






Maggie Gardner OurWaterLA Coalition

maggie@lawaterkeeper.org (310) 651-3360

ROC Meeting 8/31/2023

Please see the attached letter



 
 
August 17, 2023 
 
SCWP Regional Oversight Committee 
Sent via email 
 
RE:  OWLA’s SCWP Biennial Review Recommendations 
 
Chair Guerrero, Vice-Chair Faustinos & Committee Members, 
 
On behalf of the OurWaterLA (OWLA) coalition, the undersigned strongly urge the Regional Oversight 
Committee (ROC) to consider the following recommendations in their preparation of the biennial 
SCWP Progress Report.  
 
Over the course of the first four rounds of the Safe Clean Water Program (SCWP), the biennial progress 
report has been cited as the point at which any course corrections will be established for the program to 
ensure it is fully achieving the program’s laudable and ambitious goals. The communities that OWLA 
represents have been waiting for this biennial review as the first opportunity to take a deeper dive into 
the program’s successes and limitations and make adjustments to the program to meet the expectations 
of LA County voters.  
 
Recognizing that a number of reports with many recommendations have been published around the 
SCWP, OWLA made an effort to consolidate and condense the recurring conclusions into the following 
recommendations by identifying where reports overlapped. This effort included review of the SCOPE 
report, the ARLA Working Group report, the UCLA Luskin Center for Innovation and Stantec report under 
the Metrics and Monitoring Study, the LA Waterkeeper report, and Scoring Committee memos along 
with OWLA’s historic stances and recommendations. Our top priorities are listed first but are also 
included within their appropriate section.  
 
Top Priorities 

1. Take all steps to prioritize hardscape removal, and creation of NEW green space – especially at 
schools and park-poor communities. 

2. Adopt more metrics and transparent definitions around Community Investment Benefits, 
Community Engagement and Support, Nature-Based Solutions, Disadvantaged Community 
Benefits, and Workforce Impact/PLA Compliance.  

3. Ensure set water quality and supply targets are completed and accounted for (monitoring; 
avoiding redundancy). 

4. Take steps to move the program from a reactive grants program to a visionary and proactive 
investment program. 

 
Water Quality 

1. Convene a panel of water quality experts to assess and make recommendations on how the 
SCWP can maximize water quality benefits most effectively and efficiently, including whether:  

a. Scoring criteria incentivizes projects that are overbuilt. 



b. Project categorization of wet vs dry is sufficient or whether adjustments are needed. 
c. It is appropriate to adopt a mass pollution reduction load for larger watersheds and 

projects. 
d. Cost-effectiveness criteria is the best way to measure effectiveness of projects. 
e. The application module can be updated to make it easier to score projects with 

treatment trains and other nature-based solutions.  
 
Water Supply 

1. Use existing ROC Water Supply Working Group to assess and make recommendations on how 
the SCWP can maximize water supply benefits most effectively and efficiently, including:  

a. Whether SCWP’s definition of beneficial use of water is expansive enough and whether 
it should be expanded to include shallow groundwater recharge and environmental use 
of water. 

b. How to develop protocols to ensure water is not double counted between upstream 
and downstream projects. 

c. How to prioritize groundwater recharge projects and on-site use over wastewater 
recycling. 

i. Wastewater recycling plants take in more water than they actually recycle, so 
sending water to these plants doesn't increase overall water recycling. 

 
Nature-Based Solutions (NBS) 

1. Redefine NBS in the feasibility study guidelines by incorporating 2022 interim guidance that 
differentiates between natural processes and nature-mimicking strategies. 

2. Update scoring criteria to adopt a sliding scale (rather than an all-or-nothing score) that 
incorporates a metrics-based “good, better, best” framework. 

a. Good = climate-friendly vegetation 
b. Better = native vegetation 
c. Best = diverse, native plant communities, including groundcover, shrub, and trees 
d. See Attachment A for an example of what scoring NBS with a good, better, best 

framework could look like in a previously submitted letter (page 5-6) 
3. Update scoring criteria to incorporate a scale dependent scoring rubric for hardscape removal to 

better track and encourage more hardscape removal. 
 
Community Investment Benefits (CIBs) 

1. Require applicants to demonstrate community need for project CIB (e.g., reduce flooding, 
mitigate heat island) through data (e.g., photos, heat index, parks needs assessment) and/or 
community needs assessment (survey that provides local resident and business input) to achieve 
points. 

2. Replace the current “yes/no” scoring system with clear metrics for community benefits to set 
specific goals and outcomes. Additionally, establish minimum thresholds that must be met to be 
awarded points.  

a. An example for the “increasing the number of trees” category is using a metric of 
change in tree canopy or change in area of native vegetation.  

i. The ARLA Working Group made suggestions of metrics as a starting point; see 
ARLA Working Group Report (pages 27-29) for more details.    

3. Embark on ongoing community needs assessment (part of outreach program) and build out an 
easily accessible portal to continuously track. 

a. The Watershed Coordinators should be integral to this process 

https://acceleratela.org/scwp/


Benefits to Disadvantaged Communities 
1. Provide a clearer definition of “DAC benefiting” that is grounded in strong CIB, community 

engagement, and displacement avoidance standards.  
2. Adopt ARLA Working Group recommendation to calculate Disadvantaged Community Benefits 

based on proportionality (who benefits from a project based on well-established 
metrics/criteria) for DAC 110% determination and project scoring. 

a. See ARLA Working Group Report (pages 48-52) for additional details. 
3. Incorporate a disadvantaged community mapping platform into the application portal that 

includes socioeconomic data and environmental challenges to identify priority sites for projects 
serving disadvantaged communities and severely disadvantaged communities. 

a. See SCOPE Report (page 28) for additional details. 
4. Require applicants to clearly demonstrate indirect displacement avoidance strategies.  

a. Some examples of displacement avoidance strategies are here:  
i. Measure A Grants Administration Manual (pages 195-197) 

ii. TCC Program Guidelines (pages 91-94) 
iii. Greening in Place Toolkit 

 
Community Engagement & Support 

1. Update and clarify scoring for community engagement so that expectations and standards are 
clear. Consider using Rosa Gonzalez of Facilitating Power as a guide. 

a. See SCOPE Report (Table 2, page 31) for the Spectrum of Community Engagement to 
Ownership by Rosa Gonzalez. 

2. Set minimum requirements (for eligibility) of “Consult” based on Spectrum of Community 
Engagement to Ownership and allocate increasing points to projects that demonstrate activities 
that “Involve,” “Collaborate,” and “Defer to” the impacted community.  

a. See ARLA Working Group Report (page 41-43) for additional details. 
3. Require applicants to conduct early and meaningful community engagement with federally 

and non-federally recognized tribes if it is of interest to the tribes and with appropriate capacity 
building in place. 

4. Establish a bench of CBOs/NGOs that can be employed or deployed to conduct community 
engagement by applicants. 

a. See UCLA Luskin Center for Innovation and Stantec’s report (page 10) for additional 
details. 

 
Leveraging Funds 

1. Provide more clarity as to what constitutes leveraged funding, specifically addressing: 
a. internal cost-share;  
b. phased projects;  
c. do construction costs count as leveraged funding for operations and maintenance 

(O&M) projects;  
d. how certain leveraged funding is; and  
e. staff time. 

2. Establish a graduated sliding scale to award points for leveraged funding like the Water Supply 
pilot.  

3. Pilot a track for leveraged funding that allows projects to promise to use SCWP funding to 
leverage additional funding.  

a. Use SCWP funds as a match for federal/state grant programs. 
 

https://acceleratela.org/scwp/
https://scopela.org/download-form-ourwaterourvoice/
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/dpr/1121397_MeasureA_GAM_January2022_Edition.pdf
https://sgc.ca.gov/programs/tcc/docs/20230308-TCC_R5_Guidelines.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f5ab412f824d83e0eefa35e/t/5f739385c6cc3d63acd8d875/1601409949612/GG-2020-ToolKit-FINAL.pdf
https://scopela.org/download-form-ourwaterourvoice/
https://acceleratela.org/scwp/
https://innovation.luskin.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/Equity-in-Stormwater-Investments.pdf


Workforce Development & Good Jobs 
1. Now that the County has a CWA/PLA, have the $5M threshold added to the transfer agreement 

for applicants who do not have their own CW/PLA. 
2. Include a section on application portal to quantify and make clear the workforce impact of the 

project. Specifically, is the project covered under a Community Workforce Agreement 
(CWA)/Project Labor Agreement (PLA), will the Conservation Corps be part of the workforce, 
and how many construction and O&M jobs are estimated to be created. 

3. Roll out the workforce development program as soon as possible. The workforce development 
program could be structured as a grant program available to external programs with a 
demonstrated track record of success placing graduates into high road jobs or state-registered 
apprenticeships, and/or could support the expansion of existing County programs connecting to 
open County positions (such as WERC).  

4. More clarity in the application module to indicate when a CWA/PLA compliance requirement 
is triggered. 

a. This includes noting when leveraged funding from a source requires a CWA/PLA. 
 
Process Improvements 

1. Separate design, construction, and O&M applications now to require applicants to submit 
separate proposals (at the appropriate time) for each project phase. For the longer term, craft 
relevant scoring rubric for each application type as the criteria and expectations are different 
depending on the project phase. 

2. Streamline SCWP process to provide as much deliberation time as possible to WASCs. 
a. Consider also enabling ROC to send back a single SIP, rather than holding up all SIPs for 

concerns in one WASC. 
3. Empower ROC to provide appropriate oversight during SIP reviews. 
4. Assess WASC performance (e.g., representation and makeup of the WASCs, decision-making 

practices) through interviews with committee members and other key constituents. 
a. Is it appropriate to have the WASCs made up of constituents whose organizations apply 

for the funds from the WASC they sit on?  
b. Can checks be put in place to prevent WASC members from giving some projects an 

unfair advantage or disadvantage?  
c. Are community voices marginalized in WASC discussions and decision-making? 

5. Review the policy of requiring a letter of non-objection from municipalities in which the Project 
concept is being proposed.  

a. Non-municipal applicants have indicated concern that this can be difficult to acquire. 
Identify if there are ways for the SCWP to smooth the process.  

 
Monitoring & Reporting 

1. Establish a public monitoring dashboard that is user-friendly and includes which stage the 
project is in (completed, design, construction, O&M). 

2. Develop specific metrics to quantify, track, and monitor progress for the SCWP and use 
monitoring to inform adaptive management. 

3. Develop a monitoring program that includes compliance monitoring, program monitoring, 
watershed monitoring, and project monitoring with a strong and transparent review process, 
ideally conducted by a third party.  

4. Offer a County approved O&M provider or County workforce as an option to complete O&M if 
funded by SCWP dollars. 

 



Other Considerations 
1. Explore potential for a parcel-based program, such as residential retrofits (with direct install for 

equity purposes). 
a. Consider a pilot project with different criteria for regional funds and/or incentives for 

municipalities to allocate local return funds to such projects. 
2. Explore and pursue strategies to get school districts to more effectively engage in SCWP (with 

projects that actually green schools and provide community-wide benefits). 
3. Explore any other strategies that will accelerate replacement of hardscape with greenspace, 

especially in park-poor communities. 
 
Proactive Vision 

1. Shift SCWP Regional Program from reactive grants program to proactive funding program. 
2. Based on existing data and community needs assessment, identify best project types (and 

projects) for various locations to maximize overall program benefits.  
3. Use scientific studies money to launch data assessment. 
4. Use the outreach program to support community needs assessment. 
5. Define a proactive vision that includes specific goals, objectives, targets, metrics, action plan, 

and timelines for program implementation and evaluation.  
a. This vision could include crafting a specific SCWP watershed plan led by Watershed 

Coordinators. 
 
Additional Research Needs 
OWLA found during their analysis and review that there were some significant data gaps, with the vast 
majority of assessments focused on the infrastructure component of the Regional Program. We 
recommend that additional assessments focused on the municipal program, Scientific Studies, 
Technical Resources Program, and District Programs be pursued. Specifically, we believe the following 
questions should be addressed:  

1. Are municipal funds augmenting or offsetting past spending on stormwater?  
2. Could the RFP for Scientific Studies be adjusted to shift the program towards a more proactive 

vision by calling for projects to address specific research needs in the region?  
a. This could include for example calling for projects to identify pollutant reduction of 

different implemented stormwater infrastructure or calling for data collection, analysis, 
and modeling towards a watershed planning process. 

3. Should applicants be allowed to use funds to conduct their own Feasibility Studies in the TRP 
program?  

4. Once rolled out, how impactful are the outreach, education, and workforce development 
programs?  

 
Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations. Please let us know if you would like 
further explanation or context for any recommendation or have any questions. We look forward to 
continuing our engagement with this committee to ensure a better water future for the region.   
 
Sincerely,  
OurWaterLA  
 
OWLA Core Team (Heal the Bay, LAANE, LA Waterkeeper, Nature for All, Pacoima Beautiful, SCOPE, The 
Nature Conservancy and TreePeople)  
 



 
CC: Kristine Guerrero, Belinda Faustinos, Matt Frary, Kirk Allen 
***** 
OurWaterLA is a diverse coalition of community leaders and organizations from across Los Angeles 
County united to create a strong water future for Los Angeles. Our goal is to secure clean, safe, 
affordable and reliable water for drinking, recreation and commerce now and for the future. We have a 
deep commitment to uphold the trust that voters had in us when passing this measure and that projects 
which achieve Safe Clean Water Program objectives of water quality, water supply, nature-based 
solutions and community investments are prioritized. 
 



Peter Tonthat LADWP

Peter.Tonthat@ladwp.com (213) 367-1166

Regional Oversight Committee 8/31/2023

On behalf of LADWP, I would like to take this opportunity to highlight some recommendations for
your consideration.

LADWP encourages the SCWP and individual WASCs to explore strategies for addressing
budget shortfalls in previously funded projects due to unforeseen cost escalations resulting from
the pandemic, inflation, and supply chain complications. This will help pave the way for the
successful implementation of SCWP projects. We also recommend additional guidance and
improved efficiency in reporting changes to previously funded projects. Finally, we recommend
updates to the Scoring Criteria, including:

1. Expanding incentives for schools to participate in the SCWP
2. Making cost criteria adaptive to changes in the ENR Construction Cost Index
3. Awarding points for projects benefiting disadvantaged communities
4. Awarding water supply points for projects that divert water to reclamation facilities that are
being upgraded to recycle 100% of available purified wastewater
5. Further incrementation of scores to improve equity and opportunity in scoring, particularly in
the water quality, supply, and community investment categories.

Thank you for considering our recommendations.









Michael Scaduto LA Sanitation & Environment

michael.scaduto@lacity.org (213) 485-3981

SCWP ROC Meeting on Aug 31, 2023 8/30/2023

Please see the attached letter and attachments.

























ATTACHMENT 2: RECOMMENDED REDLINES TO SCORING MATRIX

Below are LA Sanitation and E LASAN) recommended redline edits to the Safe, Clean 
Water Program Infrastructure Program Project Scoring Criteria 

(Reference: Page 11 of the Safe, Clean Water Program Feasibility Study Guidelines, dated September 19, 2019)
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Date: 7/28/22

To: Municipal Facilities Committee

From: Deborah Weintraub, AIA, LEEDAP
Chief Deputy City Engineer

Subject: FUNDING FOR CONSTRUCTION COST INFLATION

Recommendations:

1. That the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) work with the office of the City Administrative
Officer to develop a funding strategy for projects that are either in construction and/or
starting construction in Fiscal Year 2022-23 due to construction cost inflation, and;

2. Reassess market conditions in January 2023 to adjust this strategy accordingly.

Introduction:

The BOE is submitting this report in order to alert our City Hall colleagues of significant price
increases we are experiencing in construction cost bids. The construction cost increases have
a variety of causes and are extraordinary. In order to deliver committed capital projects to the
City residents, the funding allocations for construction projects may need to be augmented.

Background:

Non-residential building inflation between 2011 and 2020 on a national basis was on average
3.7% annually (Zarenski, 20211), and 2.4% in California (California Department of General
Services).  While the pandemic initially decreased construction activity in 2020, in 2021 there
was a large increase in demand for construction materials. Unfortunately, this demand was
met with serious supply chain challenges, and this resulted in a reduction in the availability of
construction materials and higher construction costs.

Between January 2020 to July 2021, prices of all materials and services for new construction
performed by contractors has gone up 26.3% on a national average (AGC, August 20212),
and 13% in California (California Department of General Services, 2022). The California
Department of General Services also reported that new construction costs in California went
up 15.22% from June 2021 to June 2022.

Through 2022, prices for construction materials have continued their ascent and in addition,
skilled labor has become even more scarce than previous years. Construction project starts
are also being delayed to account for supply chain challenges and labor shortages, and the

1 Zarenski is a nationally recognized construction economics analyst, author, educator and presenter. Website: 
https://edzarenski.com/ . Article: https://edzarenski.com/2022/02/11/construction-inflation-2022/
2 AGC is an organization of qualified construction contractors and industry related companies dedicated to skill, integrity and
responsibility. Website: https://www.agc.org/
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time delays and the uncertainty in product pricing are also resulting in higher bids (Engineering
News Record, 2021). Contractors are transferring these risks to the Owner at the time of
bidding.

Forecast:

Market analysis is showing the construction cost escalation rate in Los Angeles is currently
7.99% per year (Rider Levett Bucknall (RLB), 20223), however, RLB is using 8.04% per year
in their cost estimate calculations, and HNTB4 is using 15%.

Below is a summary of some of the other market forces impacting construction costs. As of
February 2022, diesel fuel, steel mill products, lumber, plywood, copper, brass, aluminum,
plastic, gypsum, concrete, pavement, and roofing have all gone up drastically and forecasts
are predicting that prices through 2022 will exceed peak prices of 2021 (Engineering News
Record, 20225). Interest rates are set to continue to rise, and the Russia-Ukraine war creates
a lot of uncertainty and has market impacts. Supply chain and labor issues continue to cause
a backlog of orders and an inventory shortage, indicating a supply-demand imbalance that
will result in higher-priced goods and services. The anticipated pace of inflation is not likely to
decelerate until 2023, with manufacturers potentially beginning to catch up to demand in late
2022, potentially with supply chains largely unclogged by late-2023 (CBRE, 20226).

3 RLB is a global cost consultant partner and a nationally recognized project management and advisory firm. Website: 
https://www.rlb.com/americas/. Article: https://s31756.pcdn.co/americas/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2022/03/City-Market-
Insight-LOS-ANGELES-Q1-2022.pdf
4 HNTB is a national engineering consulting company, with a strong presence in Southern California. Website: 
https://www.hntb.com/
5 Engineering News Record is a national magazine that covers the engineering and construction industry. Website: 
https://www.enr.com/
6 CBRE is https://www.cbre.com/about-us .
Article: https://www.cbre.com/en/insights/reports/2022-fm-cost-trends-report .
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Data Analysis:

BOE Bid Results:

In the past couple of years, there has been a wide range of cost changes with a general trend
of higher than average cost increases. For example, BOE looked at price escalation data from
City bids from 2021 to 2022 for two key construction scopes used on our projects that are
typically bid on a unit price basis; concrete sidewalk/driveway and concrete pavement. In the
past year the average unit cost of concrete sidewalk/driveway and concrete pavement
increased by 79% and 21% respectively. We also found that there was a high variation on the
cost changes in AC pavement.

In addition, we looked at 20 Municipal Facility project bids between 2017 to the present. These
projects are typically bid on a lump sum basis. Our analysis was to look at the variance

-by-project basis. The average
in the variance between the low bid price as compared to the City Engineer Estimate from

estimate. In 2022 this number increased dramatically to the low bids averaging 40.68% higher

BOE Actions:

BOE is in the process of developing a draft cost inflation clause for City construction contracts,
which would establish the mechanism for cost adjustments during construction for
demonstrated inflationary cost increases and decreases. BOE intends to vet the proposed
language with the local construction industry and with our City partners. This will help offset
the perceived need by contractors to price risk into their bids.
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Additionally, BOE is in the process of revising the suggested inflation rates for project
budgeting. Since 2014, BOE suggested using 5% as the inflation rate for all new construction.

The potential recession may cause changes in these inflation rates. Therefore, it is
recommended to re-assess these rates in six months.

RL/MA:tt

Box\CMD\Administration\Municipal Facilities Meeting Minutes\MFC Report Construction
Inflation

cc: Mary Hodge, Deputy Mayor
Aura Garcia, Board of Public Works
Teresa Villegas, Board of Public Works
Mike Davis, Board of Public Works
Vahid Khorsand, Board of Public Works
Susana Reyes, Board of Public Works.
Gary Lee Moore, Bureau of Engineering
Ted Allen, Bureau of Engineering
Alfred Mata, Bureau of Engineering
Julie Sauter, Bureau of Engineering
Jose Fuentes, Bureau of Engineering
Richard Louie, Bureau of Engineering







Ioanna Kostopoulou Spectrum News 1

ioanna.kostopoulou@charter.com 562-852-0901

8/31/23 8/30/2023

Hello,

I am with Spectrum News 1 and we are interested to kniw if you are finding the toxic forever 
chemical PFAS  in any of the county's drinking water. If you are, what are you doing to clean 
it and what communities are impacted? If you are not finding them, are you doing anything with 
the infrastructure to ensure it doesn't get into the water system?

Thank you so much!

Best,

Ioanna K. 
Spectrum News 1
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