested parties on the implementation of the County Water Plan and a new wildfire working group.  

Chair Faustinos reviewed the agenda and noted that the discussion on ROC Working Groups’ 
recommendations will be postponed. Chair Faustinos added that previous recommendations will be 
revisited given the recent wildfires, and Working Groups will reconvene to discuss how to connect 
recommendations with ways to address the devastating impacts of the recent fires.  

Member Norma Camacho added that, in the spirit of adaptive management, the ROC Water Quality 
Working Group should step back and see how these recent events will affect Watershed Planning efforts. 
Member Camacho suggested that data may be key in helping to better understand the needs of impacted 
areas. Member Mark Gold concurred and commended Public Works’ recent efforts on coastal and ocean 
response work. Member Gold asked if there is any flexibility in modifying targets in the impacted areas.  

Member Diana Mahmud asked to what extent of the stormwater system within the wildfire footprint is still 
functional. Public Works staff responded that stormwater infrastructure below ground has not been 
adversely impacted by extreme fire temperatures, though that may be true of some drinking water 
infrastructure.  

4) Ex Parte Communication Disclosures

There were no ex parte communication disclosures.

5) Approval of December 11, 2024 Meeting Minutes

Member Kristine Guerrero motioned to approve the meeting minutes, seconded by Member Mahmud. The 
Committee voted to approve the December 11, 2024, meeting minutes with 6 votes in favor, 0 opposed, 1 
in abstention, and 1 absent at the time of voting (approved, see vote tracking sheet). 

6) Public Comment Period

One public comment card was received by 5:00pm the day before the meeting and can be found on the 
SCW Program website. Participants on the Spanish translation line and call-in users were also invited to 
provide public comment.  There were no other public comments. 

7) Discussion Items:
a. Update on Adaptive Management

Public Works staff presented an update on Adaptive Management. Presentation slides can be found on the 
SCW Program website.  

Member Camacho suggested a delay in setting Water Quality targets within the Initial Watershed Plans 
and recommended that Public Works staff work collaboratively with WASCs to design projects needed in 
fire impacted areas. Member Camacho proposed the SCW Program consider skipping the next Call for 
Projects and instead use a collaborative group within WASCs to design projects and propose them to 
receive approval from the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (Board) to begin construction. Member 
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Camacho additionally suggested trying to incorporate fire resilience as a quantifiable multi-benefit. Member 
Camacho commented that the rebuilding process is a timely opportunity to insert Water Quality measures 
into future projects to mitigate fire impacts in the future.  

Member Gold requested more details in future presentations to better assess the efficacy of adaptive 
management efforts. Member Gold additionally highlighted the public comment submitted, which offers 
suggetions to improve SCW Program project applications and provides adaptive management strategies. 
Member Gold additionally emphasized the importance of climate resilience in areas extending beyond 
burned area boundaries, reflecting that communities impacted by the recent fires were farther out from the 
Wildlife-Urban Interface than expected. Member Gold expressed the need to develop a mechanism for 
projects to reduce pollutant loads within impacted watersheds. Member Gold also shared that the recent 
fires have underscored the importance of developing hyperlocal water supplies for fire suppression and 
expressed interest in a future discussion on this topic.  

Upon inquiry, Public Works staff confirmed that, given recent feedback, the Watershed Planning process 
will include extra engagement sessions with the ROC and WASCs, in addition to a 30-day public comment 
period.  

Member Mahmud reiterated a proposal to have a 30-to-60-day timeline for project developers to submit 
financial reports and added that this reporting is necessary for WASCs to be aware of financial statuses. 
Member Mahmud also highlighted the potential uncertainty of federal funding disbursements and expressed 
concern about how project developers may be adversely impacted.  

Member Carl Blum acknowledged County and Public Works staff capacity given recovery efforts from the 
recent wildfires and suggested that the Adaptive Management timelines presented should align with current 
staff capacity.  

Chair Faustinos summarized the broad issues conveyed by Committee Members, including convening the 
ROC Water Quality Working Group and the Community Investment Benefit and Benefit Ratios Working 
Group to revisit recommendations related to wildfire issues and discuss how to facilitate long-term planning 
in highly impacted areas. Additionally, Chair Faustinos asked to hear from Public Works staff and ROC 
Working Groups in the next 30 days to learn more about the wildfire impacts and what possible steps could 
be taken to address both time sensitive issues and long-term issues.  

Public Works staff introduced Tiffani Shin as the SCW Program’s new County Counsel representative. 
Member Gold asked if there is any flexibility in the SCW Program ordinance for the ROC to initiate rapid-
response efforts and implement projects that would benefit fire-impacted communities.  

Member Camacho asked how recycled water projects could support firefighting capacity, given that the 
facilities must incorporate storage into their plans, and suggested this is a potential idea a County Water 
Plan Task Force could investigate.  

Member Lauren Ahkiam commented that the topic of hyperlocal water supply relates to Watershed 
Planning, and the need to avoid a one-size-fits-all approach as each Watershed Plans vary based on 
Watershed Area characteristics. Member Ahkiam also expressed interest in a future discussion about 
separate project application requirements based on project phase. Chair Faustinos shared a similar interest 
in receiving an update about segmenting the application process for O&M projects.  

Member Blum noted that parks and schools in impacted areas are going to be rebuilt from the ground-up 
and suggested having early conversations with school districts to encourage incorporating stormwater 
elements into new plans.  



Regional Oversight Committee 
Meeting Minutes 

Page 4 of 9 

Member Maria Mehranian noted that Watershed Plans are a good opportunity to address consistent 
themes, such as hyperlocal water supply, wildfire resilience policies and building code considerations, and 
regulatory relief for impacted areas.  

The ROC also discussed whether legal flexibility exists to adjust the revenue allocations between the 
Municipal and Regional Programs, as well as alternative strategies such as Watershed Areas borrowing 
from one another, or bonding against future revenue. Public Works staff and County Counsel will provide 
more information about the Regional Program funding allocations at a future meeting.  

Chair Faustinos announced that the ROC Community Investment Benefits Working Group will reconvene 
to identify additional recommendations given the recent fires.  

8) Ten Minute Break

9) Discussion Items (continued):
a. Watershed Area Steering Committees & Scoring Committee Updates and Biennial Report

Recommendations

Chairs from all nine Watershed Area Steering Committees (WASCs) and the Scoring Committee were 
invited to provide updates. Presentation slides are available on the SCW Program Website. 

i. Scoring Committee

Scoring Committee Chair Bruce Reznik reported that the Committee has reviewed 213 projects across five 
rounds of Infrastructure Program Call for Projects. Of these, 139 projects were ultimately approved for 
funding, though some later withdrew. Reznik noted that the number of applications has declined over time. 
Reznik shared that, each year, the Scoring Committee has issued memoranda identifying recurring 
challenges. Reznik encouraged individuals to review these memoranda, which were submitted as a public 
comment attachment. Key takeaways include the challenge of scoring projects at different phases given 
that the rubric is tailored primarily for construction projects, making it less applicable to design-phase 
projects that may lack geotechnical studies. More precise metrics and definitions improve project 
evaluation. Reznik commented that Water Quality metrics are well-defined, while Water Supply, Community 
Investment Benefits, and Nature-based Solutions are less clear. Reznik added that the lack of watershed-
specific criteria presents difficulties, as project suitability varies by watershed. Cost-related issues, 
particularly around Operations and Maintenance (O&M) and cost-effectiveness also require ongoing 
attention. While cost-effectiveness is easier to assess for Water Quality and Water Supply benefits, it 
remains challenging for Community Investment Benefits. Reznik shared that the Scoring Committee 
continues to refine adaptive management strategies to improve evaluation.  

ii. Central Santa Monica Bay WASC

Central Santa Monica Bay (CSMB) WASC Co-Chair Susie Santilena emphasized the CSMB WASC’s 
regional and community focused approach. The CSMB WASC has demonstrated strong investment in 
disadvantaged communities, committing nearly $37.2 million, almost double the required funding ratio.  The 
region has also made strides in dry weather multi-benefit projects. Santilena highlighted regulatory 
deadlines and emphasized the importance of flexibility in scoring Water Supply Benefits. Santilena shared 
that the CSMB WASC also supports programmatic solutions to address inflationary pressures and 
leveraging external funding, as they anticipate a significant number of projects returning for O&M funding. 
Santilena noted that the CSMB WASC encouraged increased collaboration in the Technical Resources 
Program (TRP) and Scientific Studies (SS) process and stressed the need for streamlined implementation 
and improved communication and project benefits, both quantitative and qualitative.  

iii. Lower Los Angeles River WASC
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Lower Los Angeles River (LLAR) WASC Chair Madeline Chen shared that Watershed Planning 
engagement discussions with the WASC revealed themes such as brownfield repurposing, school site 
projects, and water recycling. Chen shared that the LLAR Watershed Coordinator remains active in 
outreach, engaging youth groups and delivering presentations at schools. The LLAR Watershed 
Coordinator has also assisted in connecting and supporting potential SCW Program project proponents.  

iv. Lower San Gabriel River WASC

Lower San Gabriel River (LSGR) WASC Co-Chair Dan Mueller emphasized the Committee’s structured 
deliberations and robust outreach efforts. Mueller shared that the LSGR Watershed Coordinator’s public 
engagement at community events and partnerships with larger agencies, such as the Water Replenishment 
District (WRD), have been effective. The LSGR Watershed Coordinator also has an exhibit trailer which 
has been a successful tool to connect with youth and community members. The LSGR WASC has identified 
recurring themes through the Watershed Planning engagement session, including the scarcity of land for 
large project sites and municipal challenges with stormwater compliance. Mueller shared that cost 
escalations remain a concern for the LSGR WASC, prompting a focus on leveraging additional funding 
sources. Mueller shared that the Committee has also developed a prioritization criteria to assess 
Infrastructure Program projects of varying sizes. 

v. North Santa Monica Bay WASC

North Santa Monica Bay (NSMB) WASC Chair Jessica Forte described the Watershed Area’s unique 
challenges, including its canyon geography, absence of groundwater basins, and limited impermeable 
surface areas. Forte shared that the NSMB WASC’s concerns include the feasibility of wet weather storage 
projects and bacteria removal from receiving waters. Forte commented that, given the Watershed Area’s 
low tax revenue, strategic investments must be made. Forte shared that the NSMB WASC is collaborating 
with the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District (LVMWD) on dry weather diversion programs for water 
reuse. Forte shared that Biennial Report recommendations from the NSMB WASC include: 1) Reevaluating 
the weight of infiltration in Scoring Criteria, especially where infiltration is infeasible, 2) Establishing set-
asides for dry weather projects, 3) Developing diversion standard plan sheets for pipe sizes and flows,  4) 
Expediting interagency permit processes for dry weather diversion, 5)  Emphasizing iterative adaptation 
and expanded natural habitats, and 6) Encouraging the SCW Program to develop guidance to identify 
Nature-based Solutions to combat extreme heat.  

vi. Rio Hondo WASC

Rio Hondo (RH) WASC Vice-Chair Tom Love, represented by RH Watershed Coordinator Richard Watson 
who provided the update on the Vice-Chair’s behalf, highlighted multilingual outreach efforts and successful 
engagement with community-based organizations, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
(SGVCOG), and Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The RH Watershed Coordinator 
has also hosted a successful tour of the SCW Program funded, and completed, Plymouth Elementary 
School with Project Proponent Amigos de Los Rios. Love noted that the RH WASC has prioritized diverse 
wet and dry weather projects and initiated an opportunity planning process for future initiatives. Love shared 
that the RH WASC is concerned about potential delays if Infrastructure Program projects are accepted 
biennially rather than annually, as smaller cities may require additional time to develop proposals. Watson 
added that, given imminent MS4 compliance deadlines, postponements could lead to penalties. 

vii. Santa Clara River WASC

Santa Clara River (SCR) WASC Vice-Chair Darin Seegmiller highlighted the SCR as one of the last 
remaining natural river systems in Southern California, offering unique opportunities for infiltration and 
sustainable water management. The SCR WASC is composed of representatives from the City of Santa 
Clarita and unincorporated areas, such as Acton and Agua Dulce, which present distinct rural water 
management challenges. Seegmiller shared that the SCR WASC has prioritized projects that work towards 
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MS4 compliance, remove invasive species like Arundo, and improve ecological health. Given the region’s 
limited urban development, there is a strong emphasis on preserving open spaces and leveraging natural 
hydrology for stormwater capture. Seegmiller shared that the SCR WASC continues to explore innovative 
approaches for balancing MS4 compliance with ecosystem restoration and Community Investment 
Benefits. 

viii. South Santa Monica Bay WASC

South Santa Monica Bay (SSMB) WASC Chair Craig Cadwallader shared that the Watershed Area spans 
three separate Enhanced Watershed Management Programs (EWMPs), the Beach Cities, Peninsula, and 
Dominguez Channel EWMPs, which introduces competing priorities for compliance and TMDLs. 
Cadwallader shared that infiltration is not applicable in parts of the SSMB Watershed Area, with some areas 
implementing dewatering wells in response to landslides. The Watershed Area is challenged in achieving 
Water Supply benefits due to diverse geography and hydrological conditions.  Cadwallader also shared the 
WASC’s strong push to prioritize smaller scale projects now, with more direct equitable distribution of 
resources that maximize Community Investment Benefits especially given limited funding. Cadwallader 
recommended more clear definitions of Community Investment Benefits, including Disadvantaged 
Community Benefits and Nature-Based Solutions. Cadwallader recommended that the Biennial Report 
focus on local water supply augmentation and prioritizing smaller scale projects to distribute resources more 
equitably.  

ix. Upper Los Angeles River WASC

Upper Los Angeles River (ULAR) WASC Chair Teresa Villegas shared that in Rounds 1-5 of the SCW 
Program, the WASC approved projects that annually will capture an estimated 34,346 acre-feet of 
stormwater from 21,000 acres. The most recent SIP represents over $150 million committed to projects 
that benefit disadvantaged communities, over double the Watershed Area’s target. Villegas noted that the 
Watershed Area has numerous dry weather bacterial TMDL requirements. The ULAR Watershed 
Coordinators in the area have reached over 5,000 people, engaged 42 projects, and led 5 school greening 
tours to foster collaboration with school districts. Villegas highlighted the ULAR WASC’s recurring themes 
and interests including: 1) Competitive, limited funding, 2) Disadvantaged Community Benefits, 3) Water 
Supply versus Water Quality management, and linking with MS4 compliance and groundwater recharge, 
4) Aligning with County Water Plan targets, strategies, and actions.

Recommendations include: 1) A funding set-aside for future O&M demands, 2) A funding set-aside for 5-
10-year long projects, 3) More precise numeric targets for Water Supply and Water Quality Benefits, 4)
Regular interactions with Watermasters to improve communication and types of projects moving forward,
5) Regular communication with school districts and the Greater Los Angeles County Vector Control District.

x. Upper San Gabriel River WASC

Upper San Gabriel River (USGR) WASC Chair Julie Carver shared historical and ongoing challenges to fill 
community stakeholder seats on the WASC, which minimizes the input received from community partners. 
Carver noted that the USGR Watershed Coordinator has done a great job of engaging the community and 
getting community feedback. Carver noted that Round 1 projects are nearing the construction stage and 
noted long timelines due to CEQA. Carver additionally highlighted challenges with staff turnover at small 
cities, and that some municipal applicants are struggling with feasibility study requirements and upcoming 
MS4 compliance deadlines. Carver shared that the timeline between the Call For Projects and final Board 
approval can create another barrier that continues to delay projects, in addition to challenges with permitting 
and burdensome reporting processes, which are long and require significant effort, especially for under 
resourced cities. Carver suggested that Scientific Studies could be better directed by bringing in subject 
matter experts. Carver noted that the USGR WASC did not have any Biennial Report recommendations.  
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Following presentations from Committee Chairs, Chair Faustinos welcomed questions and further 
discussion.  

Member Mahmud asked if other WASC Chairs had experienced challenges due to staff turnover at smaller 
cities, such as those cited by Carver. Member Mahmud inquired about suggestions to better equip and 
position smaller cities to submit project applications. Villegas reflected that the ULAR WASC includes 12 
cities, and that the WASC tries to ensure that the SIP is representative with projects and studies from 
different municipalities. Villegas noted that the ULAR Watershed Coordinators have worked closely with 
smaller cities to assist in preparing TRP applications. Villegas agreed that the turnover of city staff members, 
in addition to WASC Members, is also apparent in the ULAR WASC. Villegas commented that it is 
imperative that the WASCs make sure projects presented in their SIP are representative of the entire 
Watershed Area. Carver added that smaller city staff members often wear many hats and that some cities 
do not have an engineering staff and must rely on consultants for technical expertise. Carver stressed the 
need for cross-city support and collaboration to help projects move forward efficiently.  

Reznik agreed that staff turnover is likely a widespread challenge, not just within smaller cities, but also 
among WASC Members and Watershed Coordinators. Reznik commented that larger entities can better 
navigate the complexities of the SCW Program and highlighted successful partnerships between a larger 
and smaller entity, such as with the City of Los Angeles and Culver City. Reznik suggested increasing 
investment in TRPs and requiring less rigorous applications for smaller projects.  

Member Trevino concurred, noting that regulatory requirements are often more challenging for smaller 
cities. Member Trevino emphasized the need for regulatory agencies to consider a more equitable playing 
field. Member Trevino suggested looking at regulatory requirements given the recent fires to ensure that 
rebuilding efforts are expedited, efficient, and done correctly. Member Camacho asked WASC Chairs what 
needs to be done within the impacted Watershed Areas to help communities utilize funding to make 
substantial impacts to Water Supply and Water Quality.  

Forte shared that the NSMB WASC has not convened recently and will follow up once next steps are better 
understood. Forte commented on the number of homes which have been destroyed and shared that, 
despite the magnitude of the disaster, the region’s water systems maintained pressure. 

Santilena emphasized the importance of understanding the full extent of damage and ensuring that 
rebuilding efforts focus on restoration and improvement rather than simply replacing lost infrastructure. 
Santilena emphasized the importance of Nature-Based Solutions, which have served to abate climate 
impacts like carbon sequestration and improve water quality. Santilena underlined the importance of 
protection, implementation, and proper design to restore areas. Santilena commented that data collected 
from the disaster can better inform stormwater design that considers future climate catastrophes. Member 
Camacho encouraged WASCs to have these discussions quickly, as rebuilding efforts are already 
underway.   

Member Ahkiam expressed interest in discussing the barriers associated with school greening projects and 
the efforts underway across areas of the SCW Program to promote school greening. Public Works staff can 
come back to the ROC with a comprehensive description at a future meeting.  

Member Ahkiam asked for more clarification on the definitions of Community Investments Benefits and 
Disadvantaged Community Benefits. Public Works staff noted that the ongoing Watershed Planning efforts 
will guide these definitions.  

Member Mahmud commented that there may be a timely opportunity to address the delayed timeline for 
obtaining permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers while there is increased staff in the area.  

Upon inquiry, Chair Faustinos clarified that a memo will be generated that summarizes recommendations 
and key themes from the WASCs and the Scoring Committee presentations.  
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Member Gold summarized common themes heard from the WASC and Scoring Committee, including: 1) 
easily accessible technical support, 2) less burdensome Feasibility Studies, 3) streamlined and clear 
application process, 4) site-specific Water Quality and Water Supply targets, 5) simplified Reporting 
Requirements, 6) modifying the Scoring Criteria accordingly with site-specific criteria of varying weights, 
depending on Watershed Area.  

Member Gold also emphasized the importance of strengthening local ordinances to support water-efficient 
landscapes in rebuilding communities. Member Gold suggested that recovery efforts should prioritize 
climate-resilient vegetation and fire-resistant native plant species. 

Member Romero highlighted key points from the adaptive management presentation, emphasizing the 
importance of refining metrics, definitions, and Scoring Criteria to align with Program goals. Member 
Romero emphasized the need for having different applications for different project types, such as planning 
versus construction projects, and the importance of the TRP projects.  

Member Camacho asked about the role of Scientific Studies in the Watershed Planning process, and if 
Water Supply information from Scientific Studies is being incorporated into Watershed Plans.  

Member Mahmud noted that the RH, USGR and ULAR WASCs funded the Fire Effects Study, which 
examines the relationship between fires and water quality. Villegas noted that the study is still in progress, 
but agreed that it would be beneficial for Project Proponent SGVCOG to share preliminary information.  

ROC Members discussed the rebuilding efforts underway, and Member Romero shared that the City of Los 
Angeles is developing “a one-stop-shop” for property owners and consultants to receive comprehensive 
information about rebuilding requirements. Member Mehranian expressed a desire for a more structured 
framework for resilient rebuilding efforts within the SCW Program. 

10) Voting Items

There were no voting items.

11) ROC Member Updates

Member Mark Gold shared that the Natural Resources Defense Council introduced  Assembly Bill 638 on 
stormwater capture for irrigation use.  

Member Mahmud requested that Public Works staff provide a report on the Public Education and 
Community Engagement Grants that have been awarded.  

Member Camacho shared that the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board meeting on February 
27 has been cancelled. The upcoming meeting will be on March 27.  

12) Program Administration Updates

Public Works staff provided an update, including an update on the Watershed Planning timeline. 
Presentation slides can be found on the SCW Program website.  

Public Works staff provided an update, noting: 
• The Public Education and Community Engagement Grants Program, in partnership with the Water

Foundation, officially launched on September 24, 2024. The first application deadline was
November 8, with 15 projects identified for potential funding totaling $3 million. The second
application period closed on January 31, receiving 30 submissions, including four carried over from
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Round 1. The third deadline is set for April 4, followed by the final submission period, which will 
close on May 31. A summary document with these updates can be provided to the ROC.. 

• A Credit Trading Program is currently in development and held a Stakeholder Workshop on October
30. The procedures and guidelines document was available for a 30-day public comment period
until November 18. The Credit Trading Program is expected to launch in 2025, with a tentative
application deadline in September 2025.

• The Fiscal Year 2025-26 Low-Income Senior-Owned Exemptions and General Income-Based Tax
Reductions Claim Forms are due May 1.

• The deadline for the Safe Clean Water Municipal Program Annual Plans is April 1, 2025.

13) Items for Next Agenda / 6-Month Look Ahead

Public Works staff shared a 6-month look ahead. Presentation slides can be found on the SCW Program 
website.  

Public Works staff added that, based on discussions, the schedule may be revised to include additional 
items of interest on the agenda, such as a dedicated item on fire and flexibility options and how schools 
and Watershed Plans fit into existing efforts.  

14) Meeting Adjourned

Chair Faustinos thanked ROC Members and the public and adjourned the meeting at 4:23 pm.





***DRAFT*** Scoring Committee Recommendations 

The members of the Scoring Committee thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on 
the first round of projects reviewed under the Safe Clean Water Program (SCWP). As a small 
group that ultimately scored all 58 funding applications - while taking regular feedback from project 
applicants who attended many of our meetings (in an open-dialogue meeting format) - we believe 
the Scoring Committee is uniquely situated to provide input in how the SCWP can be improved in 
the future. 

The first round of scoring allowed the Committee to get feedback on which criteria were unclear or 
regularly misinterpreted.  The Committee observed that different entities misunderstood 
instructions in the online module, requiring resubmission and rescoring.  In the next round, we must 
avoid similar problems to prevent unreasonable demands on Committee members’ time.   

Some of the recommendations below focus on improvements in the application process, while 
other suggestions are more substantive comments on the scoring criteria itself. Some can be 
implemented quickly (such as clarifying instructions on the application portal), while others will 
require additional research or time to vet to fully implement. Some of our recommendations are 
specific, while at other times we simply identify challenges that need to be resolved. We hope these 
are useful as the SCWP continues to evolve to meet the region’s needs.  

A small committee faced with a daunting task of scoring 58 projects in a short timeframe, we are 
proud of the work we have done, and believe the SCWP is off to an excellent start to be the 
transformational program we all believe it can be.  

We hope you consider the recommendations we are putting forward to ensure the program 
achieves all SCWP goals as effectively and efficiently as possible. Please do not hesitate to reach out 
to me or any Committee member should you have any comments or questions.  

General Comments 
One of the greatest challenges faced by the Scoring Committee resulted from figuring out how to 
score projects that were at very different stages of development, as well as projects that were 
phased or where stormwater capture, treatment and reuse were just one part of much larger 
projects. Should projects be scored only on what is immediately before the committee? Should 
costs be applied across the entirety of projects, or just stormwater elements? A more detailed 
assessment and recommendations follow.  

O&M and Feasibility Study Projects 
In scoring projects, it quickly became clear that the Regional Project feasibility guidelines and 
scoring criteria were geared for the development of new capital projects. These criteria were 
extremely difficult (if not impossible) to adequately apply to operation & maintenance (O&M) 
projects or initial phase/feasibility studies. This resulted in understandable inconsistencies among 
applicants in how to explain and score O&M projects.  

Recommended near-term fixes 
At a minimum, applications requesting O&M funds should supply real-world monitoring data on 
how the BMPs (for which O&M funding is sought) are currently performing. 

- DRAFT -
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Reference:  Scoring Committee Systemic Comments 

PROJECTS DESIGNED TO EARN POINTS 

The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee’s thinking about projects that they deem to be 

designed or documented in such a way to earn high numbers of points, rather than designed towards the 

technical merits of the potential project. 

• October 19, 2021- Applicants are encouraged to focus on their presentations to the WASC,

instead of focusing on raising their scores beyond 60 points, because it is not necessary to

exceed the 60-point minimum (Chair Reznik).

• January 10, 2022 - The Scoring Criteria encourages applicants to overbuild/overdesign projects

to receive Water Quality and Water Supply Benefits. (Chair Reznik).

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, March 14, 2022 

The Scoring Committee wishes to make holistic comments about each project reviewed to benefit the 

WASCs and have those comments captured by notetakers and shared with the WASCs.  

VARIATION IN INFRASTRUCTURE SUBMITTAL TYPES 

The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee’s thinking about how projects submitted for design 
funding only or a previously or concurrently implemented project seeking only O&M funding are difficult to 
evaluate alongside projects seeking design, implementation, and O&M funding. 

• October 19, 2021 - Projects submitting for only Operations and maintenance (O&M) funding should

be evaluated with a separate criteria (comment by Chair Reznik, concurrence from Vice Chair Moon).

• October 19, 2021 - Scoring should be based on O&M costs, rather than original project costs. Clearer

direction needs to be provided (Vice Chair Moon).

• October 19, 2021 - [A] project [that is seeking only O&M funding] does not need to be modeled

because it has already been constructed (Vice Chair Moon).

• January 10, 2022 - Evaluation of the Water Quality and Water Supply scores will be / is more relaxed

for projects seeking design-only funding (Member Matt Stone and Vice Chair Moon).

• January 10, 2022 - Design-only projects should be assessed under a different Scoring Criteria (Chair

Reznik).

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, March 14, 2022 

The Scoring Committee feels strongly that the Infrastructure Program application process does not 

sufficiently manage the three types of project submittals: design, construction, and O&M. The 

Committee believes a slightly different Scoring Criteria should be used for each IP submittal ‘type’.  
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Reference:  Scoring Committee Systemic Comments 

EVALUATING WET WEATHER VS. DRY WEATHER FOCUS 

The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee considering the issues around assessing a project as 
providing wet weather Water Quality Benefits as opposed to dry weather Water Quality Benefits. 

• October 5, 2021 - The Scoring Criteria does not factor the cost-effectiveness of dry weather projects.

Cost needs to be considered, like wet weather projects (comment by Member David Sorem,

concurrence by Vice Chair TJ Moon).

• October 19, 2021 - Need clearer criteria to determine whether large drainage projects apply as wet

weather or dry weather projects (Chair Reznik).

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, March 14, 2022 

The Scoring Committee feels that having a scaled point system might help projects get points for 

partial pollutant reduction in situations where large drainage areas are being partially managed by a 

project. 

PERMUTATIONS OF WATER SUPPLY BENEFITS 

The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee considering how Water Supply Benefits can be 

assessed and considered for other-than infiltration to groundwater. 

• October 5, 2021 - A project’s capacity to capture a large amount of water should not be held against

applicants when a project is well-sited and has a good permeable surface (Vice Chair Moon).

• October 5, 2021 - Need to determine how to assess the offsetting of existing potable water use while

providing water for additional vegetation (although it is a valuable form of community investment)

(Chair Reznik).

• October 19, 2021 - Should offsetting new demand count towards a project’s Water Supply Benefit?

(Chair Reznik)

• October 19, 2021 - Net Water Supply Benefits should be considered. For example, it should be

assessed whether the project offsets an existing need or if it simply offsets needs generated by the

project itself (i.e., through new plantings).

• November 17, 2021 - In regard to the Water Supply credit for partial infiltration and partial diversion to

water recycling – the Committee should consider how diversion to recycling will augment Water

Supply if capacity of treatment facilities is (currently) already fully accounted for (Chair Reznik).

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, March 14, 2022 

The Scoring Committee will employ the new draft Interim Guidance about groundwater and recycled Water 

Supply Benefits.  
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NATURE-BASED SOLUTIONS 

The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee considering the elements of Nature-Based Solutions.  

• October 5, 2021 - Applicants should be asked whether trees being removed will be replaced (Member

Kristen Schwarz).

• October 5, 2021 - Not enough points are awarded for connectivity between habitat patches or

between community areas with open space (Chair Reznik and Member Schwarz).

• October 5, 2021 - Generally disappointed by the amount of hardscape removed in projects across the

SCWP (Chair Reznik).

• October 19, 2021 - Points awarded for impervious surface removal should be based on actual square

footage, rather than a percentage (Chair Reznik).

• October 19, 2021 - For Nature-Based Solutions, the Scoring Criteria should consider the size of

impermeable surface removed, rather than the percentage, because proponents limit project area to

receive maximum impermeable surface reduction points (Chair Reznik).

• November 22, 2021 - Why is the boundary for impervious surface counted toward the total benefit?

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, March 14, 2022 

The Scoring Committee sees the awarding of points within wants to make sure that significant points are 

awarded to projects removing a significant amount of hardscape. The impervious surface calculation is a 

major issue. Additional details regarding addition of trees would be helpful. The Committee would like to be 

able to assign points for projects that connect habitats and community hubs. The Committee also want to pay 

more attention to the net benefits of projects. 

OTHER ITEMS 

The following comments reflect other issues raised by members of the Scoring Committee that were not 

similar to the categories identified above. 

Community Engagement 

• October 19, 2021 - The Community Engagement Assessment for developing projects should reflect

what applicants have already done in addition to what they should plan to do if/when they receive

SCWP funding.

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, March 14, 2022 

The Scoring Committee hopes that more information can be requested of the applicants -- number of 

community members contacts, community demographics, demonstration of representation from the 

neighborhood, and demonstration by applicants of strong local support. 
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School Greening Projects / Goal 

• October 5, 2021 - A project that is adjacent to a school, rather than within a school, should not
receive points for achieving school greening (Chair Reznik).

Displacement 

• October 5, 2021 - The Scoring Criteria does not address projects’ impacts on displaced communities.

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, March 14, 2022 

Applicants are required to disclose information about anti-displacement. SCWP needs to determine how this 

information will be used.  

Infrastructure capacity 

• January 10, 2022 - Los Angeles Sanitation requests that a sewer capacity study be a required

component of the feasibility study (Member Stone).

Leverage Funding 

• October 5, 2021 - The Scoring Criteria for Leveraging Funds points is too rigid. A project with 24.5%

shouldn’t get zero, while a project with 25% gets 3 (Member David Diaz).

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, March 14, 2022 

The Scoring Committee shared that job creation does not contribute to application score, and that the 

program likely should start weighing the climate-related pros and cons of projects. For example, some 

projects require a significant amount of pumping which uses energy which may be producing GHG. 

IDENTIFYING EXEMPLARS: 

The following are examples of the Scoring Committee members identifying an element of a project that has 

one or more elements that were exemplary. 

• October 5, 2021 - The project advisory committee that Amigos de los Rios assembled for the Jackson

Elementary Project is a great example of community engagement prior to project submittal (Chair

Reznik).

• October 5, 2021 - Bilingual materials used for the Whitsett Fields Park North Stormwater Capture

Project (Member Schwarz).

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, March 14, 2022 

This item was not discussed for lack of time. 
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 December 1, 2022 –Projects requesting a small amount for design versus a large amount for
construction should be intentionally considered during the scoring process as it relates to the cost
benefit ratio of a project (Committee Members).

The Scoring Committee shared that the Infrastructure Program application process does not sufficiently
manage the three types of infrastructure program project submittals: design, construction, and O&M. The
Committee believes the different project types warrant slightly different scoring approaches or a weighted
scoring system. The Scoring Committee also recommends that the SCWP encourage projects that apply for
both design and construction funding to submit separate applications, especially if there are multiple phases
of the project. The Scoring Committee also requested guidance on how to evaluate design-only projects that
propose a variety of alternatives.

Similarly, the Scoring Committee sought more guidance on whether to award points for project benefits based
on the entire cost and merits of a project or just components of the project funded by the SCWP.

Other Scoring Committee recommendations:

1. To Modify Feasibility Study Guidelines to outline specific requirements for each project submittal type:
a. Design-only projects:

i. A more flexible application process
ii. Require conceptual plan/feasibility study (already required)
iii. Preference for on-site geotechnical analysis, but would be satisfactory to use existing

or nearby geotechnical information
b. Construction projects:

i. Require a minimum of 60% design plans
ii. Require on-site geotechnical analysis
iii. Require a letter from water purveyor for water supply points
iv. Require sanitary sewer capacity analysis

c. Operations & Maintenance only projects:
i. Require monitoring data to supersede modeling data

2. To Develop clearer guidelines for the Scoring Committee and applicants about which parts of a
project can be given credit, including direction for the following:

a. Existing policy says that a project seeking funding for the first phase scope of a multi-phase
project cannot claim benefits beyond what the first phase will achieve. In situations where an
applicant is seeking funding for a design phase where multiple potential implementation
scenarios exist, how should the Scoring Committee evaluate projects that propose a variety
of alternatives?

b. Affirm that total project cost is used in the cost/benefit calculations in all project benefit
categories where that metric is used to evaluate proposals. Some proposers have elected to
include only partial project costs in the cost/benefit calculations.

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, April 6, 2023
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WATER QUALITY BENEFITS

The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee considering the issues around assessing a project
as providing wet weather Water Quality Benefits as opposed to dry weather Water Quality Benefits and
practices to standardize project applications for assessment.

 September 1, 2022 – More guidance is needed to assess whether projects are dry weather or wet
weather (Vice Chair Moon).

 October 17, 2022 – The maximum calculated 24-hour storm capacity should be capped at the 85th
percentile storm capacity. This cap will reduce the points historically awarded to applicants that use a
larger capacity in calculations (Vice Chair Moon).

o Concerns about inaccurate system capacity calculations that go above the 85th percentile
storm capacity were raised again at the November 3rd and November 9th Scoring Committee
meetings.

 November 3, 2022 – Projects with treat-and-release or proprietary BMPs should be evaluated based
on the results of the Metrics and Monitoring Study instead of being treated as an infiltration basin in
the SCW module (Vice Chair Moon).

 November 9, 2022 -- The Project Module and Scoring Criteria are not equipped to allow applicants to
input multiple treatment techniques (e.g. dry wells and treat-and-release) (Vice Chair Moon).

 December 1, 2022 – Some form of standardization for dry weather should be created for future
applications. Field measurements are ideal but using a standard authority’s cubic feet per second
(cfs) per acre could also be considered. The number of dry days in a year assumed in an application
should also be standardized. If an applicant uses a 24-hour duration instead of the standard 72-hour
duration used after a wet weather event to mark when dry weather begins, they should provide
justification. (Vice Chair Moon).

 December 1, 2022 – Projects should not be designed to treat more water than required, as it
increases the cost and use of SCWP funds (Vice Chair Moon).

 December 1, 2022 – For future applications, site-specific geotechnical data should be required for
projects requesting construction funding and may be a step in the District’s preliminary verification
process (Vice Chair Moon).

The Scoring Committee identified several challenges when it comes to awarding water quality benefit points
to projects, including non-standardized calculations used across applications and a lack of flexibility in
distinguishing between wet weather and dry weather projects. Scoring Committee recommendations from
previous rounds of scoring also included revising the cost-effectiveness (per acre-foot) criteria under A.1.1
and potentially creating a cost-effectiveness category under A.2. Recommended next steps are below.

Other Scoring Committee recommendations:

1. Changes to project module:

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, April 6, 2023
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a. Disallow 24-hour BMP capacity above the 85th percentile design storm volume and require
applicants to submit calculations.

b. Allow dry weather calculations to be superseded by monitoring data, if available
c. Investigate standardizing the process for the flow calculation inputted by the applicant
d. Allow applicants to select multiple BMP types to be evaluated

2. Changes to Feasibility Study Guidelines:
a. Require site specific geotechnical reports for projects applying for construction funding

3. Changes to Scoring Criteria:
a. Allow applicants to categorize the project using a load-based criteria (i.e. pounds of pollutants

removed), in addition to dry weather or wet weather criteria.
b. Create sliding scale for projects that capture quantities between dry weather and wet weather

capacities
c. Revise the cost-effectiveness (per acre-foot) criteria under A.1.1 to be linear or scaled
d. Consider creating a cost-effectiveness category for the A.2 category (possibly employing a

gallons per minute (GPM)/$1M metric).

WATER SUPPLY BENEFITS

The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee considering how Water Supply Benefits can be
assessed and considered for other-than infiltration to groundwater.

 November 3, 2022 – Water supply cost effectiveness points are difficult to earn (Chair Reznik)

 November 3, 2022 – The Scoring Committee should consider whether projects located in watershed
areas with very deep aquifers should be awarded water supply benefit points for interventions that
intend to recharge the aquifer (such as concrete removal), even if no direct path to the aquifer is
specified (comment by Member Stone and concurrence by Member Esther Rojas).

o In the past, no points have been awarded to projects in watershed areas without aquifers, but
the Scoring Committee has given partial points to projects that demonstrate the intent for
recharge in regions where aquifers are present (Vice Chair Moon).

The Scoring Committee concluded that the current water supply scoring criteria prevents them from awarding
water supply benefit points for projects that demonstrate the intent for groundwater recharge without definitive
proof of generating usable recharged water. Committee Members understand that this would limit the ability
for many projects to receive points for water supply and recommended either adjusting the scoring criteria or
changing the ordinance definition of water supply benefit.

The Scoring Committee also clarified its position on a Round 3 Scoring Memo comment, concerning whether
a project’s newly created water demand can count towards creating water supply, such as a project creating
additional demand for onsite irrigation and meeting that demand with captured runoff. If a project is claiming a
water supply benefit by offsetting a new potable demand, the applicant should provide an analysis of supply
and demand impacts of the project.

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, April 6, 2023
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Other Scoring Committee recommendations:

1. To address difficulty in claiming water supply points from infiltration:

a. Change the SCWP ordinance definition of “water supply benefit” to include activities that
infiltrate water with the intent to replenish groundwater, or

b. Adjust the scoring criteria to include different thresholds for different WASCs, create a “base
plus bonus” system of scoring, and/or assigning weights to different scoring categories.

2. Adjust scoring criteria with recommendations from the Metrics and Monitoring Study (MMS)
investigation on how to lower or recalibrate the B.1 cost effectiveness for water supply points.

3. Modify the Feasibility Study Guidelines to require that projects which claim water supply benefits via
offsetting potable water demand provide an analysis of supply and demand impacts of the project.

COMMUNITY INVESTMENT BENEFITS

The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee considering how school greening and flood
protection benefits can be considered for Community Investment Benefits.

 October 17, 2022 – As noted in previous rounds of scoring, school greening points should only be
awarded to projects that directly implement green features in school campuses (Chair Reznik).

 November 3, 2022 – The Scoring Committee should consider whether school greening points may be
awarded to projects that are not located on school property but located on property which the school
uses or intends to use (Chair Reznik).

 November 3, 2022 – Flood protection benefits cannot be awarded to dry weather projects for
Community Investment points (comment by Member Diaz and concurrence by Chair Reznik).

 November 9, 2022 – More discussion is needed to decide whether all wet weather projects confer
flood protection benefits, or just those which treat the 85th percentile storm (comment by Vice Chair
Moon).

The Scoring Committee concluded that school greening benefits will be evaluated on a per project basis for
projects not located on a school campus. The Committee agreed that generally, if a project has a joint use
agreement with a school, the project can receive school greening credit.

The committee agreed that only projects that capture the 85th percentile storm can receive flood protection
benefits. [Staff note: this restriction may prevent community investment points from being awarded to projects
that seek to address localized flooding concerns that occur in storms less than the 85th percentile.]

NATURE-BASED SOLUTIONS

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, April 6, 2023
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The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee considering the elements of Nature-Based
Solutions.

 November 3, 2022 – The Committee’s stance on artificial turf as a nature-based solution should be
discussed (Chair Reznik).

 November 3, 2022 – Because removal of impermeable surfaces is expressed as a percentage,
applicants can game the criteria by reducing the overall project area and inaccurately represent
claimed benefits (Chair Reznik).

 December 1, 2022 – There may be a gradient point scale developed for points awarded for percent
reduction in impervious area (District Staff).

The Scoring Committee determined that artificial turf will not be considered a nature-based solution. In
previous rounds of scoring, the Committee shared they would like to be able to assign points for projects that
connect habitats and community hubs. The Committee also want to pay more attention to the net benefits of
projects. Committee Members also concluded that the best way to improve the impervious surface removal
calculation is to require that applicants submit a description of impermeable surface removed relative to the
total project area.

Other Scoring Committee recommendations:

1. For Round 5 Call for Projects:
a. Modify project module to require that applicants submit additional information documenting

the impermeable surface removed in relation to the total project area.
2. For future Calls for Projects:

a. Consider adjusting the scoring criteria to assign points for projects that connect habitats or
community hubs, or otherwise provide net benefits via nature-based solutions.

b. Consider adjusting the scoring criteria for impermeable area removed from a percentage to
the total impermeable area removed

LEVERAGING FUNDS AND COMMUNITY SUPPORT

The following comments reflect the Scoring Committee considering the elements of leveraged funds and
community support.

 October 17, 2022 – The Scoring Committee is only responsible for evaluating leveraged funds that
have been secured. The WASC would be responsible for evaluating the likelihood of securing funds
not yet committed (District Staff).

 October 17, 2022 – It is acceptable to evaluate letters of support for projects that are addressed to
other funding sources, so long as the project has not drastically changed and the length of time since
the letter was dated is not too great (comment by Member Diaz and concurrence by Chair Reznik and
Vice Chair Moon).

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, April 6, 2023
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The Scoring Committee confirmed that only secured leveraged funds can be evaluated and that funds that
are merely “likely” to be secured will not be counted by the Scoring Committee. The Scoring Committee
clarified that letters of support for a project should be recent (e.g., less than 1-2 years) and addressed to the
SCWP instead of reusing letters of support addressed to other organizations.

Scoring Committee recommendations from previous rounds of scoring also included providing a clearer
definition of “strong support” and the minimum requirements for demonstrating that support, which should at a
minimum clarify that “strong support” does not mean a plan for future outreach, but rather entails concrete
evidence of meaningful support. The Scoring Committee hopes that more information can be requested of the
applicants, such as number of community members contacted, community demographics, demonstration of
representation from the neighborhood, and demonstration by applicants of strong local support.

OTHER ITEMS

The following comments reflect other issues raised by members of the Scoring Committee.

Considerations for North Santa Monica Bay Watershed Area

 October 6, 2022 – It has been difficult to generate qualifying projects in the North Santa Monica Bay
Watershed Area and a separate scoring system should be considered (comment made by Chair
Reznik).

Estimates of O&M costs vary

 October 17, 2022 - Inconsistent estimates of O&M costs across applications make it difficult to assess
projects (Vice Chair TJ Moon).

The Scoring Committee noted that the Metrics and Monitoring Study (MMS) will evaluate scoring criteria for
the North Santa Monica Bay Watershed Area, which has historically struggled to generate projects that pass
the scoring threshold due to lack of recharge potential in the Watershed Area.

In addition, the Scoring Committee agreed to recommend adjustments to the scoring system that would
establish that certain categories are not optional. For example, the category for Leveraging Funds and
Community Support (Part 2) is only worth five points, so project applicants can neglect community
engagement and still pass the scoring threshold. The Committee felt that this should not be the case, as
intentional community outreach and engagement should be required for projects seeking SCWP funds.

Scoring Committee recommendations from previous rounds of scoring also included considering how job
creation might contribute to application score and developing guidance on how to weigh the climate-related

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, April 6, 2023

Notes from Scoring Committee Review, April 6, 2023
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impacts of projects. For example, some projects require a significant amount of pumping which uses energy,
potentially producing GHG emissions.

Other Scoring Committee recommendations:

1. For Round 5 Call for Projects:

a. Consider changes to scoring criteria for the North Santa Monica Bay Watershed Area based on
MMS recommendations.

2. For future Calls for Projects:

a. Consider altering the scoring criteria to require a minimum point threshold for Leveraging Funds
and Community Support

b. Consider awarding points for job creation in the scoring criteria

c. Consider including positive impact on climate response in the scoring criteria



Scoring Committee Memo 

To: Safe, Clean Water Program Scoring 
Committee 

From: Safe, Clean Water Program 
Regional Coordination Team 

Date: April 5, 2024 

Reference:  Scoring Committee Comments and Recommendations – Round 5 Projects 

Purpose and Background 

At the December 7, 2023 Scoring Committee (Committee) meeting, Committee Members requested that the 
Regional Coordination team summarize the observations and recommendations made by the Committee about 
the Safe, Clean Water Program (SCWP) scoring criteria during the evaluation of Round 5 projects (Fiscal Year 
2024-2025 Call for Projects).   

Because of ongoing work from the Metrics & Monitoring Study (MMS) and the work of the Regional Oversight 
Committee (ROC) Biennial Report, this year the memo also expresses linkages between Committee 
observations and recommendations being made by other adaptive management efforts.  

Scoring Committee Recommendation #1: Implement separate applications for Infrastructure Program 
Projects that are in different stages of development 

In Round 5 and prior rounds of scoring, the Committee expressed difficulty evaluating the three types of 
Infrastructure Program Project submittals: design, construction, and operations & maintenance (O&M). The 
Committee believes projects at different stages of development requesting funding for different phases warrant 
different application requirements and different scoring approaches. For example, the Committee is requiring 
site-specific geotechnical reports for construction funding requests but may accept simpler analyses for design-
only applications.  

The Committee recommends that the SCWP encourage projects that apply for design, construction, and/or 
O&M funding to submit separate applications, acknowledging there are multiple phases of the project. The 
Committee has previously suggested modifying Feasibility Study Guidelines and the Projects Module to outline 
specific requirements for each project submittal type: 

a. Design-Only Projects:
i. A more flexible application process
ii. Require conceptual plan/feasibility study (already required).
iii. No required letter from Watermaster or Sanitation agency verifying Water Supply Benefit

potential.
iv. Preference for on-site geotechnical analysis but would be satisfactory to use existing or

nearby geotechnical information.
v. A SCW funded design-only project would be expected to and have sufficient resources to

develop project plans to a level appropriate for submitting a construction funding
application.

b. Construction Projects:
i. Require existing feasibility study and require a minimum of 60% design plans (elevation

and profile plans, strong cost estimates)
ii. Require site-specific geotechnical analysis obtained at the project location or within 500

feet of the project location.
iii. Require a letter from Watermaster or Sanitation agency verifying capacity to provide Water

Supply Benefits.
c. Operations & Maintenance Only Projects:
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i. Simplify and streamline the application process.
ii. Require monitoring data rather than modeled data about project benefits.

In the past, the Committee also requested guidance on how to evaluate design-only projects that propose a 
variety of alternatives. Existing policy says that a project seeking funding for the first phase scope of a multi-
phase project cannot claim benefits beyond what the first phase will achieve. In situations where an applicant 
is seeking funding for a design phase where multiple potential implementation scenarios exist, the Committee 
would like clearer guidelines about how to evaluate projects that propose a variety of alternatives.  

Finally, the Committee previously requested guidance affirming that the cost/benefit calculations for project 
benefits are based on the entire cost and merits of a project rather than just components of the project funded 
by the SCWP. Some applicants have elected to include only partial project costs in the cost/benefit calculations. 

Alignment with existing recommendations: 

Adjusting the application process for various stages of project development is supported by the ROC. To 
expedite watershed planning efforts, the ROC has recommended that the SCWP “develop guidelines/criteria to 
streamline applications for various sized projects and various stages of development” as part of Biennial Report 
recommendations.  

In the November 27, 2023 letter from the Director of Public Works to the Board of Supervisors, three items were 
called out as being responsive to the July Board motion for “accelerating implementation of the” SCWP.  Item 
2 is entitled “Plans to improve, streamline, and simplify the regional application process.”  Shared there is a 
planned effort to create “alternative application pathways based on project phase[s].” 

Scoring will be impacted by the establishment of separate guidance or application processes based on project 
stage. 

Scoring Committee Recommendation #2: Consistent inputs for Water Quality Benefits 

The Committee continues to express a challenge with making consistent comparisons of Water Quality Benefits 
across projects. The Committee has recommended the following changes be made to standardize calculations 
and information inputted by applicants: 

1. Changes to Projects Module:
a. Allow applicants to select multiple BMP types in series or parallel to be evaluated.
b. Allow dry weather pollutant loading calculations to be superseded by monitoring data, if

available.
c. Revise the Projects Module to include a function to accurately predict and standardize Water

Quality Benefits based on 24-hour BMP capacity determined using reservoir routing for the
design storm, typically the 85th percentile storm.

d. Investigate how to standardize flow calculation outputs and conduct hydrology routing
calculations in the Projects Module. Request District staff analyze output differences between
Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s modeling system and Los Angeles County’s
Watershed Modeling Management System (WMMS).

2. Changes to Feasibility Study Guidelines:
a. Require site-specific geotechnical reports for projects applying for construction funding. “Site-

specific” information should refer to data obtained at the project location or within a 500 foot
threshold.
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3. Changes to Scoring Criteria:
a. Allow applicants to categorize the project using a load-based criteria (i.e., pounds of sediment

removed), in addition to dry weather or wet weather scoring criteria.
b. Create sliding scale for projects that capture quantities between dry weather and wet weather

runoff volumes.
c. Revise the cost-effectiveness (per acre-foot) criteria under A.1.1 Wet +Dry Weather Water

Quality Benefit section to provide additional point scale flexibility so that project scores can be
tallied at one-point increments (as compared to the current stepwise criteria).

d. Consider creating a cost-effectiveness category for the A.2 Dry Weather Water Supply Benefit
section (possibly employing a flow rate per dollar metric such as GPM/$1M).

Alignment with existing recommendations: 

These suggested changes are underscored by the MMS, which recommends benchmarking performance to 

adapt Water Quality guidance and scoring. If, for example, continuing projects are successfully reducing 

pollutants with multiple BMP types, an adaptive response would be to allow applicants to select multiple BMP 

types in the Projects Module. 

In addition, the ROC has recommended that the SCWP “establish Water Quality quantitative goals and develop 
a plan with timelines to accomplish these goals. Ensuring that these goals and planning efforts are developed 
to build upon established regional water quality programs and projects (e.g., Municipal Separation Storm Sewer 
System (MS4) permit) and include characterization of upstream and downstream program interactions.”  It is 
unclear how a SCWP goal of supporting MS4 compliance quantitative targets would enrich the identification of 
eligible projects. Currently, SCWP projects must be included in a plan for MS4 compliance or an Integrated 
Regional Water Management Plan, suggesting that SCWP is prioritizing support for projects that have been 
deemed important to other regional efforts. This step, where projects must contribute to other regional goals, is 
evaluated by staff during completeness checks, and doesn’t come before the Committee. 

Scoring Committee Recommendation #3: Clarify eligible claims to Water Supply Benefits 

In Round 5, the Committee only awarded Water Supply Benefit points to projects that could demonstrate proof 
of generating new water through infiltration to currently pumped groundwater aquifers, diversion to reclamation 
facilities, or onsite reuse. The Committee requested that all claims be verified with a letter from the appropriate 
Watermaster or agency overseeing the reclamation of diverted stormwater (e.g., Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts). The Committee previously recommended modifying the Feasibility Study Guidelines to require that 
projects which claim Water Supply Benefits via offsetting potable water demand provide an analysis of supply 
and demand impacts of the project. In addition, the Committee noted that the appropriateness of claiming water 
supply gained through sanitary sewer diversions has been a long-standing issue as the timing of stormwater 
capture projects and reclamation facility improvements may be misaligned, and the future ability for diverted 
stormwater to be fully used for reclamation remains speculative. 

Of the 20 projects scored in Round 5, only 9 projects received Water Supply Benefit points. The average Water 
Supply score across all evaluated projects was 6 out of a maximum of 25 points. The Committee has previously 
acknowledged that the current Water Supply scoring criteria prevents them from awarding Water Supply Benefit 
points to projects that lack robust proof of creating new water supplies.   

To address difficulty in claiming Water Supply Benefit points, the Committee has previously recommended 
either changing the SCWP ordinance definition of Water Supply Benefit to include activities that infiltrate water 
with the intent to replenish groundwater or adjusting the scoring criteria to include specific thresholds for each 
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Watershed Area, creating a “base plus bonus” system of scoring, and/or assigning weights to different scoring 
sections.  
Alignment with existing recommendations: 

Improving how the SCWP’s achieves the goal to increase water supply from stormwater is a focus area of the 
ROC’s Biennial Report recommendations. To expedite watershed planning efforts, the ROC recommends 
setting “a region wide water supply target of 300,000 acre-ft of additional stormwater capture by 2045.” In 
addition, the ROC would like to “clarify that claiming Water Supply Benefits requires an applicant to demonstrate 
that the stormwater capture is “new” water and will be available for regional water supply.”  

The MMS provides additional recommendations on how to better account for SCWP attainment of capturing 
more stormwater and provide insight on potential endpoints of captured water and progress towards goals. The 
Projects Module currently equates water supply to a project’s annual capture volume. The MMS notes that “a 
more nuanced approach is needed to parse capture volume into specific fates, like infiltration to confined 
aquifer, infiltration to deep aquifer, diversion to reclamation facilities, or onsite reuse.” MMS recommends 
collecting additional metrics to represent the fate of managed stormwater, including the annual volume of 
stormwater managed (acre-ft/year), parsed by fate. However, which fates constitute a “locally available” water 
supply must be agreed upon by the District and stakeholders. It is likely that the Committee will play a role in 
verifying whether projects are creating “new” water based on the applicants’ ability to provide adequate proof 
of potential endpoints of the captured stormwater.  

Scoring Committee Recommendation #4: Evaluate Water Supply scoring methodology and Alternate 
Water Supply Scoring Pilot 

In Round 5, applicants had the opportunity to select the Alternate Water Supply Scoring Pilot developed through 
the MMS. The alternate scoring rubric calibrated Water Supply Benefits scoring to historical projects, to allow 
for project proponents to potentially increase their Water Supply Benefit score and address stakeholder 
concerns about inflation. Of the 20 projects scored in Round 5, 8 projects opted to use the Alternate Water 
Supply Scoring Pilot. Projects that used the Alternate Water Supply Scoring Pilot scored an average of 11 
Water Supply Benefit points, compared to projects scored using the current Water Supply scoring rubric which 
scored an average of 3 Water Supply Benefit points. 

The Committee noted that the use of a cost-effectiveness metric is misleading, because when calculating the 
Water Supply Benefit against the entire project cost, very high dollar-to-benefit comparisons are made.  
Because projects are mostly spending on benefits other than water supply, it leaves the sense that these 
projects are producing very expensive water supplies. Committee Members have pointed out that the multi-
benefit nature of projects makes it difficult to determine the exact amount of money that produces Water Supply 
Benefits. The Committee recognizes that this scoring metric is one that offers comparisons between the 
proposed projects, but still finds the dollars-per-volume values to be troubling. 

The Committee also expressed concern that the Alternate Water Supply Scoring Pilot, which made Water 
Supply Benefit points more easily earned, has unintentionally deemphasized the importance of CIBs, 
community engagement, Nature-Based Solutions, and leverage funding. Because eligibility can be achieved 
more easily with just Water Quality and Water Supply Benefits, other aspects of the program may suffer.  

Alignment with existing recommendations: 

The Committee has previously recommended adjusting scoring criteria with recommendations from the MMS 
investigation on how to lower or recalibrate the B.1 cost effectiveness section for Water Supply Benefit points. 
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As a result, the MMS produced the Alternate Water Supply Scoring Pilot and recommended that SCWP 
evaluate the results to further refine Water Supply guidance and scoring. 

The ROC has recommended that SCWP “develop guidelines/criteria to incentivize large infrastructure projects 
and investments.” Utilizing cost-effectiveness as a scoring metric will likely play a role in determining which 
projects (e.g., large or small, extent of multi-benefit features) move forward for consideration. 

Scoring Committee Recommendation #5: Clarify eligible claims of Community Investment Benefits 

In Round 5, the Committee continued to reflect on how flood protection can be considered under the CIB 
section. In previous rounds of scoring, the Committee decided that only projects that capture the 85th percentile 
storm can receive flood management benefits. However, the Committee has also discussed how this restriction 
may prevent CIB points from being awarded to projects that seek to address localized flooding concerns that 
occur in storms less than the 85th percentile. The Committee determined that dry weather projects that present 
clear solutions to localized flooding (i.e., addressing recurring flooding at the intersection across from a school) 
would be eligible to receive CIB points for flood management. 

The Committee also expressed interest in exploring how to best quantify community needs and benefits. 

Alignment with existing recommendations: 

The ROC recommends establishing “[CIB] quantitative goals, including the development of a plan with timelines 
to meet these goals.”  

The MMS is recommending more specific metrics to be used related to CIBs, which may support the 
Committee’s evaluation of projects in the future. The current Projects Module collects qualitative descriptions 
of how projects create CIBs across 7 primary CIB categories; however, very little quantitative data is being 
collected about the type or magnitude of these benefits. The MMS developed approaches to quantifying CIBs, 
such that comparisons could be made between all projects. For example, if a project claims to reduce urban 
heat, a collected metric might be the number and net area of manmade shade structures. In addition, the Equity 
in Stormwater Investments White Paper pointed to a need for projects to be responsive to specific community 
or tribe-identified needs (which may or may not correlate to the 7 CIBs). As a result, the MMS has recommended 
adapting CIB scoring criteria to accept community-preferred benefits alongside existing CIB categories. 

Scoring Committee Recommendation #6: Reinforce scoring criteria for Nature-Based Solutions 

In previous rounds of scoring, the Committee determined that artificial turf will not be considered a Nature-
Based Solution. The Committee also shared that they would like to be able to assign points for projects that 
connect habitats and community hubs and to pay more attention to the net or additive benefits of multiple 
projects. Committee Members also concluded that the best way to improve the impervious surface removal 
calculation is to require that applicants submit a description of impermeable surface removed relative to the 
total project area. Specific Committee recommendations to address these goals include:  

1. Modify Projects Module to require that applicants submit additional information documenting the
impermeable surface removed in relation to the total project area.

2. Consider adjusting the scoring criteria for impermeable area removed from a percentage to the total
impermeable area.

3. Consider adjusting the scoring criteria to assign points for projects that connect habitats or community
hubs, or otherwise provide net benefits via nature-based solutions.
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Alignment with existing recommendations: 

The MMS notes that the current Projects Module only gathers qualitative descriptions of how projects 
incorporate Nature-Based Solutions. The MMS instead recommends collecting additional metrics to quantify 
the extent that projects are meeting goals across the 6 categories of Nature-Based Solutions by ranking 
methodology as either Good, Better, or Best as defined in the 2022 Interim Guidance.  

Scoring Committee Recommendation #7: Strengthen requirements to demonstrate local support 

In prior rounds of scoring, the Committee clarified that letters of support for a project should be recent (e.g., 
less than 1-2 years) and addressed to the SCWP rather than reusing letters of support addressed to other 
organizations. In addition, the Committee would benefit from a clearer definition of “strong support” and the 
minimum requirements for demonstrating that support. The Committee suggested that, at a minimum, 
demonstration of “strong support” should include concrete evidence of meaningful support rather than just a 
plan for future outreach. 

The Committee has shared a preference for projects that not only provide a community engagement plan, but 
also a budget for community engagement. The Committee has expressed that design-only projects should 
include a community engagement plan and/or a budget for engagement or partnership with a local Community-
Based Organization to demonstrate local support. 

The Committee hopes that more information can be requested of the applicants, such as number of community 
members contacted, community demographics, demonstration of represented population engaged from the 
neighborhood, and demonstration by applicants of strong local support.  

Alignment with existing recommendations: 

The MMS found that community engagement emerged as a core consideration with stakeholder groups, who 
emphasized the need to track and account for community engagement. The MMS recommends collecting 
metrics around a project’s "Level of Achievement" for community engagement using the Good, Better, Best 
framework identified in the 2022 Interim Guidance. This additional metric about level of engagement will 
evaluate how well project proponents are informing, consulting, involving, educating, learning from, 
collaborating with, incorporating and partnering with communities and Tribes.  

Scoring Committee Recommendation #8: Adjust weighting or Threshold Score for sections of the 
scoring criteria 

In prior rounds of scoring, the Committee suggested adjusting the scoring system to establish certain mandatory 
categories. For example, E.2 Leveraging Funds and Community Support section is only worth 5 points, so 
project applicants can neglect community engagement and still achieve an eligible score. The Committee felt 
that this should not be the case, as intentional community outreach and engagement should be required for 
projects seeking SCWP funds.  

Alignment with existing recommendations: 

The ROC Biennial Report acknowledges that scoring criteria could be re-evaluated to align with experience to 
date in the SCWP and new metrics/methods. The scoring criteria establishes eligibility by assessing how the 
project will contribute to the SCWP goals. The ROC notes that “refinements are needed to... establish scoring 
criteria that better align with all the SCWP goals – especially related to Community Investment Benefits, 
Disadvantaged Community Benefits, Equity, Community Engagement, and Nature-Based Solutions.” 
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Other Items 

The following comments reflect other issues raised by Committee Members: 

Cost Estimates Vary 

The Committee has shared that inconsistent estimates of O&M costs across applications make it difficult to 
assess projects evenly. Estimates used for cost escalation have also increased, from rates of 3-5% used in the 
first round to the 12-15% used today. It may be helpful to encourage applicants to use industry standards for 
cost escalation and O&M budgeting.  

Alignment with existing recommendations: 

The ROC Biennial Report found that inflation and COVID-19 have largely impacted supply chains, thus 
modifying Regional Program projects’ costs and schedules.  Understanding the assumptions used by applicants 
to estimate future costs, and providing guidance on how to standardize those estimates, may mitigate 
challenges with future cost escalations.  

Adding Points 

While the Committee often declines to award points claimed by an applicant during the evaluation process, in 
Round 5, there were two instances when the Committee awarded points that were not originally claimed by an 
applicant (E.2 Leveraged Funds and Community Support section for both the Sorensen Park Multi-Benefit 
Stormwater Capture Project and the Dominguez Channel Parkway BMPs Prioritization Project). 

This practice is without precedent and isn’t supported or prevented by guidelines in the SCWP.  It is not aligned 
with any existing recommendations but was notable during Round 5.  

Additional Scoring Sections 

The Committee recommendations from previous rounds of scoring also included considering how job creation 
might contribute to application scores and developing guidance on how to weigh a project’s climate-related 
impacts. For example, some projects require a significant amount of pumping which uses energy, potentially 
producing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Recommendations to implement these goals have included: 

1. Consider awarding points for job creation in the scoring criteria, perhaps within Community Investment
Benefits.

a. Doing so would require a standard metric for job creation, perhaps referencing Water Use Efficiency
and Jobs, a 2011 publication of the Economic Roundtable.

2. Consider including positive impact on climate response in the scoring criteria.

Alignment with existing recommendations: 

The ROC has recommended making “strategic investments in workforce development programs for skills 
related to SCW programs and projects in the short and long term and ensure workforce-related elements are 
reflected in procedures, guidelines, and reports as appropriate.” By awarding points related to job creation in 
the scoring criteria, the Committee may play a role in encouraging greater workforce development throughout 
the SCWP.  
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