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Stakeholder Meeting Agenda 

1. Introductions 

2. Project Review and Ranking 

3. Greater LA Sub-region Projects 

4. In-Kind Work Accounting 

5. Next Steps 

6. Questions 



Introductions 

 



IRWMP Development Process: 

Water balance 

Storm water Issues 

Water quality data 

Review groundwater 

monitoring 
 

Data Gathering: 



Status of Project Submittals 

• 61 Projects were submitted 

City/Agency 
No. of 

Projects 

Central Basin Municipal Water District  2 

City of Bellflower 1 

City of Bellflower Municipal Water System 1 

City of Downey 5 

City of La Mirada 1 

City of Lakewood 1 
City of Long Beach 2 

City of Lynwood 1 

City of Norwalk 7 

City of Paramount 9 

City of Pico Rivera 3 

City of Signal Hill 7 

City of South Gate 8 

City of Vernon 7 

Long Beach Water Department 1 

Consultant Team 5 



Project Types 

• Submitted Projects 
• Infrastructure  6 

• Conservation  4 

• Water Quality  18      

• Recycling   4 

• Wells   9 

• Flood/storm drains     10      

• Interties   4 

• Parks   3 

• Storage   3 

 



Status of Project Submittals 

• Total Estimated Costs 

– 18 Projects did not provide total cost estimates 

• Maximum Total Estimated Cost provided: $15M 

• Minimum Total Estimated Cost provided: $70K 

• Average Total Estimated Cost provided: $3.0M 

• Total Estimated Cost: $114,783,000 

 

– 50% of projects are estimated to cost less than $4M 

 

 



Gateway Project Review Considerations 

• 1. Is there a critical need for further clarification for the 

project, given its status and general information?? 

• 2. What are the next steps for the project?? If it isn’t ready to 

fund and build, what steps can be funded or planned now? 

• a. Reconnaissance Report 

• b. Feasibility Study 

• c. Funding Plan/commitment 

• d. Design 

• e. Environmental Documentation 

• f. Construction 

• g. Implementation 



Project Review Considerations (Cont.) 

• 3. Do partners know they are included? 

• 4. Integration: 
• a. Are there other projects that can be bundled? 

• b. Are there other locals/agencies that could join in this 
project? 

• c. Are there similar projects in adjacent regions? 

• d. Is the project going to interfere with other proposed 
projects? 

• e. Is the project going to use water from other projects or 
dedicated to other projects? 

• f. Can the project be operated cooperatively with other 
projects for a better outcome? 

 



Project Score Sheet - Handout 

Project ID 1

Criteria

How Well Does 

the Project Meet 

the Criteria?

Factor 

Weight

Total 

Points
Reviewer Comments

0-5 1-3

Identify and address the water dependent natural resources 

needs of the Gateway Region Watersheds.
0

Protect and enhance water quality. Objectives: Attain required 

TMDL levels in accordance with their individual schedules; 

Effectively reduce major sources of pollutants and environmental 

stressors in the region. 

0

Optimize and ensure water supply reliability. Objectives: 

Continue and enhance water use efficiency measures to meet 

20X2020 per capita water use targets; Expand regional water 

recycling facilities and recycled water distribution to help provide 

reliable water sources; Systematically upgrade aging water 

infrastructure in the Region. 

0

Coordinate and integrate water resource management. 0

Provide stewardship of the Region’s water dependent natural 

resources through enhancement of amenities and 

infrastructure. Objective: Create habitat, open space, and water-

based recreational opportunities in the Region.

0

Manage flood and storm waters to reduce flood risk and water 

quality impacts. Objective: Install or optimize water monitoring 

to effectively manage storm water in the Region.  Obtain, 

manage, and assess water resources data and information.

0

Project Title
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Project  Ranking – Review Team 
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Project Feasibility 4.7 S S S S

Integration 4.8 S S S S

Environmental Justice 4.9 S S S

Climate Change 4.10 S

DAC Issues 4.11 S S S

Land Use 4.7 S S

Questions to Answer
All but 

Climate and 

DAC

All but 

Climate, 

DAC, and 

Env.Justice

All but 

Climate and 

DAC

DAC Only Climate Only

All but 

Climate, 

DAC, and 

Env.Justice

DAC Only DAC Only
Env.Justice 

Only



Reviewers 



Reviewers 



Reviewers 

Also: 

Aaron McWilliams, PE  - GEI (20x2020) 

 

Loraine White, Planner 



Observations 

• Projects That Scored Well: 

– Multiple Benefits 

– Regional or Multiple Agencies 

– Water Quality/Storm Water (multiple goals) 

 

• Projects Not Scoring As Well 

– Single Purpose 

– One City 

– No Cost Estimates or Environmental work done 

– No Details 



Observations 

• Some Projects needed more information; not ready  
– Need Feasibility Study or Design first 

– Probably should modify project 

 

• Some stretching of benefits… 

 

• Couple projects increased water demand… 

 

• Other 
– “Economic Development Benefits” – means it improves the 

economics of the neighborhood, etc. not is it economically 
feasible…. 

 



Project Ranking 

 



Project Ranking 

 



Ranked Project List - Handout 

 



Projects  

ID Project Title Submitting Agency 

    

4 Groundwater Well Supple Reliability Project City of Signal Hill 

5 Hermosillo Park Well - Well No. 9 and water mains City of Norwalk 

11 New Groundwater Well City of Downey 

12 New Water Well City of Paramount 

14 New Water Well City of Paramount 

31 Well 21 Conversion Project City of Vernon 

49 Production Well 22 City of Vernon 

55 Well 25 Replacement  City of South Gate 



Projects 

ID Project Title Submitting Agency 

    

25 Storm Drain Improvement Project Zone 4 City of Paramount 

26 Storm Drain Improvement Project Zone 2 City of Paramount 

27 Storm Drain Improvement Project Zone 3 City of Paramount 

28 Storm Drain Improvement Project Zone 6 City of Paramount 

29 Storm Drain Improvement Project Zone 7 City of Paramount 

30 Storm Drain Improvements in the City of La Mirada City of La Mirada 

45 57th Street Storm Drain Improvement Project City of Vernon 

46 55th Street Storm Drain Improvement Project City of Vernon 

56 
Storm Drain Improvements- The Manor and  

Salt Lake and Wood Avenues. City of South Gate 



Projects 

ID Project Title Submitting Agency

6 Installation of Catch Basin - Screening Devices (ARS/CPS) City of Norwalk

24 Bellflower NPDES Permit and TMDL Compliance Stormwater ImprovementsCity of Bellflower

33 Catch Basin Trash Inserts and Face Plate Screens City of Downey

48 Vernon Catch Basin Trash Inserts and Face Plate Screen ProjectCity of Vernon

17 Outfall  Monitoring City of Downey

50 Vernon Outfall Monitoring Project City of Vernon



IRWMP Development Process: 

Water balance 

Storm water Issues 

Water quality data 

Review groundwater 

monitoring 
 

Data Gathering: 



Integration Opportunities - Handout 

 



Prioritizing Projects..?? 

• Required to be included in IRWMP’s 

• Alternatives and recommendations in the report 

• Not directly for grants. 

– Proposed grant projects must be in the plan, but projects do 

not need to be only top of the list 

– Implementation grant applications coming 

– Grant opportunities will depend on readiness of individual 

projects 



Questions? 

 

 

 



Greater LA IRWMP 

• Preparing and Reviewing Projects Now 

• LSGLAR Subregion 

– Ranked 6 Projects, advancing some to Leadership Group 

 

– Wastewater Treatment Project 

– 3 G/W Recharge Basin Improvement Projects 

– Graywater Retrofit Project (Long Beach) 

– Neighborhood Storm Water Greenway Project 



Greater LA Projects - Handout 

 



Greater LA IRWMP Projects - Observations 

• No conflicts evident with Gateway Projects 

• Generally supportive of most, based on criteria 

• Stormwater Greenway Project in line with some 

Gateway projects 

• Graywater Retrofit Project may not be cost effective 

 



Questions? 

 

 

 



In-kind Work Accounting  

GWMA In-Kind Expense Rate Certification 

 

 

 

 

 

Date: 

 

Name: 

 

Title: 

 

Organization:  

 

Address: 

 

Phone:  

 

Email:  

 

 

 

I hereby certify that I am a paid employee of _____________________________.  I 

actively represent that organization in the Gateway IRWMP process and my 

participation for that organization would constitute In-Kind expenses for the IRWMP 

development. 

 

My hourly charge rate for that organization, including related overhead costs is  

 

 

My electronic signature is  

 

 

Signature:_________________________ Date:_______________________ 

 

  

TOTAL IN-KIND HOURS 0

I certify this accounting as true and correct, 

_________________________________________________

Signature

Note:  Electronic signature must be on file

Period:_________________________________________________

Organization:____________________________________________

Task

*nearest 1/2 hour

**if meeting, give purpose

Description of Work**
Date

mm/dd/yy
Hours*

Gateway IRWMP In-Kind Timesheet

Name:_____________________________________________

_____



Next Steps 

• Complete Project Review and Ranking 

• Adopt Project List  

• Financing Options 

• Draft Plan Write-up 

• Follow-up on In-Kind Timesheets 

 

 

 

• Next Stakeholders Meeting December 13 

 



Questions? 

 

 

 


