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Ron Galperin 

Controller

November 20, 2015

Honorable Eric Garcetti, Mayor 
Honorable Michael Feuer, City Attorney 
Honorable Members of the Los Angeles City Council 
All Angelenos

Re: Audit of DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs

Dear Colleagues and Fellow Angelenos:

As we prepare for the possibility of heavy rains this winter, we should keep in mind that 
El Nino-produced storms in California could bring us only a temporary respite from a 
protracted drought. Droughts are to be expected in our state and scientists have found 
evidence from centuries ago that some of them have lasted for decades. As 
temperatures rise due to climate change, our natural weather cycles are expected to 
become more extreme.

Currently, City of Los Angeles customers of the Department of Water and Power (DWP) 
use more than 435 million gallons of water per day, 85% of which comes from hundreds 
of miles away. Stocks we depend on from Northern California, the Eastern Sierras and 
the Colorado River have been diminishing. Last year, California’s snowpack was only 
35% of normal. This year, it peaked at 17% of normal, a modern-record low.

What if those conditions persisted for a long while? How would we continue to quench 
the thirst of our semi-arid City of 4 million people and our region of more than 20 
million? Hence the imperatives that we reduce our dependence on far-away supplies 
and our uses thereof.

Our Record of Conservation So Far

As a community, Angelenos have responded with extraordinary verve to calls to cut 
back on water use from the Governor and Mayor. Collectively, Los Angeles City
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customers have cut back on water use by nearly 17% during the last two years, 
reducing average per person daily consumption from 131 gallons to 109. This is truly 
remarkable, given that, before these cuts, we were already using the same amount of 
water we did when there were a million fewer of us.

Today, I am releasing an audit that examines various customer incentive and rebate 
programs under the auspices of the DWP, which spent $24.7 million on such programs 
in FY 2013-14 and $40.2 million in FY 2014-15. This year’s DWP budget calls for 
spending $59 million on water conservation programs. Our principal water wholesaler, 
the Metropolitan Water District, has also increased its spending on such programs. 
MWD, which spent only $18 million on rebates and incentives in all of Southern 
California in Fiscal Year 2013-14, increased that to $131 million in FY 2014-15, of which 
$43 million went to pay for rebates and incentives in the City of Los Angeles alone.
Earlier this year, MWD added more than $300 million for all of Southern California. 

These expenditures covered the costs of providing customers with free water-saving 
devices such as faucet aerators and low flow showerheads, providing customers with 
rebates for installing low-flow toilets and washing machines, and for replacing water- 
hungry lawns with more drought tolerant landscapes.

DWP reported that, as a result of its direct water conservation programs, 4,210 acre- 
feet of water were saved in Fiscal Year 2013-14. That works out to about one gallon per 
capita per day. In Fiscal Year 2014-15, DWP reported saving 7,197 acre-feet of water, 
which works out to 1.6 gallons per capita per day. The DWP’s turf replacement 
program, which saved the second most water among DWP’s four financial incentive 
programs, accounted for water savings of about half a gallon per person per day. During 
this same period, Angelenos voluntarily cut their overall water use by 22 gallons per 
person per day.

One can’t help but think that the direct savings from the rebate programs were a relative 
drop in the bucket.

DWP’s Turf Replacement Investment Was Largely a Gimmick

Auditors found that DWP does not adequately prioritize water conservation projects 
based on which are the most cost effective. The key component of DWP’s conservation 
program last year-turf replacement-targeted outdoor water use, which constitutes 
about half of residential water use. But evidence suggests that the turf replacement 
program, called “Cash in Your Lawn,” was largely a gimmick-a device intended to 
attract attention and publicity.

It in some ways worked as intended. By paying more to provide customers an initial 
opportunity to get involved in water conservation-in hopes that participation and
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behavior might continue--it had value as an advertising campaign that helped stimulate 
major public interest in the drought. But this came at a rather high cost and, arguably at 
the cost of some fairness. Aid was distributed Citywide but was most concentrated in 
the western San Fernando Valley. As well as ordinary ratepayers, beneficiaries included 
some affluent households and some private golf courses. One particular contractor 
benefited handsomely.

If money is no object, turf replacement rebates are a relatively expedient way to save 
substantial amounts of water, But, of course, money is an object. Auditors found that the 
turf replacement program gave DWP the lowest return on investment, in terms of 
gallons of water saved per dollar spent, than other conservation programs, by a wide 
margin. Auditors calculated that DWP spent nearly $16 million on non-turf replacement 
programs in FY 2014-15 that were expected to save between 1,717 and 7,278 gallons 
per dollar over their estimated lifetimes. Turf replacement programs, on the other hand, 
were expected to save only an estimated 350 gallons per dollar spent over the lifetime 
of DWP’s nearly $18 million investment in FY 2014-15. (These expenses do not include 
administrative and certain other costs.) That does not take into account the cost of 
additional turf replacement rebates paid by the MWD. These lifetime estimates are 
based on DWP’s reports of its spending and estimates of the life expectancy of 
residential turf replacement (forecast at 10 years) versus the life expectancy of other 
major rebate programs (forecast at up to 19 years).

How Interest in Turf Rebates Swelled and Fell Off

The turf replacement program, which had been around for several years, attracted little 
attention until last Fall when both DWP and MWD dramatically raised the amounts of 
rebates they were offering. MWD doubled its rebate from $1 to $2 per square foot of 
residential lawns removed. DWP increased its rebate from $1 per square foot to $1.75. 
Thus, homeowners could claim combined rebates of up to $3.75 per square foot for 
replacing lawns with gravel, drought resistant plants and/or artificial turf. A similar 
pattern held true for lawn replacements for businesses, which were paid up to $3 per 
square foot from both agencies combined. This did not reflect ratepayers’ total costs. 
Since DWP ratepayers pay MWD for the water DWP purchases, part of what MWD 
offered DWP customers in rebates originated with DWP ratepayers.

Here is a breakdown of the program’s trajectory to date. DWP statistics show that less 
than one percent of all DWP’s 700,000 residential and commercial customers received 
turf replacement rebates during the two most recently completed fiscal years. In FY 
2013-14, 1,236 residential customers and 14 business customers received them. But 
those numbers surged in FY 2014-15, when 5,320 residential customers and 106 
business customers received the rebates. In the first two months of this fiscal year, 
DWP reported those numbers continued to grow, with an additional 2,579 residential
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customers and 28 businesses receiving checks for completed projects. That extended 
the turf rebate participation rate to two percent of DWP’s approximately 480,000 
residential customers. To be fair, that number does not fully reflect the program’s appeal 
in that it does not count an additional 24,093 DWP residential customers whose 
applications are still in queue, according to the MWD. If two-thirds of those customers 
follow through on their projects that would appreciably boost participation to almost 
seven percent of DWP residential customers.

The California Urban Water Conservation Council estimates that there are 2.5 million 
acres of turf grass in California. If we were to take the turf replacement rebate program 
to its logical extreme, and issue rebates of $3 per square foot to replace all of that, we 
would have to spend $403 billion, which is about two thirds of the national defense 
budget.

My office believes that transparency is important and that public monies used for 
incentives should be a matter of public record. DWP, however, has not released 
detailed information about who the turf rebate recipients are, citing ratepayers’ privacy 
rights. MWD, however, has released information about DWP customers receiving 
rebates, with names and precise addresses redacted. In the case of customers of most 
other Southern California water agencies outside the City of Los Angeles, MWD has 
also provided names. Disclosures of who received turf replacement rebates in these 
jurisdictions outside the City have shown that recipients have included owners of high- 
value residences as well as exclusive country clubs. Some private golf courses are 
known to have been recipients in the City as well.

Last year, seeking to spike interest in conservation, MWD tapped its reserves and 
appropriated a two-year total of $450 million for water conservation incentives and 
rebates for Fiscal Years 2014-15 and 2015-16. By this month, MWD reported that it had 
spent or committed almost all of that money. It had paid out or was committed to pay 
out $277 million throughout Southern California for turf replacement rebates alone. 
MWD has stopped taking new applications for them. But DWP is still offering $1.75 per 
square foot. Officials told my office, however, that, since MWD dropped out, applications 
by DWP ratepayers have dropped off by 80%.

Turf replacement rebates may have helped to alter cultural norms for the better as 
neighbors eyed one another’s newly landscaped yards, but there have been criticisms 
too-including observations that surfaces such as gravel and artificial turf increase 
surface temperatures and promote a lack of watering that can kill nearby trees 
dependent on residual water from lawns.
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A Sobering and Encouraging Review

In examining this program and DWP’s various other incentives-including less 
expensive, longstanding and more cost-effective rebates for low-flow toilets and efficient 
washing machines--my office received information that was both sobering and 
encouraging. The sobering part was that all of DWP’s incentive programs combined cut 
per capita water use by only 2.6 gallons per day over two years.

The encouraging part was that, during the same period, Angelenos voluntarily cut their 
overall water use by a remarkable 22 gallons per person per day. That means 
Angelenos, acting without special financial incentives, accounted for 88% of the cuts in 
reducing per capita daily use. This has been an overwhelmingly civic-minded response. 
It also suggests, as our audit indicates, that public education about the need to 
conserve can be an even more powerful tool than financial incentives.

Giving Ratepayers More Choices

Ironically, increased conservation has meant that DWP took in less money than 
expected. The utility announced last month that it would have to implement a small 
upward rate adjustment to make up the difference and keep the system running. The 
DWP is also seeking a longer-term rate increase that will ask all of us to pay more.

As an alternative to current rebate and incentive programs, what if we were to let 
creativity reign and structure financial incentives beyond the current two-tiered and even 
the proposed four-tiered system of rates? We could reward ratepayers for using less 
water, however they accomplished it, regardless of whether they participated in a formal 
rebate program. In other words, what if we were to promote more choices?

That might stimulate even more interest in conservation. But for a program like that to 
flourish, ratepayers would need to be able to measure their own progress on a daily--or 
even a minute to minute basis. The technology to do that is available, but not in use.

Meters and Submeters

Practically speaking, it is very difficult for ratepayers now to monitor their usage 
effectively. Current water meters record usage only in 7.48 gallon increments and bi
monthly water bills, only in 748 gallon increments. It’s difficult to get immediate 
gratification from, say, taking a shorter shower when you can’t figure out how much 
water—and money--you saved. But so-called “smart meters” and submetering 
technologies exist that could measure in much smaller increments and give instant 
feedback to ratepayers and to utility billing systems capable of generating discounts..



Honorable Eric Garcetti, Mayor
Honorable Michael Feuer, City Attorney
Honorable Members of the Los Angeles City Council
All Angelenos
November 20, 2015
Page 6 of 7

Smart meters and submeters rely on WiFi or cell phone technologies to communicate 
directly to utilities and customers, who can access the information in real time on their 
computers and smartphones.

Some other major water systems around the country and state have already started 
installing smart meters. But DWP, the nation’s largest municipal utility, is behind. DWP’s 
electrical power side, which is its biggest revenue generator, is unfortunately thinking of 
installing smart meters that won’t work for the water side. The electrical side may have 
unique needs, but installing smart electric meters, without having smart water metering 
technology, would be a terribly missed opportunity.

Further, I suggest that DWP explore providing incentives for the installation of water 
meters or submeters for more tenant households. DWP reports that it has about 
700,000 meters but there are about 1.4 million households in the City. Households that 
don’t have meters are typically in multi-unit buildings with only one meter per building. 
Using smart meters or submeters in individual apartments would provide a way for 
these households too to keep tabs on how much they use.

How Do We Increase Our Supply of Water?

We draw only about 11% of our water from our principal local source--an underground 
water basin that covers much of the San Fernando Valley. This aquifer, called the San 
Fernando Groundwater Basin, is currently so polluted that less than one third of the 
DWP’s 115 wells can be used. It has been polluted since the 1940s when a largely 
unregulated aircraft industry dumped contaminants without due care. Efforts to clean 
this up, which have been going on for decades, have not yet succeeded in containing 
the spread of the underground contaminated plume.

Our primary sources for water are hundreds of miles away. We have had to reduce the 
amount of water we take from the Owens Valley, a source near the Eastern Sierras, 
because of adverse environmental impacts. Our other major northern California source, 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, is in ecological danger and the state has restricted 
withdrawals. Our third major source, the Colorado River Basin, may also be in trouble.

Taking these factors into account, City water planners have charted courses intended to 
reduce our need to import so much. The Mayor has set a laudable goal of reducing by 
50% the amount we buy from MWD by 2024. MWD’s prices have doubled in the last 
dozen years, and will only continue to increase.

A Time to Think Bigger?
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I support the efforts that are currently underway to expand the removal of solids from 
sewage water so that more of it can be safely recycled for landscaping and industrial 
uses, and to capture more water during rainstorms so that it can be used to 
decontaminate and replenish our groundwater basin. We should consider expanding 
these efforts. For example, the City discharges 255,000 acre feet of sewage water per 
year into the ocean. The City has set a goal for itself, 20 years from now, to recycle 
49,000 more acre feet per year of this wastewater. DWP says that setting a higher goal 
would cost too much in increased energy use and pipeline construction. But we believe 
that, notwithstanding, there is potential to increase that amount.

We should also consider the obvious fact of the ocean as a water source. The DWP has 
largely ruled out desalination because of concern over high cost and environmental 
impacts. But desalination technology is improving and the City should keep an open 

mind.

In Conclusion

Angelenos have altered, at this time, their water use habits for the better through 
greater awareness of the seriousness of our problem and through incentives. But the 
questions are: Is this permanent and, if not, how do we make it so? Moreover, we need 
a rate system that will encourage people to conserve.

There is definitely room for incentives. But we should consider providing them based on 
how much water people save, not on which rebate or incentive program they participate 
in. And, as we invest in incentives to reduce overuse of water, we must also invest in 
enhancing supplies.

While we face challenges, we also have opportunities to find new ways of meeting our 
goals and lead the nation in intelligent use of precious resources.

Respectfully Submitted

Ron GalpWin 
CITY CONTROLLER
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November 20, 2015

Marcie L. Edwards, General Manager 
Department of Water and Power 
111 North Hope Street, 15th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Edwards:

Enclosed is the audit report entitled, “DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation 
Programs”. A draft of this audit report was provided to your Department on 
August 11, 2015, and comments provided by your staff were evaluated and 
considered prior to finalizing this report. In addition, your Department’s formal 
response and action plan related to the 13 recommendations addressed to your 
Department is included in Appendix IV of the report.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at 
farid.saffar@lacity.org or (213) 978-7392.

Sincerely,

/a

FARID SAFFAR, CPA 
Director of Auditing

Enclosure

Mel Levine, President, Board of Water and Power Commissioners
Ana Guerrero, Chief of Staff, Office of the Mayor
Miguel A. Santana, City Administrative Officer
Sharon Tso, Chief Legislative Analyst
Holly L. Wolcott, City Clerk
Independent City Auditors

cc:
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SUMMARY

The current California drought has been one of the worst in modern history. 
According to the U.S. Drought Monitor, the majority of California was 
experiencing extreme to exceptional drought as of April 2015, and the State's 
condition was not expected to improve in the near future. As a result, all of 
California faces upcoming challenges regarding water use, such as regulating 
local, state, and federal water resources; deciding what crops to grow; and 
reducing urban and suburban landscape irrigation. While Los Angeles 
accounted for only 8% of the state's overall water usage, everyone must do 
their part to address the statewide drought.

Recent State and City mandates require additional water conservation in Los 
Angeles. In April 2015, the Governor of California issued a statewide 
Executive Order to cut water use by 25%. The State's guidance to local cities 
indicated that the Department of Water and Power (DWP) would be 
responsible for cutting water usage by 16% through 2016. Only months 
before, the Mayor of Los Angeles issued Executive Directive #5 to reduce the 
City's water usage by 20% by 2017 and halve water bought from the 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD) by 2024. The mandates regarding MWD 
were especially important because MWD imports its water from other areas 
suffering drought, including Northern California and the Colorado River; 
furthermore, in 2013-14 75% of Los Angeles's water came from MWD, which 
amounted to 441,986 acre-feet (AF) of water (where one acre-foot equals 
enough water to cover a football field, one foot deep).

Historically, Los Angeles has done well with water conservation; despite a 
growing population Los Angeles uses less water today than when the City had 
one million fewer people. In 2013-14 DWP spent more on water conservation 
programs, and achieved more in measurable water savings than other 
comparable cities in California and the Southwest. Through rebates and 
incentives, DWP's water conservation programs saved 4,210 new acre-feet 
(AF) of water in 2013-14, with additional savings through education and 
outreach. DWP spent $24.7 million on water conservation programs in 2013
14 — 75% more than in the previous year.

However, to meet the State and City's new goals, DWP will have to decrease 
water usage by an additional 119,000 acre feet by 2017. Since no single 
program can achieve this goal alone, DWP should also establish individual 
program goals and budgets based on past performance and the return on 
investment, target high-water use customers, increase public education and 
outreach efforts, and consider alternatives to MWD's rebate program moving 
forward.

Page | i



DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs
Summary

We conducted this audit to:

Assess DWP's management and oversight of customer-based water 
conservation programs;

Evaluate whether DWP effectively uses its resources for these types of 
water conservation programs; and,

Determine how customer-based water conservation programs could be 
improved.

Overall AssessmentI.

Despite being on-track to achieve previous long-term water conservation 
goals, recent mandates from the Mayor and the Governor mean DWP must 
now meet a much more aggressive goal in a shorter time.

While DWP has made progress, the Department has also missed opportunities 
and may not be maximizing the full potential of water savings in a number of 
areas.

The Department has not prioritized a specific goal or budget for passive 
water savings.
The Department has not established specific goals for individual active 
conservation programs, focusing instead on the overall goal for the 
entire water conservation portfolio.
The Department does not prioritize the water conservation budget based 
on cost-effectiveness or return on investment.
The Department did not conduct targeted outreach of rebates, 
incentives, and public education to residential and commercial 
customers with demonstrated high water usage.

In 2013-14, DWP spent $24.7 million on customer-based water conservation 
programs. This investment in specific, active programs saved 4,210 new acre- 
feet (AF) of water, projected to last up to 20 years. The water savings figure 
reflects the auditor's review and fairly represents the measurable 
accomplishments of DWP's active water conservation programs. However, 
DWP will need to continue to aggressively pursue both active and passive 
water savings over the next two years to help meet the new goals established 
by the Mayor and the Governor.
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DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs
Summary

II. Key Points

Managing the Water Conservation Portfolio
Set Individual Program Goals

DWP does not establish goals for individual water 
conservation programs based on past performance or 
future outlook. Instead, DWP tracks progress to an 
annual portfolio goal based on past performance, current 
conditions, and future outlook. Programs include the 
SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program, the Free Equipment 
Program, the Technical Assistance Program, and Direct 
Install Programs. DWP management can assess what 
programs contributed savings towards the overall goal; 
however, no single program can achieve all the water 
savings needed for a given year. Without program- 
specific goals, the Department cannot determine if 
individual programs are on-target for a given year, see 
how program savings are collectively tracking towards 
the overall portfolio goal, and make adjustments to meet 
the goal.

Individual water 
conservation 
programs do not 
have their own 
specific goals for 
water savings. 
Without program- 
specific goals for 
water savings, 
progress towards 
the annual goal 
cannot be 
monitored.

Determine Program Budgets Using Past Results, 
Cost-Effectiveness and Return on Investment
DWP sets their annual water conservation budget without 
considering past program results and expectations. 
Programs that were under-budget in the previous year 
were appropriated additional funding in the following 
year. Further, DWP does not prioritize funding to achieve 
the most cost-effective or highest return on investment. 
DWP determines cost-effectiveness by comparing a 
conservation program's cost per acre-foot to the cost of 
purchasing an acre-foot of water from MWD, which was 
$847/AF in 2013 and $890/AF in 2014. Our review 
confirmed DWP's overall water conservation portfolio was 
cost-effective at $413/AF in 2012-13 based on DWP's 
criteria. Using 2013-14 water savings data to update this 
figure, we found that the portfolio remained cost- 
effective at $264/AF in 2013-14 based on DWP's criteria 
(the difference from 2012-13 came from a significant 
increase in high-efficiency toilet rebates, which were

The Department's 
budgeting process 
for water 
conservation is 
not based on 
individual water 
conservation 
program results, 
rendering it less 
effective. Actual 
expenditures for 
all water 
conservation 
programs during 
FY 2013-14 
totaled $24.7 
million; spending 
$6.2 million less 
than the
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DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs
Summary

budgeted amount 
of $30.9 million.

cost-effective than other devices).more
However, other indicators such as ROI, or return on 
investment, could also help DWP better budget for the 
programs that save the most water. The ROI shows how 
much DWP would achieve in water savings for every 
dollar spent, and can change depending on how much 
DWP invests in a rebate or incentive. For instance, the 
Free Equipment Program had the highest ROI, but the 
SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program had the next highest 
ROI and garnered the most customer participation and 
water savings among DWP's programs. While DWP 
should allocate program funding based on what has been 
successful in the past in terms of participation, it should 
also consider cost-effectiveness and return on
investment analyses to help determine program budgets 
moving forward.

Achieve Additional Water Savings from
Conservation Programs
Improve Incentive and Rebate Programs

DWP failed to specifically target segments of high-usage 
customers and as a result, lost opportunities for 
additional water savings from these customers. Instead, 
DWP communications broadly targeted single-family 
residential customers through a combination of 
newspapers and journals, social media, radio, television, 
in-bill advertisements, and large-print advertisements. 
A recent UCLA study found that there were distinct 
clusters of high water consumption in the northern parts 
of the City (roughly San Fernando Valley and coastal 
neighborhoods) that were warmer and more affluent; 
these areas did not receive any specific or additional 
communications from DWP staff regarding participation 
in water conservation programs. DWP should consider 
how to best target specific high-water use areas and 
customers to encourage participation in water 
conservation rebate and incentive programs.

The Department 
has not 
historically 
targeted outreach 
of water 
conservation 
rebate and 
incentive
programs to high- 
water users or 
high-usage areas. 
Data showed that 
single- and multi
family residential 
customers 
accounted for the 
most annual 
water use.
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DWP did not 
actively pursue 
water
conservation 
opportunities with 
high-usage City 
departments or 
other
governmental 
customers. As a 
result, DWP lost 
opportunities to 
achieve water 
savings among 
these customers.

Since City departments comprise some of the DWP's 
largest water users, it would be beneficial to offer other 
City departments opportunities to implement their own 
water conservation projects. Currently, DWP has a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the 
Recreation and Parks Department (RAP) to provide funds 
for approved water conservation projects; no other City 
department has such an arrangement. While the 
Recreation and Parks Department was the largest non- 
residential water customer in 2012-13 at 10,515 AF, RAP 
and nine other City departments collectively accounted 
for 26,893 AF in 2012-13, or 5% of all water usage that 
year.

Public Education and Outreach

There is a gap between the State and City water 
conservation goals, and the amount of water that can be 
saved through rebate and incentive programs (known as 
"active" conservation). To make up the difference, 
"passive" water savings—from public education and 
outreach—will have to play a larger role. However, the 
Department has not established a specific goal or budget 
for activities that contribute to passive water savings. 
Passive water conservation activities include providing 
educational materials for schools, community and 
customer presentations, advertising, plumbing code 
changes and local ordinances, and conservation-minded 
behavioral changes among water customers. While 
passive water savings cannot be directly attributed to 
specific activities, the Department should continue to 
support the passive conservation efforts above and 
provide more resources where possible to meet the new 
conservation goals. In addition, DWP should identify 
consumer technology that encourages water 
conservation, such as water usage measuring devices, 
and incorporate them into the active or passive water 
conservation portfolio.

The Department 
has not 
established a 
defined goal or 
budget for 
activities related 
to passive water 
conservation 
programs. 
However, in order 
to meet the new 
aggressive 
conservation 
goals set by the 
Mayor and 
Governor, the 
majority of water 
savings in the 
next two years 
will have to come 
from passive 
water savings.
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Dependence on MWD's Rebate Program
DWP may not be able to rely on MWD's rebate program 
to provide water savings in the future, since it depends 
on MWD's continued funding and customers' willingness 
to purchase high-efficiency equipment and products. In 
2013-14, 69% of DWP's active water savings came from 
MWD's SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program, which 
includes residential and commercial rebates for 
purchasing water-efficient devices and the Residential 
Turf Removal program. Customers of MWD-member 
utilities (such as DWP) are eligible to participate in the 
rebate program, and utilities can supplement MWD's 
base rebate with their own funds to increase 
participation. For example, DWP customers were 
recently eligible for turf removal rebates at $3.75 per 
square foot ($2.00 from MWD and $1.75 from DWP). 
However, in prior years, the percentage of DWP's annual 
water savings from these programs varied, highlighting 
the dependence on and the volatility of rebates and 
incentives. Additionally, technological advances, the cost 
of producing and purchasing high-efficiency equipment, 
changes to the environment and drought conditions, and 
the economy can also affect consumer decisions to 
partake in a rebate or incentive.

Data Accuracy and Reliability
DWP cannot efficiently reach out to residential and 
commercial customers without a thorough understanding 
of who has already participated in rebate and incentive 
programs. However, DWP cannot easily determine how 
many customers have already participated in the 
Metropolitan Water District's (MWD) rebate program. 
DWP informally tracked participation in other in-house 
conservation programs, but did not consolidate 
information for future reference. DWP is currently 
working with consultants to complete a Water 
Conservation Potential Study, which should provide DWP 
with realistic conservation potential in water savings for 
its residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional 
customer segments, and help DWP to determine how to 
track water conservation participation moving forward.

DWP may be 
over-reliant on 
the SoCal 
WaterSmart 
Rebate Program 
to generate active 
water savings to 
meet
conservation
goals.

DWP cannot 
determine how 
much in potential 
active water 
savings is still 
available among 
its customer base 
because DWP 
staff does not 
centrally track 
individual 
customer 
participation in 
water
conservation
programs.
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III. Significant Recommendations

To continue making progress towards the aggressive water savings goals 
DWP should do as follows:

Budget and Set Goals for Water Conservation

Set program-level water savings goals that align with overall 
portfolio goals, as well as local and state mandates.

Adjust program-level budgetary expectations to reflect past 
performance, future expectations and budgetary priorities.

Consider setting budgetary limits on rebate and incentive 
programs, based on an analysis of cost-effectiveness, return on 
investment, participation history, and future program potential as 
determined by the Water Conservation Potential Study, and 
compare investments in water conservation against other 
initiatives such as recycled water, groundwater, and desalination, 
to name a few.

Seek Additional Opportunities for Water Savings

Conduct more targeted outreach to high-water usage areas and 
customers to encourage participation in water conservation rebate 
and incentive programs, and overall water conservation behavior.

Develop Memorandums of Understanding or similar arrangements 
to provide financial support to City departments and other 
government customers for approved water conservation projects.

Increase Public Education and Outreach

Identify the specific resources from other DWP units currently 
dedicated to promoting water savings through passive activities, 
as compared to savings that must be achieved through passive 
conservation to reach the City's goals.

Increase the resources dedicated to passive programs 
commensurate to what is necessary to achieve DWP's overall
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conservation goals.

Promote additional tools and technology, such as data and devices 
that provide more information to consumers regarding their 
specific water usage, for the purpose of changing consumer 
behavior to reduce water usage, and consider offering rebates or 
incentives for using such devices.

Reconsider Dependence on MWD's Rebate Program

Identify alternative programs and sources for active water savings 
to mitigate potential declining returns from the SoCal WaterSmart 
Rebate Program.

Improve Data Accuracy and Reliability

Consider developing a central tracking system to document 
individual customer participation in rebate and incentive 
programs, in addition to tracking device and project numbers and 
active water savings, which will facilitate understanding of 
program participant saturation and targeted outreach to high- 
water use areas.

Establish a process to review and confirm the accuracy of all 
reported data related to active water savings, which will enable 
DWP to better manage performance results.

Ensure that a process exists to quickly develop, issue, and select 
a vendor or consultant for a water conservation-related Request 
for Proposal moving forward.

IV. Review of the Report

On August 11, 2015, we provided a draft of this report to DWP management. 
We met with DWP representatives at an exit conference held on August 21, 
2015 and we considered the comments and clarifying information provided as 
we finalized the report.
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Department Comments and Action PlanV.

Overall, the Department agreed with the findings and recommendations, and 
indicated that they had already begun to address the findings through actions 
taken after the audit review period and in response to the Mayor's and 
Governor's mandates. (See Appendix IV.)

The report included a total of 13 recommendations addressed to DWP. Based 
on their response, we considered 12 recommendations (1.1, 2.1, 2.2, 3.1, 
4.1, 5.2, 5.3, 6.1, 7.1, 8.1, 9.1, and 10.1) as In Progress and 
1 recommendation (5.1) as Not Implemented.
Recommendation 5.1 as Not Implemented based on the Department's 
response that it would be difficult to parcel out resources specifically dedicated 
to water conservation in work units associated with the LADWP Joint Division. 
We will follow up with the Department to determine if reporting on the 
accomplishments of these work units in support of passive water savings has 
improved, as proposed by the Department.

We considered
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BACKGROUND
Multi-year
drought

The current California drought has been one of the 
worst in modern history. According to the U.S. Drought 
Monitor, the majority of California was experiencing 
extreme to exceptional drought as of April 2015, and 
the State's condition was not expected to improve in 
the near future (see Exhibit 1 on following page).

The Governor recently issued a statewide Executive 
Order to cut water use by 25% as part of the State's 
first-ever mandatory drought restrictions. As part of 
this Order, the State Water Board is proposing a 
regulatory framework to help the State achieve this 
goal by February 2016. The State Water Board's 
framework includes assigning conservation targets 
ranging from 4% to 36% cuts in water usage for each 
urban water supplier, based on how well it has fared in 
conservation thus far through its residential per capita 
water usage as of September 2014. Additionally, the 
State Water Board establishes and maintains a system 
of water rights1 to help ensure that the State's limited 
water resources are put to the best use for the public 
interest.

State mandates 
cutting water 
usage by 25%

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) coordinated with 
local, State, and Federal agencies as well as academic 
and private organizations to collect and report total 
water use for California. The 2010 California water use 
data reflects water withdrawals, with available 
breakdowns by county and by water use category. 
While total water use in California had been declining 
since 1980, California still used about 38 billion gallons 
per day in 2010, making it the state with the largest 
water use in the United States since the USGS began 
compiling water use data in 1950.
County—the largest county in terms of population— 
used more water per day than any of the other 57 
California counties, with about three billion gallons per 
day (see Exhibit 2 on following page).

Los Angeles 
County used more 
water than any 
other California 
county in 2010

Los Angeles

1 A water right is legal permission to divert and use a reasonable and non-wasteful amount of surface water 
for a beneficial purpose, such as drinking, swimming, fishing, farming, or industry.
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The top 10 counties by water usage combined accounted for 59% of the 
State's daily water use; among these counties, only Los Angeles, San Diego 
and Fresno counties were also in the top 10 in terms of population.

f

Exhibit 1: California Drought Maps - April 2010 vs. April 2015

% * Xm ^
VV

Intensity.
DO Abnormally Dry 03 Extreme Droughi

D1 Moderate Droujfit D4 Exceptional Drought

D2 Severe Drought

Source: U.S. Drought Monitor. The U.S. Drought Monitor is jointly produced by the National Drought Mitigation 
Center at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, the United States Department of Agriculture, and the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Map courtesy of NDMC-UNL.

Exhibit 2: U.S. Geological Survey Report on California 2010 Water Use - 
Top 10 Counties by Total Water Usage
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As seen in Exhibit 3 below, among the top 10 counties by water usage, Los 
Angeles County used the least water per capita. Los Angeles County used 
most of its daily water for public supply; San Luis Obispo and San Diego 
counties used most of their water for thermoelectric power generation.2 The 
remaining counties used water predominantly for irrigation or agricultural use.

Exhibit 3: U.S. Geological Survey Report on California 2010 Water Use -
Top 10 Counties by Water Usage 

(shown on per capita per day basis)
LOS ANGELES ■ 312 

San Diego 910

Fresno 3,024

Tulare 

San Luis Obispo 

Kern 

San Joaquin 

Stanislaus 

Merced
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2,572

2,559

3,193

5,843

Kings 8,490

0 2,000 4,000 6,000

Gallons per capita per day
8,000 10,000 12,000

Types of State Water Usage

According to the USGS data, 61% of California's water was used for irrigation 
purposes, which includes crop and pasture growth, harvesting, dust 
suppression, and maintenance of recreational lands such as parks and golf 
courses. Seventeen percent of California's water went to the public supply— 
this water was delivered to users for domestic, commercial, and industrial 
purposes. Another 17% was used for thermoelectric power, producing 
electricity with steam-driven generators and cooling power equipment; saline 
water accounted for 99% of all water used for thermoelectric power.

2 The Diablo Canyon Power Plant, operated by PG&E, is located in San Luis Obispo County.

Page | 3



DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs
Background

Exhibit 4: California and Los Angeles County Water Use in 2010
(Fresh Water and Saline Water)

California Water Allocation (2010)
LIVESTOCK PUBLIC

SUPPLY
16.6%

0.5%
CALIFORNIA WATER USE

Type of Use Mgal/d %DOMESTIC
23,056.49 61%Irrigation0.5%IRRIGATION

60.7% Thermoelectric 6,601.10 17%
Public Supply 6,298.72 17%MINING

0.7% Aquaculture 973.34 3%
Industrial 400.40 1%

272.42 1%MiningTHERMOELECTRIC
17.4% Livestock 187.79 0%

171.92 0%DomesticINDUSTRIAL AQUACULTURE
1.1% TOTAL 37,962.18 100%2.6%

-INDUSTRIAL 
- DOMESTIC

■IRRIGATION
-MINING

■ LIVESTOCK ■PUBLIC SUPPLY 
■ THERMOELECTRIC ■ AQUACULTURE

(Mgal/d = millions of gallons per day)

Los Angeles County Water Allocation (2010)
PUBLIC
SUPPLY
44.8%

LIVESTOCK
0.0%

IRRIGATION LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATER USE
3.0% Type of Use Mgal/d %

INDUSTRY Public Supply 1,372.58 45%DOMESTIC3.4% Thermoelectric 1,361.35 44%1.3%AQUACULTURE
0.0% Industry 103.27 3%

94.42 3%MiningMINING
3.1% 91.33 3%IrrigationTHERMOELECTRIC

44.4% 40.44 1%Domestic
Livestock 0.56 0%

-INDUSTRY 
_ DOMESTIC

■ IRRIGATION 
- MINING

- LIVESTOCK 
■ THERMOELECTRIC ■ AQUACULTURE

■PUBLIC SUPPLY Aquaculture 0.06 0%
TOTAL 3,064.01 100%
(Mgal/d = millions of gallons per day)

Comparatively, Los Angeles County used most of its water for public supply or 
for thermoelectric power generation3 (44.8% and 44.4%, respectively), with 
irrigation accounting for only 3% of daily usage. Water usage varies 
significantly across regions and between wet and dry years; urban areas such

3 According to the USGS data, 99.9% of water used for thermoelectric power generation in Los Angeles 
County was from saline water withdrawals. Saline water, such as ocean water, is typically used for 
thermoelectric power generation nationwide, as well as for mining and industrial uses. San Diego County 
and San Luis Obispo County used more water for thermoelectric power generation than Los Angeles 
County; these three counties accounted for 89% of the water withdrawn for thermoelectric power generation 
in 2010. USGS water data includes all fresh water and saline water withdrawals.
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as Los Angeles are more likely to use water for domestic and commercial 
purposes, given its population and the lack of agricultural space.

Exhibit 5: Daily Water Withdrawal by County, 2010
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Source: USGS

Generally, Southern California counties used more water per day than 
Northern California counties. Among the top 10 counties by water usage, only 
Los Angeles County had public supply as its top water use category. According 
to the data, only San Diego and San Luis Obispo counties had thermoelectric 
power generation as their top water use category; the remaining top seven 
counties used the majority of their water for irrigation purposes.

Urban and Agricultural Water Use

The Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) also conducted a review of 
California water use in July 2014 and estimated that average water use in the 
state was roughly 50% environmental4, 40% agricultural, and 10% urban. 
PPIC noted that the percentages varied dramatically across regions and 
between wet and dry years. PPIC also noted that more than half of California's 
environmental water use occurred in rivers along the state's north coast, away

4 Environmental water use estimates are defined by the Public Policy Institute of California as water that 
is used in flows in designated “wild and scenic” rivers, required Delta outflows, instream flows, and 
managed wetlands.
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from major agricultural and urban areas and in compliance with environmental 
regulatory requirements.

PPIC found that agricultural water use represented about 80% of all human 
water use in the State. Farmers irrigated approximately nine million acres, 
with an increasing share of crop acreage5 going to nuts, grapes, and other 
fruit. The media also highlighted agriculture's share of water in California, 
raising issues about the types of crops grown in the State and farmers' use of 
groundwater. However, Governor Brown's Executive Order in April 2015 to 
impose mandatory drought restrictions focused primarily on urban and 
suburban water conservation, with little attention or direction given to 
agricultural users.

LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER (DWP)

DWP depends on Los Angeles-based ratepayers as its source of operating 
revenue for its Water and Power Systems. At a time of renewed focus on 
environmental responsibility, customer-based conservation programs are a 
prime lever DWP can use to directly influence customer behavior to curb water 
usage.

DWP has increased its investment in such conservation programs in recent 
years. While the majority of DWP's operating and capital funds focused on 
maintaining and improving the water and power infrastructure, DWP approved 
approximately $300 million dollars to support customer-based water 
conservation6 and energy efficiency programs in FY 2013-14, which ran the 
gamut from community outreach and education, to customer incentives and 
rebates.

Established in 1902, DWP's water system currently provides service to a 
population over 3.9 million through 679,000 active water service connections. 
According to DWP, Los Angeles is considered a national leader in water use 
efficiency as the result of the City's sustained implementation of effective 
water conservation programs and a water use efficiency ethic. "Active" water 
conservation through customer-based programs are a direct and measurable 
way that DWP can influence customer behavior regarding water use. Other 
"passive" methods such as advertising and communications are key to 
achieving overall water savings, though the impact of these methods is

5 From 1998 to 2010, crop acreage going to higher revenue perennial crops such as nuts, grapes, and other 
fruit went from 27% to 32%.

Approved figures for FY 2013-14 for water conservation programs included under Local Water Supply 
and Remediation, which also included recycled water and stormwater capture programs.
6
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difficult to quantify. Similarly, modifying the water rate structure through 
tiered pricing can influence customer behavior, but it is limited by local 
ordinance and is subject to State law. The DWP Board and the City Council 
must approve significant rate changes, which must be based on the actual 
costs of providing water. 
challenged tiered water rates that they perceived as punitive through the 
California court system.

In other jurisdictions, consumer groups have

Organizational Structure

The Department of Water and Power largely consists of three "systems": the 
Power System, the Water System, and the joint system which provides 
administrative and management support to both Water and Power and the 
organization as a whole.

Efficiency Solutions
In 2012-13, program staff for energy efficiency and water conservation 
programs were consolidated into DWP Efficiency Solutions, under the Chief 
Sustainability and Economic Development Office. The Power System and 
Water System continue to provide the resources for their respective energy 
and water-related programs. Efficiency Solutions program staff are charged 
with administering and coordinating efforts to support existing rebate and 
incentive programs.

The FY 2014-15 organizational chart for Efficiency Solutions consists of 89 
positions in four major sections:
Industrial/Institutional (CII), Energy Efficiency Engineering, and Water 
Programs.

Mass Market, Commercial/
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Exhibit 6: DWP Efficiency Solutions - FY 2014-15 Organizational Chart
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Water Conservation 
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While water conservation program staff are technically housed under 
Efficiency Solutions, they also receive policy and planning support from the

WaterWater Conservation Policy Group within the Water System. 
conservation programs also receive significant support from the 
Communications group within the General Manager's Office. Communications 
provides program- or campaign-specific advertisements through multiple 
mediums as needed throughout the year. Campaign-specific advertisements 
might focus more on reinforcing the existing City of Los Angeles Water 
Conservation Ordinance or general energy/water saving tips.

WATER CONSERVATION
Los Angeles has historically done well in water conservation despite a growing 
population. Los Angeles is using less water today than when the City had one 
million fewer residents. However, the City has been forced to increase the 
use of imported water from the Metropolitan Water District due to recent dry 
seasons and reduced water supply from the L.A. Aqueduct.
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In 2013-14, the City's water usage went up slightly to 591,594 AF, or acre- 
feet of water (see Exhibit 7).

Exhibit 7: DWP Historic and Projected Water Use and Population
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800.000 3.5
700.000

3.0Less water use
600.000- 2.5
500.000

2.0
400,000

1.5
300.000

200.000 1.0
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Source: DWP 2014-15 Goals and Objectives - Briefing Book

The City's water supply comes from multiple sources: 1) purchased water 
from the Metropolitan Water District; 2) the LA Aqueduct; 3) Groundwater; 
and 4) Recycled Water (see Exhibit 8).

Exhibit 8: DWP Water Source, 1970-2014

Long-term water conservation plans are included in the DWP's 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP, or Plan), which serves as the Department's 
master planning document for all water operations, and the Efficiency 
Solutions Portfolio Business Plan 2013-14 to 2019-20, which details specific
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water conservation programs and strategies to meet various water 
conservation goals and mandates.

Urban Water Management Plan
Since 1984, the California Urban Water Management Planning Act has required 
that urban water suppliers prepare and adopt an Urban Water Management 
Plan (Plan) every five years. The Plan is intended to forecast future water 
demands and water supplies and provides details on how the utility will meet 
the projected water supply and demand.

The most recent DWP Plan (published in 2010) contains projections to meet 
new water demand through increased water conservation and local resource 
development, including plans to enhance stormwater capture, expand water 
recycling, clean up the San Fernando groundwater basin, expand water 
transfers, and management strategies for the above assuming both average 
and dry year conditions.

DWP is pursuing a multi-pronged initiative that includes all of the above in 
order to reduce its reliance on expensive imported water, namely from the 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD). Water supply sources covered in the Plan 
include:

Metropolitan Water District
The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) is a water 
wholesaler whose primary purpose is to supply water to its 26 member 
agencies (14 cities, 11 municipal water districts, and one county water 
authority), including DWP. MWD imports its water primarily from the State 
Water Project and the Colorado River. From 2005 through 2010, imported 
water from MWD constituted approximately 52% of the DWP's total water 
supply. However, in 2013-14, imported water from MWD constituted 75% of 
DWP's water supply. The Plan and Mayor's Executive Directive #5 have set 
long-term goals for DWP to significantly reduce its reliance on imported water 
from MWD, by increasing water conservation efforts and local water supply 
resources.
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Exhibit 9: Map of DWP Water Sources
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Los Angeles Aqueduct
The Los Angeles Aqueduct, first constructed in 1913, spans 340 miles to 
deliver water from the Eastern Sierra Nevada (Mono Basin and the Owens 
Valley) to Los Angeles. Over the past five years, the Aqueduct provided on 
average 34% of the City's water supply; however, environmental 
considerations have also required that approximately one-half of the Aqueduct 
supply be reallocated to environmental mitigation and enhancement projects. 
The Aqueduct continues to be a critical focus point for DWP operations, 
maintenance, and capital improvement investments. In August 2014, the 
Aqueduct delivered 27% of the City's water supply.

Groundwater
Over the last 10-15 years, local groundwater had provided about 12% of Los 
Angeles' total water supply. However, since at least 2010 water quality issues 
due to contamination reduced the available supply and forced DWP to expedite 
related studies and projects to deliver groundwater that meets or exceeds 
water quality regulations to local customers. In June 2013, DWP announced 
plans to build a groundwater treatment center over the San Fernando Basin,
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which will reach completion in 2022 at an estimated cost of $600 to $800 
million, to be funded mostly by ratepayer revenue. Once completed, treated 
groundwater will contribute significantly to the DWP local water supply and 
reduce reliance on imported water.

Recycled Water
Recycled water (or reclaimed water) is wastewater that is highly treated 
through multiple levels before being deemed safe for groundwater 
replenishment or for non-potable re-use, such as landscape and park 
irrigation, or for industrial application such as cooling towers or toilet flushing 
in commercial buildings. Recycled water is closely monitored and tested to 
ensure that it meets health and safety standards set forth by the California 
Department of Public Health and enforced by nine State Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards. As a safe, local and reliable water source, each acre- 
foot (AF) of recycled water saves an equal amount from being imported or 
purchased.

The 2010 Plan set a goal of providing 59,000 acre-feet per year in recycled 
water by 2035, dependent on wastewater treatment in coordination with the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation. In 
August 2014, recycled water provided two percent of the City's total water 
supply.

Stormwater
Large scale stormwater capture projects, such as new and centralized 
spreading grounds and small scale projects such as rain barrels and rain 
gardens, can help retain stormwater and dry weather runoff. DWP is currently 
developing a Stormwater Capture Master Plan7 that will include an evaluation 
of existing stormwater capture facilities and projects, quantify the maximum 
stormwater capture potential and feasible alternatives, and provide potential 
strategies to implement such programs. Initial research began in 2013 and 
should be completed by mid-2015.

7 The Stormwater Capture Master Plan was initially referenced in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 
as a pending Request for Proposal that was to be issued, with a project completion target of late 2013; 
however, Geosyntec Consulting was not selected until 2013, resulting in the new target completion date of 
mid-2015.
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In terms of water conservation, DWP's Urban Water Management Plan (Plan) 
also incorporates the following State and local mandates into its strategy:

Senate Bill x7-7 - Water Conservation Act of 2009

The Water Conservation Act of 2009 (SB x7-7) aimed to reduce per capita 
urban water usage by 20% by the year 2020. In addition to meeting the goal 
of 20% water reduction, urban water suppliers were required to develop an 
interim water use target by 2015, and beginning in 2016 will be ineligible for 
state water grants or loans unless they comply with stated targets. DWP's 
interim water use target for 2015 was set at 145 gallons per capita per day; 
in 2013-14, DWP's water use was reported at 131 gallons per capita per day.

City of Los Angeles - Water Conservation Ordinance

In 2009 and 2010, the City of Los Angeles adopted amendments to the Water 
Conservation Ordinance, which established five water conservation phases 
that correspond to severity of water shortage, with each phase containing 
more severe restrictions on allowable water usage. Since an estimated 40% 
of water in Los Angeles was used for landscape irrigation, many restricted 
activities focused on limiting that use; for example, Phase II limited outdoor 
sprinkler watering to three days a week, with different watering days assigned 
to odd- and even-numbered street addresses.

Other City Ordinances

The City of Los Angeles has utilized ordinances as a tool to reduce water use 
since 1988. The first version of a plumbing retrofit ordinance required 
installation of water-efficient fixtures in all new construction, and the 
installation of conservation devices in all renovated and newly built residential 
and commercial properties. The ordinance was later amended to require the 
installation of low-flush toilets and water saving showerheads in single- and 
multi-family residences prior to the close of escrow (retrofit on resale); 
whereby the seller is responsible for providing proof prior to agreeing to the 
property's sale or exchange. DWP staff previously participated in the 
development of these ordinances as a way to ensure that the City could 
incorporate the latest water and energy requirements into existing codes and 
standards. The Water Conservation, Plumbing, and Retrofit on Resale 
Ordinances are enforced by the Department of Building and Safety (DBS) 
through the permitting and inspection process. DWP does not track water 
savings related specifically to those ordinances because of the difficulty in
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calculating the water saved by the construction of new buildings with water- 
efficient equipment (additional water use by new customers), as well as water 
saved from retrofits in existing buildings (impacting both existing and potential 
new customers' water use).

Mayor's Executive Directive #5: Emergency Drought Response

In October 2014, the Mayor issued Executive Directive #5:
Drought Response - Creating a Water Wise City". The Mayor established the 
following new water conservation goals:

A reduction in per capita potable water use by 20% by 2017.

A reduction in the Department of Water and Power's purchase of 
imported potable water (from the Metropolitan Water District) by 
50% by 2024.

The creation of an integrated water strategy that increases local 
water supplies and that improves water security in the context of 
climate change and seismic vulnerability.

Executive Directive #5 also directed DWP to increase rebates for residential 
turf removal8 and rain barrels, restricted outdoor irrigation of City properties 
to no more than two days per week, and required DWP to provide a report on 
the potential to establish additional rebate and educational programs to 
reduce water use.

Emergency

Governor's Executive Order: Drought Emergency Water Conservation

In April 2015, the Governor issued an Executive Order directing the State 
Water Board to impose restrictions on urban water suppliers to achieve a 
statewide 25% reduction in potable urban water usage by February 2016. The 
State Water Board's emergency regulatory framework assigned different 
conservation tiers to urban water suppliers, in order to equitably allocate the 
conservation savings needed to reach the statewide 25% reduction. 
Conservation tiers ranged from 4 to 36% reduction by February 2016, 
depending on each water supplier's past conservation efforts and residential 
gallons per capita day (R-GPCD). According to the State Water Board's newly

8 The Residential Turf Removal rebate increased from $3.00 to $3.75 per square foot for the first 1,500 
square feet of turf, and $2.00 per square foot thereafter. The tiered rebate structure for the Commercial 
Turf Removal program remained unchanged at $3 per square foot up to 10,000 sq. ft., then $2.50/sq. ft. up 
to 43,560 sq. ft, and $2/sq. ft. thereafter.
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adopted framework, DWP will have a goal of 16% reduction in potable water 
usage through February 2016.

Exhibit 10: Comparison of DWP Water Conservation Mandates

SB x7-7 Water 
Conservation Act 

(2009)

Mayor's Executive 
Directive #5 

(2014)

Governor's 
Executive Order 

(2015)
Reduce water usage by 

20% by 2020
Reduce water usage by 

20% by 2017
Reduce water usage by 

16% through 2016
Mandate

152 GPCD
(10-year average usage 

from 1995-2005; per 
legislation)

131 GPCD
(DWP's reported water 

usage in July 2014)

Monthly water usage in 
baseline year 2013 

(ex. June 2013: 49,519 AF)
Baseline

16% reduction in 
monthly water use 

from June 2015

=i=

Goal 138 GPCD by 2020 104 GPCD by 2017
through February 2016

(ex. June 2015 goal: 
______41,596 AF)______

(*) - per its regulations, the State Water Resources Control Board compares urban water suppliers' water usage in 
the reporting month to the same month in baseline year 2013 to determine compliance; for example, the goal for 
June 2015 would reflect a 16% reduction in water usage from June 2013. The June 2015 goal was 41,596 AF; DWP 
reported actual water usage of 41,840 AF in June 2015, or a 15.5% reduction. Cumulative savings will be used to 
assess supplier compliance; in DWP's case, 16% cumulative reduction from June 2015 through February 2016.

California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC)

The California Urban Water Conservation Council is a membership 
organization dedicated to maximizing urban water conservation by supporting 
and integrating innovative technologies and practices; encouraging effective 
public policies; advancing research, training, and public education; and 
building on collaborative approaches and partnerships. The Council includes 
water suppliers (DWP and other major public utilities), public advocacy 
organizations, and other interested parties. DWP has been active in the 
CUWCC since its inception in 1991 and has played a significant role in its 
governance and policy development.

The CUWCC publishes Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage water 
suppliers to develop comprehensive water conservation programs that are 
proven, established, and technically and economically reasonable. 
Management Practices are split up into Foundational BMPs (Utility Operations 
Programs and Education Programs) and Programmatic BMPs (Residential; 
Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional; and Landscape). In the 2010 Plan,

Best
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DWP referenced a number of these BMPs and stated that all applicable9 BMPs 
had been implemented.
Exhibit 11: CUWCC - Water Conservation - Best Management Practices (BMPs)

Categoiy Sun-: ale-gory Practices Status

Foundational
rl: r the position a1 a trained tonsErvatmi coordinator nplementod

Operations
Practices

Prevent water wasle - enact, enforce a r support legislation, 
regulations, and ordinances nplementod

Wholes ate agency assistance programs Not applicable

Conduct Standard WalerAu-dit and Water Ee.ance Implemented
Utility

Operations Measure performance using AWWA software nplementodWater Lass Control 
Metering with 

Commodity Rales
Locate and Ftep-a r all leaks and nreaks nplementod

1 DG% of c-<icl ng unmetered accou nts to be metered a ltd 
i lied ty volume oF use nplementod

Conservation Pricing Mainta r a water conserving retail rate structure nplementod

Public Information 
Programs

Maintain active public informal ion program to promote and 
educate customers about water conservator

nplementod
Education

School Education 
Programs

Maintain active program to educate students about water 
conservation and efficient water use

nplementod

Programmatic

essential Assistance - provide leak detection assistance lrr elemented

Lands:; pe Waler Sl rveys for resident ia I acoc l nts Implemented
Residential

H igh efficiency clothes washer i ncent ive program mplementod

WaterSense Specification (WS5I far toilets mplementod

mplemam unique conservation programs to meet annual 
water savings goals farCII customsrsCommercial^ Industrial/ Institutional ICIII mplementod

Irrpieman Large Landscaae custom pre-grams Irrclementod

01fer tec f nical assista nee a nd surveys upon request IrrclementodLandscape
implement and maintain incentive program|s| for irrigatior 

equipment retrofits mplementod

The 2010 Plan established the following water conservation goals:

> Reduce potable water demands by 64,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) 
by 2035; and

> Meet SB x7-7 Water Conservation Act mandate of reducing per capita 
water use by 20% by the year 2020 (interim target for 2015: 145 
gallons per capita per day).

In July 2014, the DWP's average daily water use was reported at 131 gallons 
per capita per day, putting them on track to meet their interim SB x7-7 target 
by the following year barring circumstances beyond their control.

9 The CUWCC Foundational Best Management Practice that was marked as “Not Applicable” was for Utility 
Operations Practices: “Wholesale agency assistance programs”. CUWCC criteria for this practice
describes that wholesalers should provide financial assistance to retail agencies, help build partnerships to 
achieve conservation, and provide conservation related technical support to retail agencies. DWP is not a 
wholesale agency since it does not provide water to other retail agencies, so this BMP is not applicable.
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Given State and local mandates, plus other long-term planning commitments 
made for both energy and water efficiency, DWP developed an Efficiency 
Solutions Portfolio Business Plan to detail how it would accomplish those goals 
while providing opportunities for all customers to benefit from cost-effective 
energy and water efficiency programs.

Efficiency Solutions Portfolio Business Plan 
2013-14 to 2019-20 - Water Conservation Programs
Developed in 2013, the Water Conservation portion of the Efficiency Solutions 
Portfolio Business Plan provides programmatic detail on how DWP intends to 
achieve the long-term water conservation goals set forth in the 2010 UWMP, 
with relevant updates to reflect changing conditions.

For example, the "Guiding Principles for the Development and Implementation 
of the Local Water Supply Program" adopted by the DWP Board of 
Commissioners in August 2012 was incorporated into the Business Plan. 10

Exhibit 12: Guiding Principles for the Development and Implementation 
of the Local Water Supply Program

DWP Water Conservation Portfolio - Guiding Principles

1) Achieve Urban Water Management Plan goal of 64,000 AFY of hardware (water-efficient 
devices, such as high-efficiency toilets and washers) conservation by 2035, cost effectively

2) Achieve SB x7-7 mandate of 20% reduction by 2020 in gallons per capita per day use

3) Comply with the California Urban Water Conservation (CUWCC) Best Management 
Practices for Utility Operations and Education

4) Comply with CUWCC Best Management Practices for Residential, Commercial, Industrial, 
Institutional and Landscape

5) Administrative Transparency - Will report progress semi-annually & verify savings

Source: LADWP Efficiency Solutions Portfolio Business Plan FYs 2013/14 - 2019/20

Compliance with the first two guiding principles are ongoing, as they relate to 
long-term goals. DWP has reported that it is currently in compliance with 
CUWCC best practices, as referenced in Principles #3, #4, and #5; which was 
confirmed through our document review. 10

10 The DWP Board of Commissioners had previously adopted Guiding Principles for the Energy Efficiency 
Portfolio a few weeks earlier in August 2012.
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In August 2012, the Board also directed DWP staff to complete the following:

Analyze the feasibility, cost, and rate implications of increasing water 
conservation, water recycling, and stormwater capture goals to levels 
and dates of achievement that improve upon the goals currently 
established in the UWMP;

Develop a Water Conservation Potential Study to quantify realistic 
conservation potential savings for residential, commercial, industrial, 
and institutional customer classes; and, to determine how best to 
allocate its resources to optimize its hardware conservation program 
and accelerate, achieve, or exceed its goal of 64,000 acre-feet per year 
of conservation by 2035 cost effectively.

As of April 2015, DWP's Water Conservation Group has complied with these 
directives. Both the UWMP and the Business Plan provided projected water 
savings and budgets needed to meet DWP's long-term goals (prior to the 
Mayor's Executive Directive #5 issued in October 2014). The DWP Board 
approved a consulting contract for the Water Conservation Potential Study in 
March 2014, and the study is scheduled for completion in late 2015.

■

■

11

Cost-Effectiveness
To measure the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of "active" water 
conservation programs, the Portfolio Business Plan included DWP's calculated 
cost per acre-foot (AF) of water saved, or "$/AF", for each water conservation 
program. DWP measured cost-effectiveness by comparing its estimated 
contribution to a customer rebate for a given product over the estimated 
lifetime water savings for that device or program.11 12 A similar approach was 
also recommended by the California Urban Water Conservation Council.

The calculated cost per acre-foot of water saved was then compared to the 
cost of purchasing an acre-foot of water from MWD, which was $847/AF in 
2013. If the cost per AF saved was less than the cost of purchasing water

11 Per DWP Guiding Principles, any increases and acceleration must also consider technical feasibility and 
relative cost of implementation compared to the alternative of purchase of water from the Metropolitan 
Water District (MWD). Hardware refers to water-efficient devices, such as high-efficiency toilets and clothes 
washers.
12 For example, MWD estimates that the water savings from a residential high-efficiency clothes washer 
totals 0.03280 acre-feet (AF) per year. Over the estimated 14-year useful life of the device, this amounts 
to 0.4592 AF or more than 149,000 gallons of water savings. DWP customers are offered a $300 rebate 
for purchasing a high-efficiency clothes washer; MWD contributes $85 and DWP contributes $215 per 
washer rebate. Therefore, DWP’s cost per AF for high-efficiency clothes washer rebates is $215 divided 
by the 0.4592 AF lifetime savings of the device, or $468/AF. Labor costs were added to the cost- 
effectiveness calculations at the program level and not for individual device calculations (see Exhibit 13).
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from MWD, then the program or portfolio was considered cost-effective. 
According to the Portfolio Business Plan, DWP's overall active water 
conservation portfolio was cost-effective at $413/AF in 2012-13.13 Our review 
of DWP's cost-effectiveness methodology confirmed the accuracy of these 
2012-13 calculations based on DWP's criteria.

We also updated the cost-effectiveness calculations using DWP's methodology 
and 2013-14 program and rebate data. While the portfolio as a whole 
remained cost-effective compared to purchasing water from MWD, the 
estimated costs for water savings from the commercial turf removal program 
were significantly higher due to DWP's increased contribution towards the 
rebate amount.

Exhibit 13: Cost-Effectiveness of DWP Water Conservation Programs
2012-13 2013-14

Cost of Full Service Treated Water from MWD 
(avoided cost)____________________________ $847/AF $890/AF

$413/AF $264/AFDWP Water Conservation Portfolio

(programs included in Portfolio cost-effectiveness calculations above)
$350/AF $285/AFSoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program
$741/AF $741/AFResidential Turf Removal Program*

$877/AF $1,754/AFCommercial Turf Removal Program
$52/AF $58/AFFree Equipment Program

$250/AF $336/AFTechnical Assistance Program (TAP)
NOTE: cost-effectiveness calculations for programs include an estimated 9% support costs factor to include all 
related labor costs (ex. salaries, health care benefits, retirement, administrative, etc.). Residential and commercial 
turf Removal Programs are currently included as part of MWD's larger SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program. 
Calculations account for estimated lifetime water savings for a particular device or program.
(*) - For residential turf removal programs, DWP contributed $1 per square foot in 2012-13 and 2013-14 in addition 
to MWD's base rate.
(**) - For commercial turf removal programs, DWP contributed $1 per square foot in 2012-13. In 2013-14, DWP 
offered a tiered rebate starting at $2 per square foot up to 5,000 square feet, then $1.75 up to 10,000 square feet 
and $1.50 per square foot thereafter. This changed the initial cost-effectiveness of the program from $877/AF to 
$1,754/AF.

The most costly programs in the portfolio were the residential and commercial 
turf removal programs. DWP management noted that while the portfolio as a 
whole remained cost-effective, DWP may offer individual programs or devices 
that are not necessarily cost-effective but are desirable for other reasons; for 
example, paying more to provide customers an initial opportunity to get 
involved in water conservation in hopes that participation and behavior might 
continue.

13 Passive” water conservation efforts such as public education and outreach were not measured for cost- 
effectiveness because water savings cannot be easily attributed to these types of efforts and programs.
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It should be noted that DWP's methodology for projecting the cost 
effectiveness of its water conservation programs is conservative, in that it 
uses the highest allowable rate that would be paid by DWP for each type of 
rebate, even though DWP increased a tier-based rate structure for turf 
replacement in 2013-14 and again in 2014-15. DWP's projections also do not 
consider any refunds for DWP-specific programs that can be subsequently 
provided by MWD.

We updated the cost-effectiveness portfolio calculations for 2013-14 and 
2014-15, considering DWP's actual net costs for each program. This analysis 
used an annualized actual average rebate amount for turf replacement, and 
also considered subsequent refunds DWP received through MWD's Member 
Agency Assistance program and other sources for DWP's in-house programs 
(commercial turf through January 2015 and TAP).

Exhibit 14: Cost-Effectiveness of DWP Water Conservation Programs 
(Considers Actual Annualized Rebate Rates and Subsequent Reimbursements)

2013-14 2014-15*
Cost of Full Service Treated Water from MWD 
(avoided cost)____________________________ $890/AF $923/AF

$223/AF $312/AFDWP Water Conservation Portfolio

(programs included in Portfolio cost-effectiveness calculations above)
$276/AF $413/AFSoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program
$741/AF $874/AFResidential Turf Removal Program

14 $824/AFCommercial Turf Removal Program $92/AF
$58/AF $54/AFFree Equipment Program

$133/AF $152/AFTechnical Assistance Program (TAP)
(*) 2014-15 calculations are based on unaudited summary reports provided by DWP.

For both years, the overall portfolio was cost effective based on DWP's criteria. 
Each program's relative cost effectiveness varied from initial projections as 
they are dependent on the actual rebate rates paid, the extent of customer 
utilization, and subsequent additional reimbursements to DWP for those 
programs.

The overall cost effectiveness for the portfolio calculated for 2014-15 changed 
to $312/AF, mostly due to the higher rates and increased participation in turf 14

14 This amount is significantly less than projections noted in Exhibit 13 due to the low number of completed 
projects and the receipt of subsequent MWD and grant reimbursements, which effectively reduced DWP’s 
costs from $2.00 per square foot to an actual cost of $0.10 per square foot. As shown in Exhibit 16, in 
2013-14 there were 16 commercial turf removal projects that replaced 194,780 square feet of turf, 
compared to 1,050 residential turf removal projects that replaced 1.6 million square feet of turf.
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removal programs. For example, effective October 2014, DWP's rate for 
residential turf replacement rose from $1/square foot to $1.75/square foot for 
the first 1,500 feet of each project. 15 In July 2014, DWP's rate for commercial 
turf increased from $2 to $3/square foot up to 10,000 feet/project, though as 
of January 2015, administration of the commercial turf program was 
transferred to MWD.16 By the end of FY 2014-15, DWP reported more than 
10 million square feet of residential turf, and more than 4.7 million square 
feet of commercial turf, had been removed through the rebate programs.

RESOURCES
In 2013-14, DWP staff reported total spending of $24.7 million on water 
conservation programs (budgeted: $30.9 million). The Water Conservation 
Program budget includes customer-based conservation programs, as well as 
costs related to joint energy efficiency programs, DWP's own water 
conservation upgrades for its facilities, and administrative costs. The 
programs are managed by the Water Conservation Group within DWP 
Efficiency Solutions.

Exhibit 15: DWP Water Conservation Programs - FY 2013-14 Budget
and Water Savings

FY 2013-14 
Acre-Foot

FY 2013-14 
Actual

Expenditures

(AF) Savings
FY 2013-14 

Budget
(from Auditor's 

Review) Notes
SAVINGS GOAL: 
3,000 AF (Met)$24,656,600 $30,886,100TOTAL 4,210

Water Conservation Programs
$12,693,200 $16,294,600(A) SoCal WaterSmart Rebates (SCWR) 2,669
(incl. above) (incl. above)California Friendly Landscape 

Program*
237

$3,517,600 $1,000,000(B) Water Conservation Technical 
Assistance Program (WCTAP)

624

(C) Free Water Conservation Items** See Note 2 See Note 2 152
$2,997,100 $3,000,000(D) Los Angeles Recreation and Parks 

(RAP) Irrigation Efficiency
81

15 Beginning October 2014, DWP applicants for the residential turf removal program were eligible for a 
tiered rebate beginning at $3.75 per square foot for the first 1,500 square feet, and $2.00 per square foot 
thereafter. This includes MWD’s base rebate for residential turf removal of $2.00 per square foot.

Beginning July 2014, DWP applicants for the commercial turf removal program were eligible for a tiered 
rebate beginning at $3.00 per square foot for the first 10,000 square feet, $2.50 per square foot thereafter 
up to 43,560 square feet (1 acre), and $2.00 per square foot thereafter. As of January 2015, administration 
of the commercial turf removal program was transferred to MWD, with MWD providing a base rebate for 
$2.00 per square foot.

16

Page | 21



DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs
Background

(E) Joint Energy and Water Efficiency Programs
$0 $602,700 Joint programs with 

energy efficiency new in 
2013-14; programs are 
led by Energy Efficiency 
group with Water 
System support as 
needed. MFDT led by 
SoCal Gas Company.

Small Business Direct Install (SBDI) 445
$0 $1,299,900Home Energy Improvement Program 

(HEIP)_________________________
$0 $64,900LAUSD Direct Install

$233,900 $590,900Multi-Family Direct Therm Program 
(MFDT)

Other Expenditures
$2,368,500 $2,387,400 Consolidated labor 

costs; labor typically 
billed across 
programs/functions via 
work order system

Total DWP Labor/Staffing

$214,100 $2,270,000 Fixture retrofits and 
irrigation upgrades

DWP Facilities Upgrades

$1,226,700 $2,041,900Outreach, Education & Advertising
$1,405,400 $1,333,800 See Note 3 below* * * *All Other Expenses

NOTE 1: Residential portion of California Friendly Landscape (Turf Removal) Program is coordinated through the Metropolitan Water District 
(MWD) as part of SCWR; DWP participates in the program and assists in the approval process. The commercial portion of the program was 
coordinated completely through DWP until January 2015, when it became part of the MWD SCWR program.

NOTE 2: Water-efficient items provided free to customers are typically included under "Administrative Expenses" for the Water

*

Conservation Group; in 2013-14 these items totaled $219,038 but final payment was withheld due to an administrative issue between the 
vendor and the City. Once issue is resolved, payment will be reflected within that fiscal year.
* ** NOTE 3: Actual and Budgeted dollars ($) for joint energy and water efficiency programs reflects Water System contribution only; programs
are also funded by Power System and the SoCal Gas Company. Figures include labor and material costs charged to the Water Conservation 
Program budget.

NOTE 4: Includes administrative expenses incl. web redesign, and Discovery Science Center.

Impact to Ratepayers

Projected budget amounts for water conservation programs are also factored 
into ratepayers' water bills on a quarterly basis. The DWP water rate structure 
collectively funds the cost of providing water to its customers, which consists 
of a base rate, and pass-through adjustment charges to recover both costs 
that are beyond DWP's immediate control, such as purchased water, and costs 
for important initiatives or regulations that require specific tracking. While 
the base rate is fixed and can only be changed through a City Council- 
approved ordinance, pass-through adjustments allow for cost-recovery and 
can affect the overall rates without Council approval. These are calculated 
quarterly based on projected expenditures in a 12-month look-ahead period 
and a true-up between the previous period's forecast and actual costs.

However, the existing Water Rate Ordinance caps the amount that certain rate 
adjustments can be increased in each quarter. The Water Procurement 
Adjustment Factor includes both water conservation (referred to as Demand

17

17 Pass-through adjustments typically take effect within two fiscal quarters after approval; for example, 
adjustments approved in September 2014 would not take effect until January 2015.
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Side Management, or DSM) and reclaimed water, and can only be increased 
by $0.06 per billing unit each quarter.

In 2013-14, the DSM and reclaimed water components of the Water 
Procurement Adjustment Factor ranged from $0.244 to $0.312 per billing 
unit each quarter, with roughly $0.166 to $0.170 per billing unit going to 
support water conservation programs. For the typical residential customer 
this amounts to about $2.02 per month going to fund water conservation 
programs. 18

Water Conservation Rebate and Incentive Programs

(A) SoCal Water$mart Rebate Program (SCWR)
The SoCal Water$mart (or WaterSmart) Rebate Program is a joint regional 
rebate program coordinated by the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). MWD 
provides a base rebate for each device/measure, and individual utilities like 
DWP can add to the base rebate for each device/measure in their service areas 
if desired. DWP is charged primarily with verifying the applicant's active 
account status. The program includes rebates for installing water-saving 
appliances and devices and replacing sprinkler-fed lawns with drought- 
resistant landscaping.

Exhibit 16: SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program Summary, 2013-14
FY 2013-14 Reported 

Savings (AF)
FY 2013-14 
Actuals ($)

FY 2013-14 
Budget ($) Notes

Water-Efficient Devices and Appliances
$2,977,000 $5,000,000Residential: 491 16,222 residential devices

$9,533,400 $9,294,600Commercial: 2,178 94,154 commercial devices

California Friendly Landscape / Turf Removal Program
1,050 residential projects 
covering 1.6 million sq. ft.Residential: 222 (note below) (note below)

$182,800 $2,000,000Commercial*: 15 16 commercial projects 
covering 194,780 sq. ft.

NOTE: DWP does not have program-specific water savings goals.
Residential turf removal program (California Friendly Landscape Program) budget and expenditures included in 
overall "Residential Rebate" figures above, in partnership with the Metropolitan Water District. 
*Commercial turf removal program budget and expenditures are considered separately since DWP managed the 
program intake, process, and final payment, through January 2015. 18

18 Per DWP, a typical single-dwelling unit residential customer uses about 12 HCF, or hundred cubic feet, 
per month (1 HCF = 1 Billing Unit = 748 gallons). In 2013-14, the typical single-dwelling unit residential 
customer’s monthly bill was $54.79.
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Residential customers receive rebates for devices through the following 
process:

• Customer submits a rebate reservation through the MWD website.

• MWD prescreens the applications, conducts quality control (QC) review 
of project documentation, and issues rebate reservations.

• MWD (via contractor) provides DWP with rebate applications to review 
on a weekly basis.

• DWP verifies account information and approves rebate reservations.

• MWD reviews post-project documentation and then pays out the full 
rebate amount for completed projects and invoices DWP for its portion.

For Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional (CII) rebate customers:

• Customer must obtain a rebate reservation approval prior to purchasing 
the equipment.

• Customer submits a rebate reservation through the MWD website.

• MWD prescreens the applications, conducts quality control review of 
project documentation, and issues rebate reservations.

• Customer purchases qualifying equipment and sends verifying 
documentation to MWD.

• MWD (via contractor) provides DWP with rebate applications to review 
on a weekly basis.

• DWP verifies account information and approves rebate applications.

• DWP may conduct physical inspections as needed to verify installation 
(ex. # of toilets claimed in a multi-family unit customer rebate 
application compared to # of units in the building).

• MWD reviews post-project documentation and then pays out the full 
rebate amount for completed projects and invoices DWP for its portion.

For Residential Landscape/Turf Removal Program Customers:

• Customer must obtain pre-approval prior to beginning the project.

• Customer submits an application, including photographs of the turf to 
be replaced, for pre-approval through the MWD website.

• MWD prescreens the applications and approves rebate reservations.

• Customer completes the project and sends Part 2 of the application to 
MWD who forwards this information to DWP.
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• DWP reviews application materials with pre- and post-project 
documentation; staff conducts a physical post-inspection as needed to 
verify installation, project completion, measurements (and rebate 
payment), and irrigation system change.

• Converted areas must contain newly planted California-friendly plants 
to create at least 40% landscape coverage at maturity; 
synthetic/artificial permeable turf is also allowed in converted areas.

• Customers are responsible for complying with all applicable local laws, 
ordinances, and other restrictions (e.g. City Residential Parkway 
Landscaping Guidelines require permits for any changes beyond an 
approved list of drought-tolerant plants).

• DWP approves projects for payment to MWD.

• MWD pays out the full rebate amount to customers for completed 
projects and invoices DWP for its portion of the rebate.

For Commercial Landscape/Turf Removal Program Customers:

• Prior to January 2015, the process was similar to the residential turf 
removal program above but the program was administered fully by DWP 
staff, including application intake, pre-screening, account verification, 
pre- and post-inspections, and rebate payment. While the program was 
under DWP's complete purview, MWD provided co-funding (for 
reimbursement) via grants when funds were available.

• Beginning January 2015, the program transferred to MWD and is 
coordinated similarly to Residential Turf Removal Program; DWP is 
responsible only for reviewing evidence of completed projects and 
issuing approval or denial of rebate payment.

In general, DWP involvement in the Rebate Program is limited to account 
verification and any related follow-up activities needed to approve rebate 
reservations for MWD to pay out. For example, DWP staff will also review 
supporting documentation to verify installation or project completion for the 
commercial rebate program and for residential/commercial turf removal 
programs. The California Friendly Landscape/Turf Removal Programs require 
more work on the part of DWP, as these applications are more likely to require 
a physical inspection. DWP staff will conduct a physical inspection prior to 
issuing final approval or denial recommendations to MWD if: 1) the supporting 
documentation is not sufficient to verify lot size and/or project completion and 
2) additional details are unavailable through public records or mapping 
software (ex. County public records, Google Maps, Acme Planimeter). For 
example, DWP may physically inspect a residential turf removal application if
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the photo of the completed project does not clearly include markers of 
comparison to a pre-project photo, or if the lot size claimed in the application 
does not seem reasonably close to that publicly available on mapping/satellite 
imaging software.

DWP water conservation staff do not provide much general outreach for the 
Rebate Program, though information is advertised on the DWP website. DWP 
will advertise changes to rebate program to incentivize its local customer base 
or to highlight specific programs. For example, DWP recently focused its 
communications efforts on publicizing the increase in the Residential 
Landscape Rebate Program from $3.00 to $3.75 per square foot, which 
became effective in October 2014.

Among California water utilities and water utilities in large southwestern cities 
DWP offers the highest rebate amount for residential customers for high- 
efficiency toilets, clothes washers, and per square foot of turf removed and 
replaced with drought-tolerant landscape, as noted in Exhibit 17 and in 
Appendix III.

f

Exhibit 17: DWP Comparison to other MWD-Member Utilities for Selected Product 
Rebates as of April 2015

Metropolitan Water District (MWD) Member Utilities - Rebate Offers 
Long 

Beach 
Water 
Dept.

Santa
Monica
Public
Works

Eligible 
Device or 
Program

City of 
San Diego 

Water

Glendale 
Water & 
Power

Pasadena 
Water & 
Power

Burbank 
Water & 
Power

MWD
Base
Rate* LADWP

$80 per 
unit (if 

purchased 
inside of 

Glendale; 
$60

otherwise)

$100 per 
unit (if 

purchase 
d from 
local 

Burbank 
retailer)

High-
Efficiency
Clothes
Washers

$85 per 
unit

$300 per 
unit

$85 per 
unit

$300 per 
unit

$85 per 
unit$150 each

$150 per 
unit 

(Single 
family) 

$100 per 
unit 

(Multi 
family)

$125 per 
unit (if 

purchased 
inside of 

Glendale; 
$100

otherwise)

$150 per 
unit 

(Single 
family)

High-
Efficiency
Toilets

$100 
per unit

$150 per 
unit

$100 per 
unit

$100 per 
unit

$100 per 
unit

$3.50 per 
square foot 
($1.50 per 
sq. ft. for 

City rebate 
alone, 

separate 
application; 
2,400 sq. 
ft. max)

$3.75 per 
square 
foot for 
the first 
1,500 sq. 
ft., $2 per 

square 
foot

thereafter

California
Friendly®
Landscape
Incentive
Program
(Residential
Turf
Removal)

$3.50 per 
square 

foot 
($3,500 

max
incentive)

$2 per 
square 

foot
(refers to 

MWD's 
program)

$3.50 per 
square 

foot 
($4,500 

max
incentive)

$2 per 
square foot 
(refers to 

MWD's 
program)

$2 per 
square 

foot

$3 per 
square 

foot
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(*) - MWD base rate is included within its members' utility rebate offers unless otherwise stated. For example, 
MWD offers a base rate of $85 per eligible residential high-efficiency clothes washer; DWP offers its customers a 
$300 per unit rebate, adding $215 to MWD's base rate.
NOTE: as of Governor's announcement in April 2015, San Diego and Santa Monica increased the rebate offers for 
residential turf removal programs.

(B) Water Conservation Technical Assistance Program (TAP)

The Technical Assistance Program is a financial incentive program offered to 
commercial, industrial, institutional, and multi-family customers. 
program helps DWP coordinate with the customer on how to best modernize 
a facility with the most efficient water conservation equipment while saving 
the customer money. The program pays up to $250,000 for the installation 
of pre-approved equipment and products that exceed the savings of 
equipment rebated in the MWD SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program and 
demonstrate a minimum water savings of 25,000 gallons per year. Water 
conservation device retrofits are incentivized at a rate of $1.75 per 1,000 AFY 
over a number of years, depending on the customer's project and the useful 
life of the equipment involved. Incentives are paid out after equipment 
installation has been verified and water savings has been demonstrated 
(through pre- and post-inspections).

The

Exhibit 18: Technical Assistance Program (TAP) Summary, 2013-14
FY 2013-14 Reported 

Savings (AF)
FY 2013-14 
Actuals ($)

FY 2013-14 
Budget ($) Notes

$3,869,410 $1,000,000Commercial 624 351 projects

NOTE: DWP does not have program-specific water savings goals.

TAP projects tend to be long-term and large-scale capital projects (typically 
six months for a simple project); as a result, participants are generally 
established commercial customers with knowledge and interest in water 
conservation. Past projects have included cooling tower water treatment 
upgrades, water recycling systems for commercial laundries, and industrial 
process improvements.

DWP allows vendors and contractors with customer authorization to directly 
receive TAP incentive payments once projects have been completed. DWP 
program staff also noted that outreach for the program has actually been 
vendor-driven, where vendors and contractors will let businesses know about 
WCTAP and encourage their participation. Program staff also expressed a 
desire to do more proactive outreach for WCTAP to better promote the 
program and increase long-term savings from the commercial sector.
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The process for interested WCTAP customers is noted below:

• Customer sends application and supporting documentation to DWP

• DWP Water Conservation Group reviews and approves the application

• DWP provides the customer with a pre-inspection and sends out a 
pre-approval letter with a preliminary estimate of water savings and 
appropriate rebate amount.

• Customer installs and operates equipment as proposed on the 
application and supporting documentation.

• DWP inspects the completed project and invoices, and makes final 
determination of cost and savings estimates and issues rebate.

(C) Free Water Conservation Equipment Program

Water conservation devices such as aerators and shower heads are offered for 
residential and commercial customers upon request.

Residential customers—can pick up free devices at Customer Service 
Centers or by calling the Water Conservation Hotline; they are also 
distributed at community events.

Commercial customers—can request the devices through the Water 
Conservation Hotline or through the So Cal Gas Multi-Family Direct 
Therm Program (see section E below). The Water Conservation Group 
handles hotline calls and determines type/quantity of items to be 
provided, then delivers or mails the requested equipment to the 
customer.

Exhibit 19: Free Water Conservation Equipment Program Summary, 2013-14

FY 2013-14 Reported 
Savings (AF)

FY 2013-14 
Actuals ($)

FY 2013-14 
Budget ($) Notes

Per DWP staff, 
equipment is 
purchased in 

bulk each year 
as needed.

Residential:
Commercial:

131 15,685 devices 
2,808 devices

$219,038*
21

NOTE: DWP does not have program-specific water savings goals.
*Water-efficient items, such as faucet aerators and showerheads, are provided free to customers and are typically 
included under "Administrative Expenses" for the Water Conservation Group; in 2013-14 these items totaled 
$219,038 but final payment was withheld due to an administrative issue between the vendor and the City. Once this 
issue is resolved, payment will be reflected within that fiscal year.
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(D) Los Angeles Recreation and Parks (RAP) Irrigation Efficiency 
Program

DWP can provide annual funding to RAP for planning and implementation of 
DWP-approved water conservation and efficiency projects at City parks. 
Funding can be provided directly to RAP for reimbursement of an approved 
project proposal and its actual implementation. The original Memorandum of 
Understanding with RAP was adopted in 2007 with a maximum annual funding 
of $3 million available; however, no reimbursements were requested in 2011
12 and 2012-13 since no projects were completed. DWP staff noted that RAP's 
budget and labor issues have prevented project completion, and that some 
projects can take more than a year. In 2013-14, DWP reported water savings 
for the first time for RAP irrigation efficiency projects that were completed 
between 2008 and 2011, and a recycled water project at Los Feliz Golf Course 
completed in 2014. DWP issued RAP a $3 million reimbursement for the Los 
Feliz project in 2013-14. In total, these irrigation projects provided 81.2 AF 
in water savings.

(E) Joint Energy and Water Efficiency Programs

Joint energy and water efficiency programs are managed by Energy Efficiency 
staff under DWP Efficiency Solutions. Prior to 2013-14, these focused strictly 
on energy efficiency, and provided direct outreach to targeted segments of 
customers to participate in a free direct-install program, wherein DWP (via a 
contractor) would install certain energy-saving devices (e.g., lights) at no cost 
to the customer. Beginning in 2013-14, program staff began to ask customers 
if they were also interested in water-saving devices. 
expenditures from Water Conservation's budget in FY 2013-14 relative to joint 
programs with DWP Energy Efficiency staff, but collectively these joint 
programs reported total water savings of 445 AF for that year.

Joint DWP energy and water efficiency programs include:

o Small Business Direct Install (SBDI) - for small to medium-sized 
businesses

o Home Energy Improvement Program (HEIP) - whole-house retrofit 
program for residential customers.

o LAUSD Direct Install Program - to assist LAUSD facilities in need of 
aid to reduce energy and water usage.

o Multi-Family Direct Therm Program (a partnership with So Cal Gas 
Company) - participation is via So Cal Gas-approved customers in 
multi-family units who are interested in reducing gas, energy, and

There were no
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water use. DWP provides So Cal Gas with free water conservation 
devices for use in their program, similar to those offered to interested 
DWP customers. Specific water savings for showerheads and 
aerators from this program were tracked monthly; DWP indicated 
that for FY 2013-14 these savings were included in the total joint 
program water savings.

Additional DWP Staff Support for Water Conservation-related Activities

Within the Efficiency Solutions group (under Chief Sustainability and Economic 
Development as well), staff under Energy Efficiency Programs manage DWP's 
Direct Install Programs, which support both energy efficiency and water 
conservation efforts. Work crews go to interested businesses, homes, and 
public schools to identify opportunities for energy and water efficiency and 
install complementary devices at no charge to the customer. Water 
conservation devices for installation include low-flow showerheads and faucet 
aerators, similar to the devices provided to customers for free upon request, 
and high-efficiency toilets.

Also under Efficiency Solutions, the Community Partnerships office oversees 
all nonprofit partnership and outreach programs to augment DWP's outreach 
efforts. DWP will provide various nonprofits with outreach grants to promote 
energy efficiency and/or water conservation efforts, particularly nonprofits 
that target low-income and other hard-to-reach populations.

The Communications Division under the General Manager's office supports the 
entire Department by providing outreach and promotional materials for all 
Department initiatives and programs. Communications staff work directly 
with Water Conservation staff each year to plan out upcoming campaigns and 
messaging, including water conservation-related materials for general 
education, updates on the City's existing Water Conservation Ordinance, and 
promotions for specific water conservation rebate and incentive programs. The 
Communications Division is also in charge of Educational Outreach Programs, 
which includes school-based programs and developing educational material 
for teachers and students. These educational programs and materials run the 
gamut from energy to water, including water conservation-related materials, 
energy efficiency, water and energy supply, and careers in water and electric 
utilities. The Economic Development group under the Chief Sustainability and 
Economic Development office conducts proactive outreach with the business 
community to promote DWP's various sustainability initiatives, including water 
conservation programs for commercial customers.
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Audit Objectives

We conducted this audit to assess DWP's customer-based water conservation 
programs and whether the Department effectively uses its resources to 
implement these programs. In addition, we sought to:

Evaluate DWP's funding and staffing resources used for conservation 
programs and whether it limits the effectiveness of conservation 
programs.

Evaluate whether DWP's approach to conservation programs, through 
outreach, eligibility factors, etc. maximizes participation and reduces 
water usage.

Evaluate how DWP defines success for itself as related to customer- 
based conservation programs and whether it is appropriate.

Assess how DWP incorporates customer-based conservation programs 
into its strategic planning and how DWP prioritizes these programs.

Benchmarking & Leading Practices

We obtained DWP's overall water conservation goals, budget, and program 
data and compared these to other jurisdictions. We surveyed eight other 
water utilities in California and from large southwestern cities: San Jose, CA; 
San Francisco, CA; Phoenix, AZ; Tucson, AZ; Las Vegas, NV; Dallas, TX; San 
Antonio, TX; and Albuquerque, NM. We also reviewed water conservation 
plans and reports from other California and southwestern utilities.

Water utilities vary in the way they report water conservation savings and 
related activities. For example, utilities can report on "active" and "passive" 
water savings in aggregate, water savings over a lifetime or estimated useful 
life of a device/program, new water savings within the reporting year, gallons 
per capita per day (GPCD), or a combination of the above. In addition, utilities 
may provide customers with different types of water conservation programs, 
including rebate and incentive programs, depending on contributing factors 
such as local water supply, drought conditions, prevalence of water-efficient 
devices, and water usage and conservation history, to name a few.

Based on our benchmarking analysis, DWP's water conservation portfolio can 
be seen as successful in attaining water savings. As the nation's largest
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municipal utility, DWP spent more and achieved more in active water savings 
than other large California and southwestern utilities in 2013-14. In addition 
DWP's active water savings are projected to last from two to 20 years, longer 
than most benchmarked utilities based on provided estimates. Exhibit 20 
shows how DWP compared to other large water utilities based on new active 
water savings in 2013-14. DWP achieved the majority of its savings in 2013
14 through rebates for high-efficiency toilets and other water-saving devices 
while other utilities such as the San Antonio Water System and the Southern 
Nevada Water Authority focused their efforts on landscape and irrigation 
efficiency coupons, rebates, and consultations to reduce outdoor water use.

f

f

xhibit 20: Comparison of Water Utilities by Active Water Savings, 2013-14
Southern
Nevada
Water

City of San 
Diego - 
Public

San SanLOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT 

OF WATER 
AND POWER

Antonio
Water
System

Francisco
Public

Utilities
Commission

Tucson 
Water (AZ)FY 2013-14

Authority Utilities:
Water(TX) * (NV) *

Service Area 
Population

1,945,277
(2012)3,935,257 1,671,625 1,300,000 836,620 712,700

Water
Conservation 
Budget_____

$24.7 M $5.2 M $8.6 M $3.4 M $6.0 M $3.0 M

New Active 
Water Savings

19 204,210 AF 1,600 AF 1,172 AF 385 AF 360 AF 217 AF**

2 to 10 
years; 

lifetime 
savings for 
landscapes

Useful Life of 
Savings
(programs/devices)

no estimated 
useful life per 

device

2 to 20 2 to 302 to 20 years 3 to 10 years
years years

Gallons Per Capita 
Day (GPCD) in 
Reporting Year

131 GPCD 121 GPCD 118 GPCD 137 GPCD 83 GPCD 127 GPCD

19 Figures taken from the City of San Diego’s FY14 Annual Water Conservation Report; estimated passive 
water savings (i.e. Municipal Code changes) were excluded for comparison of active water savings.
20 Please note that the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) reports only lifetime estimated 
water savings associated with conservation activities implemented in a specific year in the various 
documents it publishes, and considers lifetime estimated water savings to be a more meaningful and 
standard metric than individual year estimates. The SFPUC agreed for purposes of the City of Los Angeles 
study only to provide estimated annual water savings for FY 2013-2014. The SFPUC’s Water Conservation 
Tracking Model, FY 2013-14 program production, estimates an annual reduction of 360 acre feet through 
active water saving measures. The total does not include historical program participation water savings 
occurring in FY 2013-2014 or useful life water savings achieved beyond FY 2013-2014. The SFPUC’s 
Water Conservation Tracking Model is specifically designed to reflect the SFPUC’s water conservation 
program attributes and service area characteristics, and as such, its water savings estimates may vary from 
estimates produced by other utilities’ water conservation modeling efforts.
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Southern
Nevada
Water

City of San 
Diego - 
Public 

Utilities: 
Water

San SanLOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT 

OF WATER 
AND POWER

Antonio
Water
System

Francisco
Public

Utilities
Commission

Tucson 
Water (AZ)(Exhibit 20 cont'd)

Authority
(TX) * (NV) *

88,889 high- 
efficiency toilets 

6,709 high- 
efficiency clothes 

washers
363 low- to zero- 

water urinals 
11,326 aerators 

6,964
showerheads

4,590 toilets 
3,464 aerators 

and
showerheads

2,904 pool 
cover 

coupons

14,712 devices 
(includes high- 

efficiency 
toilets, clothes 

washers, 
urinals, 

irrigation 
nozzles and 
controllers)

4,902 high- 
efficiency 

toilets
3,097 high-eff.

washers 
201 high-eff. 

urinals
14,796 aerators 

7,259
showerheads

8,648 high- 
efficiency toilets 

108 high- 
efficiency urinals

Water-Saving
Devices

1,066 turf 
removal projects 
1.8 million sq. ft. 

landscape 
converted

109 sustainable 
low-water use 

landscapes 
102 micro
irrigation 
landscape 

conversions

35 acres of 
landscape 
audited

Landscape and 
Irrigation

8 irrigation 
upgrade 
program 

participants

4,179
WaterSaver 

coupons 
3,189 irrigation 
consultations 
and check-ups 
325 landscape 
and irrigation 

rebates

2,192 Water 
Smart 

Landscape 
projects 

4.4 million sq. 
ft. landscape 

converted

20 commercial 
custom rebates

Other Programs 351 TAP projects 
(multi-family:

272 rainwater 
harvesting 

participants 
10 graywater 

program 
participants

27 Water 
Efficient 

Technologies 
projects 
(custom 
program) 

287 Water 
Smart Home- 
approved new 

homes 
375 Indoor 

Water Audit & 
Retrofit Kits

1,398 
residential 

water surveys 
12 multi-family 
property water 

surveys 
(242 units)

4 commercial 
landscape 
surveys

4,151 Water- 
Wise

evaluations 
23 graywater

321)

kits

N/A
government 
eligible for 

existing rebates 
and incentives 

(utility has 
previously 
provided 
"turnkey" 
projects w/ 

schools, gov't, 
and parks; 

demonstration 
projects w/ 
parks and 
libraries)

N/A N/A N/A N/ARec & Parks - up 
to $3M/year 

reimbursement 
for approved 

irrigation 
efficiency 
projects

Water-Saving 
Programs for City 
and government 
departments?

utility can 
conduct water 

surveys for 
departments 
upon request 

(previously had 
retrofit 

program)

SFPUC will be 
launching free 
retrofit direct 

install for 
depts. during 

upcoming fiscal 
year

SNWA 
requests city 
departments 
to provide 

water
conservation

plansGeneral Services 
Department - 
retrofit loan to 

upgrade 
inefficient 

fixtures 
(i.e. toilets, 

urinals)
* - water utility reports on a calendar year basis instead of fiscal year; data reflects calendar year 2014.

- does not include passive water conservation savings, such as water savings from public education and outreach, 
changes to local Municipal Code, and other behavioral changes. Utilities in other cities in our benchmarking survey, 
such as Phoenix, San Jose, Dallas, and Albuquerque, did not report on new active water savings by program in FY 
2013-14.

**
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We compared available rebate and incentive amounts from DWP to other 
California utilities, including other member utilities of the Metropolitan Water 
District. As noted in Exhibit 17, we found that DWP offered some of the 
highest rebate amounts for residential customers for high-efficiency toilets, 
clothes washers, and per square foot of turf removed and replaced with 
drought-resistant landscape. We also compared DWP's participation in MWD's 
regional SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program to other MWD-member utilities. 
As shown in Exhibit 21 below, DWP generated significantly more annual water 
savings from the Rebate Program compared to other MWD-member utilities in 
2013-14. Water savings from the Rebate Program vary from year to year 
depending on MWD's base rate, a utility's contribution to the rebate, and how 
much individual rebates and incentives are promoted among a utility's 
customer base.

Exhibit 21: Benchmarking - Comparison of MWD-Member Utilities' Participation in 
the MWD Rebate Program, 2013-14

MWD SOCAL WATERSMART REBATE PROGRAM 
(Residential and Commercial Devices)_______
Water Utility New Acre-Feet Water 

Savings per Year (AFY)
2,669 AFY*LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER

Other MWD-Member Utilities
San Diego County Water Authority_______
Municipal Water District of Orange County
Inland Empire_________________________
Western Municipal Water District________

837 AFY
620 AFY
163 AFY
160 AFY

Central Basin Municipal Water District_________
Long Beach Water Department________________

(*) - audited figure; other utilities' savings from MWD report.

89 AFY
60 AFY

We reviewed best management practices from the California Urban Water 
Conservation Council. We also reviewed data from the California State Water 
Resources Control Board to compare DWP's water conservation to its own 
goals and to that of other jurisdictions. Beginning in September 2014, DWP 
and other urban water suppliers were also required to begin monthly reporting 
on "residential gallons per capita day" (R-GPCD) to the California State Water 
Resources Control Board as part of its Emergency Water Conservation 
Regulation.

We noted that among California and other southwestern water utilities, DWP 
offered the highest rebates for high-efficiency toilets, clothes washers, and 
turf removal. We also noted that four utilities we surveyed had smaller annual 
budgets yet higher staffing for water conservation than DWP. These
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comparative observations are discussed in more detail within the narrative of 
the report's findings, as applicable, and are summarized in Appendix III.
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FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS
Section I: Managing the Water Conservation 
Program Portfolio

Finding No. 1: Individual water conservation programs do not have 
their own specific goals for water savings.

While the Department maintains a 5-year plan for overall water 
conservation and managing the larger water supply, the Department 
lacks program-specific goals to determine whether individual 
programs are on-target.

DWP tracks progress to an annual portfolio goal based on past performance, 
current conditions, and future outlook. However, without individual program 
goals as a guide, DWP staff have to "chase water savings" by pursuing more 
participation in programs that can yield immediate water savings for that year, 
versus proactively planning to achieve such water savings each year and over 
multiple years. DWP management described a process of reviewing water 
savings at a monthly or quarterly level to review how active program's savings 
were collectively tracking towards the overall portfolio goal, and making 
adjustments where possible to help meet the goal. While DWP management 
can assess what programs contributed towards the overall goal, DWP does not 
establish goals for individual water conservation programs for the following 
year based on past performance or future outlook. DWP exceeded its overall 
water savings portfolio goal for "active" savings in FY 2011-12 and FY 2013
14, but did not meet their goal for expected water savings in FY 2012-13.

However, more than 119,000 acre-feet in new water savings will be needed 
over the next two years to meet the Mayor's goal of reducing water usage by 
20% by 2017. Though FY 2013-14 was DWP's highest year on record in the 
audit period for active water savings at 4,210 AF, DWP will need to continue 
to aggressively pursue both active and passive water savings over the next 
two years to help meet the new goals established by the Mayor and the 
Governor.

DWP has also not established program-specific interim goals for water 
savings. Without interim or annual goals for programs, DWP is unable to 
monitor progress and adjust programs as needed, depending on how 
customers react to various rebate and incentive opportunities. Program-
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specific goals would also help to monitor progress with new and existing State 
and City mandates. For example, in response to the Mayor's Directive and 
the Governor's Order, DWP recently reported tremendous growth so far in FY 
2014-15 in the Residential Turf Removal program as a result of the rebate 
increase from $3.00 to $3.75 per square foot, and growth in residential high- 
efficiency toilet rebates. Monitoring these programs' progress will be 
important for DWP to determine if the same level of savings can be expected 
for subsequent years, or if participation increases are attributed to the drought 
and increases in the incentive offered. Otherwise, water savings expectations 
may be unrealistic if program variances are not appropriately addressed.

DWP must continue to maximize all available opportunities for active 
conservation programs (via rebates and incentives) as well as increase its 
public education and outreach efforts to encourage conservation-minded 
behavior among all Angelinos to achieve the new goals set by the Mayor and 
Governor.

Water Conservation Potential Study

During our audit fieldwork, DWP had a Water Conservation Potential Study 
underway that included a detailed analysis of all customer sectors served by 
DWP; i.e. single family, multi-family, commercial, industrial, and 
governmental. The study is expected to be completed by 2016 and will 
a) assess current rebate program saturation levels, and b) determine the 
remaining potential of current water-efficient devices incentivized for each of 
the customer sectors. The findings of this study should help to inform DWP's 
program-level goals moving forward and help to identify areas of potential 
concern for new water savings among its customers.

Recommendations

DWP management should:

Set program-level water savings goals that align with 
overall portfolio water savings goals, as well as local and 
state mandates.

1.1
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Finding No. 2: The Department's budgeting process for water 
conservation is not based on individual water 
conservation program results, rendering it less 
effective.

DWP management does not consider prior program results when 
developing the Water Conservation budget, instead focusing on the 
whole portfolio. Further, DWP does not prioritize funding allocations 
to achieve the most cost-effective or highest return on investment 
over time, instead focusing on what can provide immediate water 
savings. If budgets do not adequately consider program results and 
analysis, then allocated funds may be directed at programs that 
cannot efficiently achieve water savings.

Consideration of Past Program Results

Budget development for water conservation programs does not consider prior 
program results. DWP staff noted that since incentives comprise most of the 
program budget, they project a maximum possible budget with a 
corresponding maximum possible water savings, knowing that it is subject to 
change based on consumer behavior and interest in that year, and that the 
program budget may not be fully spent. DWP staff clarified that these figures 
are not considered their goals, as they consider it unlikely that such a "goal" 
would be fully accomplished during a given year.

DWP management indicated that funding will typically be prioritized for the 
projects and programs that can immediately generate actual water savings 
for that year. For example, the Technical Assistance Program was over
budget in 2013-14, as participation increased from prior years.

DWP sets their annual water conservation budget without considering past 
program results and expectations. Programs that were under-budget in the 
previous year are appropriated additional funding in the following year. For 
example, the residential rebates program and the commercial turf removal 
program spent far below their budget in the last two fiscal years (FY 2012-13 
and FY 2013-14), yet both programs were approved with similar or higher 
budgets for FY 2014-15 (see Exhibit 22). Actual expenditures for all water 
conservation programs in FY 2013-14 totaled $24.7 million; water 
conservation as a whole spent $6.2 million less than their budgeted amount 
of $30.9 million. In 2015-16, DWP projects spending as much as $59 million
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into water conservation-related programs, including increased funding for 
communications, outreach, and public education.

Exhibit 22: Select Water Conservation Programs Budget vs. Actual,
2012-13 and 2013-14 (in 000s)

2012-13
Budget

2012-13
Actual

2013-14
Budget

2013-14
Actual

2014-15
Budget

Residential
Rebates $4,500.0 $1,817.9 $5,000.0 $3,396.4 $7,500.0

Commercial 
Turf Removal $2,000.021$2,000.0 $457.3 $2,000.0 $191.3

TOTAL
PORTFOLIO
BUDGET

$27,284.6 $14,070.4 $30,886.1 $24,656.6 $32,972.5

Setting Budget Priorities and Limits for Conservation Programs

DWP does not set limits for its rebate and incentive programs in order to keep 
within annual budget allocations and mitigate any impact on ratepayers. 
Furthermore, DWP staff continues to project the same amount or an increasing 
projected budget amount for various programs over the next five to 10 years, 
which implies that interest in customer rebate and incentive programs will 
remain constant or increase over that time period. Budgetary limits should 
be considered for individual rebates of devices or items, such as the residential 
and commercial turf removal rebates.

In May 2015, following the Mayor's and Governor's drought-related 
announcements, DWP reported to the City Council that increased participation 
in the residential turf removal and high-efficiency toilet rebate programs would 
likely result in more water savings in 2014-15 compared to 2013-14. 
However, DWP could not anticipate how much in additional water savings 
might still be available among its customers, or how long the demand for these 
rebate programs can be expected to continue. In May 2015, the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California's board also voted to increase funding for 
its turf-replacement budget by $350 million for one year, in response to 
increasing customer demand. However, MWD also placed limits on the total 
rebate amount and maximum square feet per project for residential and 
commercial applications.

Since water conservation programs are funded by ratepayer revenue, DWP 
should present its Board and ratepayers with reasonable program-level budget

21 DWP staff are projecting $4 million budget for the Commercial Turf Removal beginning in 2015-16 and 
each year through 2023-24; however, these are budget projections only, and not yet approved by DWP 
Board of Commissioners.
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projections to provide clear expectations about its programs. While the impact 
of inaccurate budget projections is adjusted each quarter during pass-through 
rate recalculations, having realistic program-level budget projections from the 
outset could minimize the adjustments needed for the water conservation 
component of the water rate.

Cost-Effectiveness

DWP previously used cost-effectiveness to determine whether a water 
conservation program or rebate was viable for implementation. Our review 
found that DWP had not updated cost-effectiveness calculations to reflect the 
programs' results in 2013-14 and changes to rebate amounts, and that DWP 
had not conducted additional analyses to help determine budgetary priorities 
by program.

DWP measured cost-effectiveness of its active conservation programs by 
comparing its contribution towards a customer rebate over the estimated 
lifetime water savings for that device or program. The calculated cost per acre- 
foot of water saved was then compared to the cost of purchasing an acre-foot 
of water from MWD, which was $847/AF in 2013 and $890/AF in 2014. If the 
cost per AF saved was less than the cost of purchasing water from MWD, then 
the program or portfolio was deemed cost-effective. According to the Portfolio 
Business Plan and DWP's criteria, the overall water conservation portfolio was 
cost-effective at $413/AF in 2012-13; this figure was confirmed during audit 
fieldwork. Our review also updated the cost-effectiveness calculations using 
2013-14 water savings data; the portfolio as a whole remained cost-effective 
at $264/AF based on DWP's criteria.

Return on Investment

DWP does not consider the device or program's return on investment when 
allocating budget resources towards water conservation rebate and incentive 
programs. The return on investment (ROI) metric objectively determines how 
much DWP benefits for every dollar spent on a program; in DWP's case, the 
ROI reflects how much DWP would achieve in water savings for every dollar 
spent on a rebate or program.

For example, among commercial devices in the Rebate Program, in-stem flow 
regulators provided the highest individual ROI for DWP in 2013-14, generating 
0.0150 AF/$, or 4,888 gallons over the lifetime of the device for every dollar 
spent by DWP. 2222 In-stem flow regulators control water flow in irrigation

22 “Gallons over the lifetime of the device” refers to the estimated lifetime water savings based on the annual 
water savings and the device’s expected useful life. In other words, in-stem flow regulators would save 978
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systems at the sprinkler head. However, in-stem flow regulators totaled seven 
AF in water savings in 2013-14, less than one percent of water savings from 
commercial rebates in 2013-14. By comparison, multi-family high efficiency 
toilets had an ROI of 0.0049 AF/$, or 1,603 gallons saved for every dollar 
spent (see Exhibit 23) and generated 1,924 AF in water savings for 2013-14, 
or 88% of all water savings from commercial rebates.

Among residential devices in the Rebate Program, high-efficiency toilets and 
clothes washers generated 95% of annual water savings in 2013-14. 
However, high-efficiency toilets have a ROI of 0.0170 AF/$, or 5,539 gallons 
saved per dollar spent, compared to high-efficiency clothes washers, with a 
ROI of 0.0021 AF/$, or 696 gallons saved per dollar spent. The difference in 
ROI is largely due to the different rebate amounts that DWP provides in 
addition to the MWD base rate (DWP is responsible for $50 out of $100 for 
toilets, and $215 out of $300 for clothes washers) and the estimated useful 
life of each device (20 years for toilets, 14 years for clothes washers). Within 
MWD's SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program, DWP can choose to add its own 
funds to augment MWD's base rebate and can modify those amounts through 
a negotiated agreement.

Exhibit 23: Return on Investment by Device - DWP Contributions to MWD 
Conservation Rebate Program, 2013-14

Acre-Foot 
Savings 
per Year 

per Device 
(AFY)

Acre-
Foot

Lifetime
Savings

(AFL)

LADWP
Estimated

Rebate
Expenditures

2013-14

Years of 
Expected 

Useful

LADWP
Rebate

Contribution
2013-14

Return on 
Investment 
(AF water 
saved/$)

Return on 
Investment 

(gallons 
saved/$)

Water-Efficient 
Device/Equipment 
Eligible for Rebate

# of
Devices
2013-14 Life

Commercial Devices
Commercial High- 
Efficiency Toilet

0.0033
AF/$

$150 $ 724,350*0.02460 4,829 20 2,375.9 1,069

Multi-Family High- 
Efficiency Toilet

0.0049
AF/$

$100 $ 7,821,100*0.02460 78,211 20 38,479.8 1,603

Weather-Based 
Irrigation 
Controllers (per 
station)

0.0052
AF/$$25 $ 40,8500.01290 1,634 10 210.8 1,681

Rotating Nozzles 
for Pop-up Spray 
Heads

0.0055
AF/$$4 $ 25,5640.00440 6,391 5 140.6 1,792

Zero Water & 
Ultra Low Water 
Urinal

0.0082
AF/$$300 $ 108,0000.12270 360 20 883.4 2,665

Cooling Tower pH 
Controller

0.0078
AF/$$1,250 $ 15,0001.94400 12 5 116.6 2,534

gallons per year, or 0.003 AF, for an expected useful life of 5 years, reaching a lifetime total of 4,888 gallons 
of water saved for each dollar spent on a rebate (one-time investment for multiple years of water savings).
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In-Stem Flow 
Regulator

0.0150
AF/$

$1 $ 2,2400.00300 2,240 5 33.6 4,888

Residential Devices
Single Family 
High-Efficiency 
Clothes Washer 
(<4.0 Water 
Factor)

0.0021
AF/$$215 $ 1,442,4350.03280 6,709 14 3,080.8 696

Single Family High 
Efficiency Toilets 
(1.28 gpf)

0.0170
AF/$

$50 $ 292,450*0.04250 5,849 20 4,971.7 5,539

Weather Based 
Irrigation 
Controller 
(<1 acre)

0.0035
AF/$$120 $ 21,9600.04140 183 10 75.8 1,124

Single Family 
Rotary Sprinkler 
Nozzles

0.0055
AF/$$4 $ 13,0120.00440 3,253 5 71.6 1,792

0.0004
AF/$$25 $ 5,675Rain Barrels 0.00190 227 5 2.2 124

Soil Moisture 
Sensor

0.0035
AF/$$120 $0.04140 1 10 0.4 120 1,124

(*) - MWD assigned single-family high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gpf, or gallons per flush) with a higher estimate for 
annual water savings (compared to commercial and multi-family high-efficiency toilets) based on the assumption 
that single-family residential customers were replacing older, less efficient toilets (3.5 gpf) compared to commercial 
and multi-family customers (1.6 gpf). Beginning in 2014-15, MWD directed utilities to use the rate of 0.02460 AF for 
all toilets regardless of customer type, based on feedback that single-family customers were now replacing 1.6 gpf 
toilets with 1.28 gpf toilets.

Similarly, DWP can also review ROI by conservation program to determine 
which program generates the most in water savings per dollar. By this 
measure, the Free Equipment Program had the highest ROI in 2013-14 at 
0.0174 AF/$, or 5,676 gallons of water saved for every dollar spent. It is 
relatively inexpensive for DWP to purchase low-flow showerheads and faucet 
aerators and to distribute them for free upon customer request.

By comparison, the SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program had the next highest 
ROI at 1,437 gallons of water saved for every dollar spent. However, the 
Rebate Program also had the highest customer demand in 2013-14 
accounting for 63% of all active water savings. This underscores the 
importance of having a menu of rebate and incentive programs for customers 
to join; while the Free Equipment Program might have a higher ROI, other 
programs might be more likely to garner customer participation and generate 
water savings.

f
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Exhibit 24: Return on Investment by Program, DWP Water Conservation 2013-1423
Lifetime 

Return on 
Investment

Lifetime 
Return on 

Investment 
(gallons/$)

Estimated 
Useful Life 
(in years)

LADWP
Estimated

Expenditures

Acre-Feet 
per Year 

(AFY) Saved
PROGRAM

(AF/$)
SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program 
(residential and commercial 
rebates)

$11,450,150 0.0044 AF/$2,669 18.9 1,437

$1,796,220 0.0012 AF/$Residential Turf Removal 223 10 404
$424,620 0.0005 AF/$15 15 170Commercial Turf Removal

Free Equipment Program 
(faucet aerators, showerheads)

$37,480* 0.0176 AF/$152 4.3 5,730

$3,767,240 0.0030 AF/$Technical Assistance Program (TAP) 624 18.3 989
- cost of equipment distributed in 2013-14. NOTE: Return on investment calculations reflect acre-feet (AF) and 

gallons saved over the estimated useful life of the water conservation device (ex. toilet, clothes washer). Estimated 
useful life for programs is weighted to factor in devices with varying estimated useful life in years (ex. toilet for 20 
years, clothes washer for 14 years).

*

DWP has not set limits on how much and for how long to continue investing 
in water conservation programs. According to the California Department of 
Water Resources, water conservation and water efficiency programs are still 
the most cost-effective initiative for water utilities to invest in compared to 
other initiatives. However, given prolonged drought conditions and limited 
water supply leading to an increasing cost for water, the Department of Water 
Resources acknowledges that more costly initiatives to improve the water 
supply, such as recycled water, groundwater, and desalination plants, become 
more feasible for water utilities to consider instead of, or in addition to, water 
conservation.

23 For 2014-15, the return on investment (ROI) calculations for DWP Water Conservation Programs 
changed as follows, due to changes in program participation and rebate offers, as follows:

Estimated 
Useful Life 

(weighted avg. 
in yrs.)

Lifetime 
Return on 
Investment 

(AF/$)

Lifetime 
Return on 
Investment 
(gallons/$)

1,717

Estimated
Rebate

Expenditures

2014-15 
Water Savings 

(AFY)
2014-15 Programs

SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program 
(excluding turf removal programs) 
Residential Turf Removal

$14,922,198 0.0053 AF/$4,176 18.8

$12,887,646 0.0010 AF/$1,353 10.0 342
$4,876,081 0.0011 AF/$Commercial Turf Removal 358 15.0 359

$40,818 0.0223 AF/$Free Equipment Program 
Technical Assistance Program (TAP)

216 4.2 7,278
$801,331 0.0080 AF/$471 13.6 2,597
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Recommendations

DWP management should:

2.1 Adjust its program-level budgetary expectations to reflect 
past performance, future expectations, and budgetary 
priorities.

2.2 Consider setting budgetary limits on rebate and incentive 
programs, based on an analysis of cost-effectiveness, 
return on investment, participation history, and future 
program potential as determined by the Water 
Conservation Potential Study, and compare investments in 
water conservation against other initiatives such as 
recycled water, groundwater, and desalination, to name a 
few.

Finding No. 3: The Department has not historically targeted
outreach of water conservation rebate and 
incentive programs to high-water users or high- 
usage areas.

Program outreach was limited to residential customers broadly 
through multiple mediums and to commercial customers through 
relationships with vendors or other intermediaries.

Beyond general conservation-related communications geared mostly to a 
single-family residential audience, DWP has not targeted outreach for water 
conservation programs to specific market segments, geographic areas, or 
customer groups. As a result, DWP lost opportunities for additional water 
savings by not targeting high-usage customers.

Residential Outreach

DWP communications broadly target single-family residential customers 
through a combination of newspapers and journals, online (including social 
media), radio, television, in-bill advertisements, and large-print 
advertisements (buses, benches, bus shelters). DWP typically promotes all 
DWP-related programs and initiatives, including water conservation and 
energy efficiency, through these outlets. Campaigns typically include one 
similar approach across all partners; for example, in July 2013 DWP placed 
water conservation advertisements in the LA Times, the Daily News, and
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La Opinion to cover a broad spectrum of the Los Angeles market 
demographically, geographically and ethnically. The Communications division 
also issues grants to nonprofit community-based organizations to promote 
energy efficiency and water conservation through public education.

A recent UCLA study found that there were distinct clusters of high water 
consumption in the northern parts of the City that were warmer (roughly the 
San Fernando Valley) and more affluent coastal neighborhoods such as Pacific 
Palisades. The study noted that income was ultimately the primary driver of 
water consumption, with wealthier neighborhoods consuming three times the 
amount of water than less affluent communities. With regard to the residential 
SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program and the Residential Landscape Program 
these areas did not receive any specific or additional communications from 
DWP staff regarding participation in these conservation programs.

Exhibit 25: Graph from UCLA Report - Ten-Year Average Single Family Residential
(SFR) Water Use per Census Tract
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Working?" California Center for Sustainable Communities at UCLA.
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Water utilities such as the San Antonio Water System target "super users 
within residential neighborhoods through physical visits to the area and 
targeted direct mailers to those households. In addition, San Antonio partners 
with homeowner associations to market water conservation services, including 
better landscape management, using a combination of staff and consultants. 
San Jose Water targets high-water residential users with mailed letters 
inviting them to participate in a water audit program; San Francisco, Austin 
(TX), and Albuquerque (NM) similarly reported reaching out specifically to 
high-water residential customers.

n

Over the past three fiscal years, single-family and multi-family residential 
customers accounted for an average of 71% of the City's water use. More 
specifically, single-family residential customers in 13 of 125 zip codes 
accounted for 34% of all single-family water usage in 2012-13. These zip 
codes were concentrated in neighborhoods in the San Fernando Valley and the 
Westside.

f

Among multi-family residential customers, 12 zip codes accounted for 24% of 
all multi-family water usage in 2012-13; in contrast, these zip codes covered 
mostly neighborhoods in Central Los Angeles, with a few from the San 
Fernando Valley and the Westside.

24Exhibit 26: Residential Water Usage by Zip Code, 2012-13
Single-Family Residential Water Usage by Zip Code, 

2012-13
Multi-Family Residential Water Usage by Zip Code, 

2012-13
Water 

Consumed 
(in AF)

Water 
Consumed 

(in AF)
Account 
Zip Code

Account 
Zip CodeNeighborhood Neighborhood

Granada Hills Historic South Central91344 7,728 90011 3,894
Hancock Park/KoreatownBrentwood90049 6,946 90004 3,710

Kagel Canyon/Sylmar Mid-Wilshire/Mid-City91342 6,310 90019 3,590
Porter Ranch Pico Union91326 6,263 90006 3,570

Echo Park/Silver LakeWoodland Hills91367 5,814 90026 3,409
Panorama City91356 Tarzana 5,719 91402 3,363
West Hollywood/ 
Laurel Canyon

Pacoima/Arleta91331 5,619 90046 3,225

Woodland Hills Palms91364 5,214 90034 3,224
Westlake/Macarthur ParkChatsworth91311 5,158 90057 3,188
Kagel Canyon/SylmarPacific Palisades90272 4,984 91342 3,045
Central LA/KoreatownBeverly Hills90210 4,874 90020 3,018
Central LA/KoreatownReseda91335 4,781 90005 2,832

Bel Air90077 4,622
Source: DWP

24 Zip codes reflect highest annual water usage aggregated by zip code for single-family and multi-family 
residential customers, respectively.
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It should be noted that Historic South Central, with the most multi-family 
residential water usage in 2012-13, used less water than single-family 
residential customers in each of the zip codes listed below.

Based on Exhibits 25 and 26, there appear to be opportunities to increase or 
maximize residential customer water savings through targeted outreach of 
high-water residential users.

Exhibit 27: Customer 2011-14Water

Source: DWP data

Commercial Outreach

Targeted outreach to commercial customers is also limited to vendor 
engagement and through existing customer service-focused units within DWP. 
DWP staff noted that they do not conduct direct outreach to commercial 
customers regarding rebate and incentive programs. Rather, they depend on 
vendors, or external businesses and contractors, familiar with DWP programs 
to promote such opportunities. MWD allows approved contractors to apply for 
and receive rebate payments for installation of eligible products; therefore, 
vendors help to promote MWD/DWP incentives whenever possible.

High-volume commercial energy and water users are tracked closely by the 
Premier Accounts group of DWP Customer Service for customer service 
purposes. DWP account managers may assist these customers by monitoring 
their bill or providing some limited technical assistance when possible. Water 
conservation staff may occasionally be called in by Premier Accounts to 
provide conservation-related information, but water conservation staff do not
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proactively outreach to these business customers to encourage participation 
in available programs.

Economic Development staff under the Chief Sustainability and Economic 
Development office also conduct proactive outreach to commercial customers 
to promote DWP's sustainability goals for both energy and water, including 
water conservation. Economic Development staff engage in outreach to 
business groups and business associations to reach as many customers as 
possible. For example, staff reported meeting with groups from beauty shops, 
dry cleaners, and the restaurant and dental industry to discuss sustainability; 
staff also noted that they will soon reach out to gyms regarding reducing water 
consumption. Water conservation staff are called in as needed to present 
available opportunities.

In response to the Mayor's Executive Directive #5, DWP has proposed adding 
consultant services for outdoor landscaping outreach and residential field 
audits in FY 2015-16. These proposed services should supplement DWP's own 
efforts to provide more targeted outreach to its customers regarding water 
conservation opportunities.

Recommendation

DWP management should:

3.1 Conduct more targeted outreach to high-water use areas 
and customers to encourage participation in water 
conservation rebate and incentive programs, and overall 
water conservation behavior.

Finding No. 4: The Department did not actively pursue water
conservation opportunities with high-usage City 
departments or other governmental customers.

Although DWP maintains a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
with the Los Angeles Recreation and Parks Department to provide 
reimbursement for approved water conservation projects, it was not 
used until recently, and no other City department has such an 
arrangement.
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City departments are among DWP's largest water users. In 2012-13, there 
were 10 City departments and eight additional governmental entities among 
DWP's top 100 non-residential water users. Combined, these 18 government 
agencies used 42,312 AF of water in 2012-13; 26,893 AF was attributed to 
the 10 City departments, which included the Los Angeles Recreation and Parks 
Department (RAP). In total, these 10 City departments accounted for 5% of 
all water usage in 2012-13. DWP did not achieve additional water savings by 
actively pursuing water conservation projects with other governmental 
customers.

RAP used 10,515 AF of water in 2012-13, mostly for irrigation. RAP has a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with DWP that can provide an annual 
reimbursement of up to $3 million for irrigation upgrades at any of its public 
parks, with DWP approval. Annual reimbursement was requested for 2013
14 but was not in prior years due to RAP's budget and labor issues, which 
prevented project completion and achievement of additional water savings. 
No other City department has an MOU that would reimburse water 
conservation projects.

DWP completed MOUs with the General Services Department (GSD)25 in 2014, 
and with the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD)26 in 2015, to provide 
loans for replacing existing water fixtures with high-efficiency devices (ex. 
toilets, faucet aerators). It would be beneficial to offer other departments a 
MOU similar to RAP's to encourage departments to implement water 
conservation projects that go beyond replacing faucets and toilets, as required 
by the Mayor's Executive Directive #5 (ED5).

The Mayor's ED5 mandated several activities for City departments27 to 
implement to help achieve water conservation goals. These include reducing 
landscape irrigation at City facilities, removing turf at City facilities where 
possible, and exploring the feasibility of recycled water use at City golf courses 
and car washing facilities. Additional arrangements with City departments

25 The MOU with the General Services Department was executed in April 2014 towards the end of the audit 
period; DWP did not report water savings specific to this MOU in 2013-14.

The MOU was approved by the LAUSD Board in February 2015, after the audit period. The MOU is 
scheduled for approval by the DWP Board of Commissioners in the fall of 2015. In addition to water 
conservation measures, the bulk of the MOU with LAUSD addresses installation of energy efficiency 
measures, project management for state-funded energy efficiency projects (Prop 39), and pilot projects 
which include educational outreach and piloting of clean technologies such as stormwater capture projects 
and non-potable water use projects.

Departments in the City of Los Angeles include DWP, Recreation and Parks, Police Department, Fire 
Department, Housing Authority, Public Works, Los Angeles Public Library, Zoo, Port of Los Angeles, and 
Los Angeles World Airports, to name a few.

26

27
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could potentially support some of these projects, as well as others that 
departments may identify and bring forward for consideration.

Recommendations

DWP management should:

4.1 Develop Memorandums of Understanding or similar 
arrangements to provide financial support to City 
departments and other government customers for 
approved water conservation projects.

Finding No. 5: The Department has not established a defined goal 
or budget for activities related to passive water 
conservation programs.

DWP's prioritizes active water conservation programs for customers 
and achieving active water savings over other programs in its water 
conservation budget. However, in order to meet the aggressive new 
conservation goals, the majority of the City's water savings over the 
next two years must come from passive water conservation efforts.

Water conservation programs can be categorized as "active" or "passive" in 
nature; "active" programs such as rebates and incentives will track water 
savings based on either an estimate or observed actual usage per project or 
device. "Passive" programs such as public education and outreach are critical 
to encouraging water conservation and changing consumer behavior, but are 
difficult to attribute water savings to individual activities.

There is a gap between the State and City water conservation goals, and the 
amount of water that can be saved through rebate and incentive programs 
(known as "active" conservation). To make up the difference, "passive" water 
savings—from public education and outreach—will have to play a larger role. 
DWP typically sets a goal each year for "active" water savings, but does not 
explicitly set a water savings goal for expected "passive" savings. Setting 
specific annual "active" and "passive" water savings goals would help DWP to 
monitor and report on progress with new and existing State and City mandates 
to reduce overall water usage by 16% through 2016 and 20% by 2017.
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Tracking Progress to Current State and Local Conservation Mandates

Water conservation goals in state and local contexts frequently track water 
usage in terms of "gallons per capita per day", or GPCD. For example, the 
Water Conservation Act of 2009 (SB x7-7) was aimed at reducing per capita 
urban water usage by 20% by the year 2020. In addition to meeting the goal 
of 20% water reduction, urban water suppliers were required to develop an 
interim water use target by 2015, and beginning in 2016 will be ineligible for 
state water grant or loans unless they comply with stated targets. As of July 
2014, the DWP's average daily water use was reported at 131 gallons per 
capita per day, putting them on track to meet their interim SB x7-7 target by 
2015 barring circumstances beyond their control.

In October 2014, the Mayor issued Executive Directive #5: "Emergency
Drought Response - Creating a Water Wise City". Given the existing drought 
conditions in Los Angeles and California as a whole, the Mayor established the 
following new water conservation goals:

A reduction in per capita potable water use by 20% by 2017.
A reduction in the Department of Water and Power's purchase of 
imported potable water (from the Metropolitan Water District) by 50% 
by 2024.

The Mayor's Executive Directive #5 (ED5) directed DWP to enhance existing 
water conservation rebate and incentive programs by increasing the rebate 
amounts for residential turf removal and rain barrels and to report back on 
other potential rebate and incentive opportunities.28 29 DWP is largely dependent 
on existing rebate and incentive programs, plus an increase in general public 
education and outreach, to help meet the City's new and accelerated goals, 
including an interim conservation goal of 10% reduction by July 2015 (using 
a 2014 baseline; see below) and a 20% reduction by January 2017.

In April 2015, the Governor issued an Executive Order directing the State 
Water Board to impose restrictions on urban water suppliers to achieve a 
statewide 25% reduction in potable urban water usage by February 2016.

28

28 DWP management notes that the calculations for GPCD can vary in methodology based on the reporting 
body; for example, the SB x7-7 legislation that established the 20% conservation goal by 2020 included a 
methodology for calculating a water agency’s baseline, interim target, and 2020 target, while the Mayor’s 
ED5 requests a monthly GPCD breakdown. DWP management also noted that the GPCD measure is 
typically viewed in the field using a 12-month range in order to account for seasonal trends, such as weather 
and other factors.
29 Executive Directive #5 also directed DWP to continue restricting outdoor irrigation to no more than two 
days per week, create a renewed strategic communications plan to educate Angelenos on voluntary 
conservation actions, present plans for turf replacement and reduction in indoor water use at its own 
facilities.
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According to the State Water Board's regulatory framework, DWP's goal will 
be a 16% reduction in potable water usage by February 2016. The Governor's 
Order focuses specifically on residential gallons per capita day, or R-GPCD, to 
measure if residential water usage has reduced by each urban water supplier.

Exhibit 28: Comparison of DWP Water Conservation Mandates with Interim Goals
Mayor's Executive 

Directive #5 (2014)
SB x7-7 Water Governor's Executive

Conservation Act 
(2009)

Order (2015)

Reduce water usage by 
20% by 2020

Reduce water usage by 
20% by 2017

Reduce water usage by 
16% through 2016

Mandate

152 GPCD
(10-year average usage 

from 1995-2005; per 
legislation)

131 GPCD
(DWP's reported water 

usage in July 2014)

Monthly water usage in 
baseline year 2013 

(ex. June 2013: 49,519 AF)
Baseline

16% reduction in 
monthly water use 

from June 2015

=1=

Goal 138 GPCD by 2020 104 GPCD by 2017
through February 2016

(ex. June 2015 goal: 
______41,596 AF)______
(monthly goal of 16% 
reduction compared to 
baseline month/year)

111 GPCD by Jan. 2016 
117 GPCD by July 2015

Interim
Goals 145 GPCD by 2015

*
Source: 2010 UWMP, Mayor's Office and State Water Resources Control Board.
(*) - per its regulations, the State Water Resources Control Board compares urban water suppliers' water usage in 
the reporting month to the same month in baseline year 2013 to determine compliance; for example, the goal for 
June 2015 would reflect a 16% reduction in water usage from June 2013. The June 2015 goal was 41,596 AF; DWP 
reported actual water usage of 41,840 AF in June 2015, or a 15.5% reduction. Cumulative savings will be used to 
assess supplier compliance; in DWP's case, 16% cumulative reduction from June 2015 through February 2016.

FY 2013-14 was the highest year on record in the audit period for DWP's water 
conservation programs, with 4,210 acre-feet (AF) in "active" water savings. 
The AF savings kept DWP on target with its own long term Urban Water 
Management Plan to save 64,000 acre-feet per year by 2035, and the 131 
GPCD in July 2014 kept DWP on target to hit the interim goal set forth in SB 
x7-7 legislation. However, in order to reach the 2017 goal stated in ED5, the 
City as a whole—including DWP, other Departments and residents—would 
have to collectively save 119,000 acre-feet in new water savings over the next 
two years. The majority of the water savings will have to come from "passive 
efforts to influence customer behavior to reduce overall water use, given the 
gap between active water savings and the overall conservation goal.

n
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Planning for Passive Water Conservation Activities

Passive water conservation is achieved through adopting new plumbing codes 
and other ordinances, such as a requirement for improved device/appliance 
efficiency standards, and conservation-minded behavioral changes among 
water consumers. Ordinances and codes formalizing water conservation 
behavior have been in place with the City for years. For example, 
amendments to the City's Water Conservation Ordinance in 2009 and 2010 
limited outdoor landscape watering to three days/week before 9:00am and 
after 4:00pm, prohibited outdoor watering during periods of rain, required 
pipe and fixture leaks to be repaired, and prohibited restaurants from serving 
water to customers unless specifically requested. The Mayor's Executive 
Directive #5 also called on residents to voluntarily reduce outdoor watering to 
two days/week and encourages the use of pool covers to prevent evaporation. 
The plumbing code, enforced by the Department of Building and Safety, has 
also been revised and updated to require water-efficient fixtures to be installed 
in new construction and all renovated residential and commercial properties.

Passive water conservation activities also include providing educational 
materials for schools, community and customer presentations, advertising on 
the DWP website and public venues, and distributing information through 
customer bills and direct mail. These activities provide information directly to 
consumers that is intended to change behavior to reduce water consumption, 
even without an associated incentive or rebate. DWP's Water Conservation 
Group focuses primarily on programs that generate "active" water savings, 
while other DWP units, such as the Communications Division and the 
Community Partnerships office under Efficiency Solutions, focus more on 
"passive" activities, though they may call upon the Water Conservation Group 
to assist with presentations and develop content. The Water Conservation 
budget included $1.2 million for "passive" activities in 2013-14, primarily 
related to print material; however, other DWP units supported passive 
activities out of their own budgets.

Other DWP Units' Support for Water Conservation Efforts

The Communications Division produces water conservation-related materials 
and advertisements for placement in direct mail, newspapers, radio, 
television, online media, and outdoor furniture (e.g. bus and bus station 
advertisements, benches, billboards, etc.; see Exhibit 29). The Water 
Conservation Group spent $1.1 million on conservation-related 
advertisements and materials; this did not include the internal 
Communications staff costs or efforts associated with producing or 
disseminating that information. The Communications Division is also in charge 
of Educational Outreach Programs, which includes school-based programs,
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educational materials, and nonprofit grants to teach LAUSD students about 
energy efficiency and water conservation. The Communications Division 
issued $574,000 in grants for seven nonprofits to reach at least 53 schools 
and additional students at large; the Water Conservation budget contributed 
$136,000 towards Educational Outreach Programs in 2013-14.

Exhibit 29: Water Conservation-related Advertisements on Outdoor Furniture
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The Community Partnerships office under DWP Efficiency Solutions awarded 
17 grants to nonprofits in 2013-14 to focus on both energy efficiency and 
water conservation. A grant was awarded to a nonprofit in every Council 
District, with the purpose of enabling nonprofit organizations to affect behavior 
change in populations not reached through more traditional communication 
strategies. For example, one grant enabled a nonprofit to provide printed and 
electronic materials to 11,000 households and to translate outreach materials 
into Armenian, Farsi, and Russian, since those were widely spoken in the 
Council District and water conservation materials were not typically provided 
in those languages. The Community Partnerships office issued $765,000 in 
grants to nonprofits in 2013-14, but no specific amount was allocated to the 
water conservation program budget.

The Economic Development group under the Chief Sustainability and 
Economic Development office also promoted water conservation programs and 
initiatives to business groups; from July through December 2014, the group 
made 674 business contacts through water conservation-related events and 
presentations.
responsibilities, internal costs for these efforts are not allocated or dedicated 
to the water conservation program budget.

The Water Conservation Response Unit under Efficiency Solutions also 
investigated water waste while educating customers on the importance of 
saving water. In the 2014 calendar year, the Unit had processed 6,433 
complaints and conducted 1,560 inspections. DWP's costs for this Unit are 
included in the Efficiency Solutions budget, separate from Water Conservation.

As these activities are part of the group's general
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These collective efforts, including grants, by other DWP units to support and 
promote water conservation were not officially included in the Water 
Conservation Group's annual budget. However, these resources supported 
DWP's overall efforts to achieve passive water savings during the year and 
should be considered when determining if additional investments are needed 
to achieve the expected water savings, per the Mayor's and Governor's goals.

Passive Water Conservation Efforts Moving Forward

In October 2014, the Mayor's Directive instructed DWP to create a renewed 
strategic communications plan to educate Angelenos on voluntary actions that 
can be taken to help address the drought. In April 2015, the Mayor launched 
the "Save the Drop" campaign in partnership with DWP and other City 
departments to coordinate all existing outreach programs under one campaign 
to push Angelenos to use less water. As noted in Recommendation 3.1, DWP 
should also consider how to target water conservation education and outreach 
specifically at high-water use areas and customers.

Exhibit 30: Mayor's "Save the Drop" Citywide Water Conservation Outreach
Campaign Examples
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In response to the Mayor's Directive and the Governor's Order, DWP reported 
that it had increased staffing for the Water Conservation Response Unit, 
increased funding for its water conservation outreach campaign (including the 
Save the Drop" campaign in Exhibit 30), and continued support for nonprofit 

grants to conduct community outreach and development of other water 
conservation messaging materials.

For passive-type programs which provide consumers with information to 
reduce water use, DWP has not identified tools and technology that consumers

\\
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can utilize to help encourage water conservation, and has not provided rebates 
or incentives for such technology. For example, smart metering technology 
can provide both the customer and the water utility with real-time water usage 
information while encouraging conservation and enabling leak detection. DWP 
could also promote devices and/or smartphone applications that provide real
time data to consumers about how much water they use, as well as increase 
the detail of customers' water use in DWP billings and provide specific 
suggestions targeted to individual customers on how to reduce their overall 
water use. In December 2014, DWP launched a pilot program for 20,000 
single family customers to receive bi-monthly home water use reports, with 
comparisons to similar-sized homes, water saving tips, and access to an online 
Web Portal with more detailed water use information. DWP could provide 
similar water use data to influence and reduce customer water consumption.

DWP staff also currently participate with staff from the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California (MWD) and other MWD-member utilities on a 
Program Advisory Committee to discuss updates in water conservation-related 
technology. Based on research and available data for water conservation 
devices, if water savings and cost effectiveness can be demonstrated and 
measured, the Program Advisory Committee may recommend the device for 
eligibility under MWD's regional SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program.

Recommendations

DWP management should:

Identify the specific resources from other DWP units 
currently dedicated to promoting water savings through 
passive activities, as compared to savings that must be 
achieved through passive conservation to reach the City's 
goals.

Increase the resources dedicated to passive programs 
commensurate to what is necessary to achieve DWP's goal 
for overall conservation savings.

Promote additional tools and technology, such as data and 
devices that provide more information to consumers 
regarding their specific water usage, for the purpose of 
changing consumer behavior to reduce water usage, and 
consider offering rebates or incentives for using such 
devices.

5.1

5.2

5.3
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Section II: Water Conservation Program 
Performance

Finding No. 6: DWP may be over reliant on MWD's SoCal 
WaterSmart Rebate Program to generate active 
water savings to meet annual or long-term water 
conservation goals.

DWP is dependent on the regional rebate program to generate the 
majority of its annual water savings; if the program were to perform 
below expectations, DWP's progress towards meeting conservation 
goals will be at risk.

In 2013-14, 69% of measured AF water savings came from MWD's SoCal 
WaterSmart Rebate (SCWR) programs, which include residential and 
commercial rebates for purchasing water-efficient devices, and the Residential 
Turf Removal program. In prior years, this percentage of AF savings from 
annual savings varied, highlighting the dependence and volatility of such 
rebate and incentive programs. DWP will also be reliant upon SCWR for active 
water savings to meet the more aggressive conservation goals established by 
the Mayor and the Governor.

Exhibit 31: Active Water Savings Attributed to MWD's Rebate Program

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
(from Auditor's Review) 

68.7%% of AF savings from MWD Rebate 
Program (SCWR)________________ 70.6% 83.8%

Total AF savings attributed to DWP 1,993 AF 2,122 AF 4,210 AF

Since MWD's rebate program is dependent on MWD's continued funding and 
customers continuing to purchase high-efficiency equipment and products, it 
may not provide a consistent level of water savings over the long-term. 
Technological advances, the cost of producing and purchasing high-efficiency 
equipment, changes to the environment and drought conditions, and the 
economy all affect consumer preferences over time.
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MWD and/or its member utilities may also change the rebate/incentive levels 
for each device, which can affect participation. 
administration and intake for the SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program, DWP 
and other MWD-member utilities are able to supplement MWD's base rate or 
rebate with their own funds to create a higher rate or rebate for the 
customer.30 As a result, MWD-member utilities in the Southern California area 
vary in their customers' available rebate amounts, even though all programs 
are coordinated by MWD. DWP's service area population of 3.9 million by far 
outnumbers that of other MWD-member utilities; the City of San Diego is the 
next closest service area in size with a population of 1.3 million. Long-term 
reliance on MWD's program for water savings may limit DWP from meeting its 
more aggressive water conservation goals if MWD program participation were 
to decline over time. As of this audit, the only in-house programs run 
exclusively by the DWP Water Conservation Group were the Free Equipment 
Program and the Technical Assistance Program (TAP), which typically account 
for a smaller percentage of annual water savings. If SCWR savings were to 
decline over the next few years, these in-house programs would have to 
generate substantially more savings to achieve DWP's active water 
conservation goals, or new programs might have to be created to make up 
the difference.

While MWD handles all the

DWP's Water Conservation Potential Study, expected to be completed in late 
2015 by DWP's consultant, should also help to clarify where opportunities exist 
for new water savings and what types of programs might assist in achieving 
such savings.

Recommendation

DWP management should:

Identify alternative programs and sources for active water 
savings to mitigate potential declining returns from the 
SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program.

6.1

30 For example, if a residential customer purchased an approved high-efficiency clothes washer, MWD 
would provide the customer with a base rebate of $85/unit, and the relevant member utility could agree to 
add to the base rebate to create a higher rebate for the customer in its service area. DWP customers would 
ultimately receive a $300/unit rebate; Long Beach Water Department customers would receive a rebate of 
$150/unit, while the City of San Diego—Water does not contribute additional funds, leaving the rebate at 
$85/unit.
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Finding No. 7: DWP cannot determine how much in potential active
water savings is still available among its customer 
base because DWP staff does not centrally track 
individual customer participation in water 
conservation programs.

The Department relies on multiple data sources to count the number 
of devices and projects that generate water savings. However, the 
Department does not track any history of individual customer 
participation in rebate programs.

DWP collects water savings-related data from MWD and a combination of 
internal Excel spreadsheets for each program. While water savings is 
ultimately consolidated for reporting purposes, the accompanying customer 
data is kept in separate files. As a result, DWP cannot efficiently reach out to 
residential and commercial customers to suggest ways to achieve additional 
water savings without a thorough understanding of who has already 
participated in rebate and incentive programs. For example, DWP cannot 
easily determine if a small business has already installed water-efficient 
devices, or how many residential customers in a neighborhood have already 
installed drought-tolerant landscaping. Tracking customer participation would 
also facilitate more strategic, targeted outreach of high-water use areas, as 
noted in Recommendation 3.1.

DWP relies on MWD for the majority of its customer-related data, including 
the number of devices purchased, the associated rebates paid out to each 
customer, and the total water savings attributed to each device. MWD 
administers the regional rebate program that comprises the bulk of DWP's 
rebate and incentive portfolio. Each week, MWD sends DWP a list of rebate 
applicants for DWP staff to approve for payment, after verifying their customer 
status and eligibility. DWP is responsible for indicating approval or denial for 
each customer and then sending the customer lists back to MWD. DWP 
receives a monthly report and invoice from MWD for devices, rebate 
payments, and water savings attributed to that month, which DWP uses to 
track progress.

DWP also relies on MWD to identify if customers have previously applied for 
rebates or incentives under their program. MWD conducts the initial intake of 
rebate applications and is supposed to identify if applicants have previously 
received a rebate for the same device. Based on its review, MWD either
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forwards the eligible customers to DWP for approval, or notifies the customer 
if he or she was ineligible.

DWP keeps records of each weekly file from MWD with customer approvals; 
DWP references the customer information to the current customer billing 
system to determine if the applicant is in fact an active DWP customer. 
However, the customer billing system does not currently indicate if the 
customer has ever participated in a DWP rebate or incentive program for water 
conservation; DWP is unable to tell if a customer is a repeat rebate applicant, 
which would void their eligibility. As a result, DWP cannot easily determine 
how many of its customers have already participated in MWD's rebate 
program, and how much of its customer base would still benefit from MWD's 
rebate program.

Customer participation for other DWP conservation programs is also informally 
tracked, but not consolidated for any future reference. Other in-house 
programs, such as the Technical Assistance Program, the Free Equipment 
Program, and the Commercial Turf Removal31 program each had their own 
processes to track participation, a combination of Excel spreadsheets and 
copies of the applications. While some programs like turf removal and TAP 
are still relatively new, DWP would benefit from being able to conduct their 
own analyses of customer rebate and incentive saturation.

Recommendation

DWP management should:

Consider developing a central tracking system to document 
individual customer participation in rebate and incentive 
programs, in addition to tracking device and project 
numbers and active water savings, which will facilitate 
understanding of program participant saturation and 
targeted outreach to high-water use areas.

7.1

31 Beginning January 2015, administration over the Commercial Turf Removal program was moved from 
DWP over to MWD; the program now operates similar to the Residential Turf Removal program where 
MWD is responsible for intake and processing, and DWP is responsible for verifying project completion 
prior to MWD issuing the rebate payment. For applicants that submitted Commercial Turf Removal 
applications to DWP prior to January 2015, DWP is still continuing to manage such projects until completed.
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Finding No. 8: DWP lacks adequate processes to ensure accurate 
and complete water savings data, due to their 
reliance on multiple data sources to calculate annual 
water savings.

We found several errors and discrepancies in participant and water 
savings data during our audit testing, which contributed to DWP 
underreporting water savings in 2013-14 by 248 acre-feet (AF). 
These errors demonstrate the opportunity to improve current data 
tracking and data entry processes.

DWP determines water savings using a combination of industry-wide 
assumptions and estimated savings based on assumptions about customer 
usage. Customer participation data and the resulting water savings can come 
from multiple sources, including MWD, DWP energy efficiency programs and 
program partners, the SoCal Gas Company, and DWP's in-house conservation 
staff. For example, DWP staff rely on industry-wide assumptions, or "deemed 
savings", for each water conservation device to determine total water savings 
related to MWD's regional rebate program. These assumptions and the 
resulting water savings data are provided and maintained by MWD. For DWP's 
own in-house programs, staff rely on internal Excel documents for each 
program to track much of its participation and savings, and on data coming 
from their program partners in DWP Energy Efficiency Programs and the So 
Cal Gas Company. We found some discrepancies on both participant counts 
and water savings associated with each device in MWD's source data provided 
to DWP, as well as input errors and inconsistencies in DWP's own in-house 
spreadsheets used for tracking.

Our review of water savings data for 2013-14 found that DWP had 
underreported new water savings by 248 acre-feet (AF). DWP should have 
reported 4,210 AF of water savings in 2013-14; however, due to errors in 
DWP's own record-keeping and inadequate review of MWD's data, DWP 
reported 3,962 AF of water savings in that same year.

The majority of the underreporting was due to discrepancies in MWD's source 
data and how DWP reviewed the respective device counts and water savings. 
MWD maintains all data related to DWP's participation in the SoCal 
WaterSmart Rebate Program, including tracking the count of eligible devices 
and the associated water savings for each device. MWD provided DWP with 
monthly reports of program participation, which DWP used to track its internal 
counts of devices and water savings throughout the year. Our review utilized
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MWD's source data from monthly reports provided to DWP; these monthly 
reports did not precisely match with each device found in the yearly 
participation report that was provided by DWP at the end of the year.

Exhibit 32: Summary of Auditor Review - DWP 2013-14 Water Savings
DWP-Reported Auditor ReviewPROGRAM Difference

SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program
Residential Devices 378.7 AF 491.0 AF 112.3 AF
Commercial Devices 2,118.8 AF 2,177.6 AF 58.8 AF
Residential Turf Removal 222.5 AF 222.5 AF
Commercial Turf Removal* 14.9 AF 3.8 AF11.1 AF

151.9 AF 151.9 AFFree Equipment Program__________
Technical Assistance Program (TAP) 
Direct Install & Other Programs 
LARAP and LADWP

550.8 AF 624.0 AF 73.2 AF
445.3 AF 445.3 AF
82.3 AF 82.3 AF

TOTAL 3,962 AF 4,210 AF 248 AF
(*) - Commercial Turf Removal not incorporated into SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program until January 2015.

MWD's SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program accounted for 171.1 AF, or 69%, 
of the total undercount in water savings in 2013-14. The difference is 
attributed primarily to residential and commercial high-efficiency toilets 
(HETs); DWP initially reported savings for 2,757 residential HETs and 74,430 
commercial HETs. However, our review found that DWP should have reported 
5,849 residential HETs and 78,211 commercial multi-family HETs; a difference 
of 3,092 and 3,781 HETs, respectively. Using the same data source, we found 
exact matches for other devices with reported water savings in 2013-14, 
including smart irrigation controller stations, rotating nozzle sprinklerheads 
and in-stem flow regulators.

Additionally, our review of the Technical Assistance Program (TAP) found that 
DWP had underreported water savings by 73.2 AF in 2013-14. In 2013-14, 
TAP included a standard, customizable program built around each customer, 
as well as "multi-TAP", which offered rebates to commercial owners of multi
family units purchasing high-efficiency toilets. DWP staff manually tracked 
project-related information for TAP in an Excel spreadsheet; our analysis of 
the source data found incomplete data fields and projects that were still in 
progress, making it difficult to verify the initial project and water savings 
counts. DWP responded by taking a more thorough, line-by-line review of 
their own project data and found that they had not accurately counted both 
completed projects and the associated water savings. In total, our review 
found that DWP had undercounted TAP by 21 projects and 73.2 AF; most of 
the difference in water savings came from projects involving multi-family 
high-efficiency toilet replacements.
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Finally, our review of MWD data also found minor discrepancies for completed 
residential turf removal projects. DWP's reported number of completed 
residential turf removal projects was overstated due to the fact that MWD 
tracked separate projects on the same property (ex. front yard, back yard) as 
separate rows in the data sheet, but under the same rebate reservation 
number. The associated square feet replaced and water savings in AF were 
confirmed as originally reported. DWP confirmed that our analysis of 1,050 
residential turf removal projects completed in 2013-14 was correct.

Exhibit 33: Residential Turf Removal Projects, Savings, and Differences, 2013-14
Final reviewDWP-reported

Residential Turf Removal Program
# of projects 1,119 1,050

Sq. ft. replaced 1,647,904 sq. ft. 1,647,904 sq. ft.

Total water savings (AF) 222.47 AF 222.47 AF

An error in MWD's source data also resulted in a minor discrepancy of water 
savings associated with the residential turf removal program during our 
review. Our review found that the MWD data erroneously included an annual 
savings rate of 0.00013 AF per square foot replaced. The standard savings 
approved by MWD and typically used by DWP in calculating savings was 
0.000135 AF per square foot. Using the 2013-14 number of square feet of 
residential turf removed, this would have understated DWP's water savings by
8.2 AF, or enough water to supply over 16 households for the year. This type 
of error can potentially impact DWP's reported water savings if not detected 
through a data review process.

Both MWD and DWP in-house data sources should be more thoroughly 
reviewed when they are used to calculate water savings that are publicly 
reported. The discrepancy of 248 AF in 2013-14 accounted for 6.3% of all 
initially reported savings in that year (3,962 AF; actual total 4,210 AF). In 
addition, the Technical Assistance Program and Commercial Turf Removal 
Program typically consist of larger-scale projects with more water savings, so 
a minor error can have a significant effect on reported water savings in that 
year.

DWP should establish a formal process to review MWD's data on a yearly basis, 
at minimum, to ensure data accuracy and reliability. In addition, DWP should 
formalize its internal procedures to ensure data quality for analyzing the 
savings for its in-house programs.
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Recommendation

DWP management should:

Establish a process to review and confirm the accuracy of 
all reported data related to active water savings, which will 
enable DWP to better manage performance results.

8.1

Finding No. 9: DWP did not initiate the Water Conservation
Potential Study in a timely manner.

As a result, DWP management could not use the study's results to 
assist them in long-term planning, identify what water conservation 
devices customers were already utilizing, and identify customer 
segments in which additional water savings could be found through 
water conservation rebates and incentives.

In August 2012, the DWP Board of Commissioners directed DWP management 
to develop a Water Conservation Potential Study to quantify how much water 
could realistically be saved by residential, commercial, industrial, and 
institutional customer segments, and to determine how to best allocate its 
resources to optimize its water conservation programs. DWP management 
did not issue the Request for Proposals (RFP) until fall 2013, and the DWP 
Board of Commissioners was not able to approve a consultant agreement until 
March 2014. The Water Conservation Potential Study is expected to be 
completed by 2016, and will be incorporated into the DWP's Urban Water 
Management Plan update in 2016, four years after the Board of 
Commissioners requested the study.

DWP could not provide an explanation for why it took so long for the Water 
Conservation Potential Study to be completed. The report could have been 
useful in guiding DWP's planning for water conservation programs during the 
time when it is most needed. Instead, the Study's results will not be 
actionable until 2016-17 at the earliest.
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Recommendation

DWP management should:

Ensure that a process exists to quickly develop, issue, and 
select a vendor or consultant for a water conservation- 
related Request for Proposal moving forward.

9.1

Finding No. 10: Water conservation staff has been unable to conduct 
sufficient outreach to increase participation in 

rebate and incentive programs;current
administering water conservation programs may be 
problematic with the Department's accelerated goals 
and expectations.

Seven (7) staff members are primarily responsible for administering 
DWP's active participation programs; plans to create new programs 
or expand existing programs, including conservation outreach and 
education, may require additional resources.

The recent popularity of rebate and incentive programs—particularly the turf 
removal program—has created a significant workload increase that DWP must 
address. While the majority of DWP's water conservation rebate and incentive 
programs are technically administered by MWD as the regional water supplier, 
DWP staff spend a significant amount of time each week processing rebate 
applications to help verify that the applicant is in fact a DWP customer of 
record, and conducting follow-up needed to verify the account and/or evidence 
of project completion, when appropriate.

DWP staff workload had grown from about 200 residential rebate applications 
per week as of June 2014 to nearly 800 applications per week by December 
2014. Interviews with DWP staff and a review of sample weekly customer 
lists indicated that much of this growth was due to an increasing number of 
vendors applying for rebates on behalf of the customer32 and increases in the 
rebate offers. Notably, residential turf removal rebates went from $2.00 to

32 MWD allows for qualifying customers to sign over their rebate directly to the vendor (ex. toilet replacement 
or turf removal program) after customer information has been verified.
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$3.00 per square foot replaced in 2013-14; which increased again in October 
2014 up to $3.75 per square foot. 33

DWP staff must also verify project completion for the turf removal program 
and for other rebates as needed. For residential turf removal applications, 
this includes reviewing the pre- and post-project photo evidence submitted by 
the customer using MWD's website, verifying the reported square footage of 
each lot with a turf project, and conducting physical inspections of completed 
projects on an as-needed basis (see Exhibit 34). 
rebates, DWP staff review account information and conduct research as 
needed to verify that the applicant and the rebate request are legitimate. For 
example, DWP staff will confirm that a multi-family rebate application for 300 
toilets in a multi-family residential actually has a building with enough units 
to reasonably accommodate 300 toilets. To date, DWP staff have rotated the 
rebate processing work among different staff members from week to week to 
share the responsibility equally. 
responsible for their own follow-up inspections related to rebate applications, 
as well as tracking and administering their own in-house programs (currently 
TAP and Free Equipment; included Commercial Turf Removal Program until 
January 2015). DWP staff are also asked by other DWP business units, such 
as the Communications office, to assist in or develop conservation-related 
presentations or material. Since 2012-13, water conservation staff has had 
three vacant positions for Utility Service Specialists; these positions could 
have provided additional support for all rebate and incentive programs.

34 For commercial device

Meanwhile, all staff continue to be

33 Per the Mayor’s Executive Directive #5, the residential turf removal rebate was increased from $3.00 to 
$3.75 per square foot for the first 1,500 square feet and $2.00 per square foot thereafter.
34 DWP staff will conduct a physical inspection in cases where project information cannot be verified by a 
combination of photographic evidence (following the guidelines stated on the application website) and a 
review of the property using available tools such as Google Earth, Acme Planimeter, and/or a review of 
County public records.
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Exhibit 34: MWD Residential Turf Removal Photo Guidelines

Photos that follow guidelines: Photos that do not follow guidelines:
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BEFORE: Photo is too up-close It does not include any reference points 
such as home, street, sidewalk, or fences.

BEFORE: Photo from the curb showing parkway and front yard where the 
customer plans to remove turf. The street and home are used as reference 
points.

TV
«o

[*

(MM:*6m

AFTER: Photo from the same vantage point after the project is completed. 
Turf has been replaced with California Friendly plants. laiaiai SSBB
Source: MWD website, SoCal WaterSmart Residential Turf Removal Program Overview

Four large utilities (San Francisco, Las Vegas, Dallas, and San Antonio) that 
responded to our benchmarking survey reported having smaller annual water 
conservation budgets (ranging from $5.2 to $8.6 million compared to $30.9 
million for DWP) yet larger program staffing than DWP (ranging from 14-20 
staff compared to seven for DWP).

DWP staff do not have sufficient time to conduct proactive outreach for water 
conservation programs. For example, DWP staff do not have time to approach 
high-usage commercial customers to gauge interest in implementing water 
conservation projects under the Technical Assistance Program (TAP). As 
noted in Recommendation 3.1, additional resources would also enable DWP 
staff to conduct more proactive, targeted outreach of high-water use areas to 
participate in rebate and incentive programs.

In response to the Mayor's Executive Directive #5 in October 2014, DWP has 
proposed using consultant contracts to help launch new programs for 
residential field audits and City facility audits. DWP staff also noted that in 
previous years, they conducted water audits for City parks to identify areas of 
waste and opportunities for conservation. While additional manpower to 
conduct water audits would complement existing staff's efforts, opportunities 
still exist for DWP staff to directly provide conservation program outreach and
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general water conservation education.
Communications, Energy Efficiency, and Economic Development are also 
potentially affected depending on how DWP plans to address its new water 
conservation goals.

Other DWP divisions such as

Recommendation

DWP management should:

10.1 Evaluate staffing resources as needed to conduct targeted 
outreach to high-water use areas, to develop new 
programs, to expand existing programs to meet water 
savings goals, or to promote passive conservation efforts.
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Respectfully submitted,

Roy Cervantes 
Internal Auditor III

^Cynthia Varela, CIA 
Chief Internal Auditor

Siri A. Khalsa, Cl^A 
Deputy Director of Auditing

Farid Saffar, CPA 
Director of Auditing
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GLOSSARY OF KEY TERMS
Acre-feet (AF) is a common water industry unit of measurement. An acre- 
foot is 325,851 gallons, or the amount of water needed to cover one acre with 
water one foot deep. An acre-foot of water serves the annual needs to two 
typical California families.

Agricultural water use is defined by the Public Policy Institute of California 
as water used for crop production.

Aqueduct is a man-made canal or pipeline used to transport water.

BMPs (Best Management Practices) are generally a set of standardized 
efficiencies. For DWP, this refers to a set of water conservation measures 
agreed to by participants in the California Urban Water Conservation Council.

California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) is an
organization created to increase efficient water use statewide through 
partnerships among urban water agencies, public interest organizations, and 
private entities. The Council's goal is to integrate urban water conservation 
Best Management Practices into the planning and management of California's 
water resources.

CII is shorthand for water conservation programs for commercial, industrial, 
and institutional entities.

Cubic foot (cf) is a frequent water industry term of measurement, as in cubic 
feet per second. One cubic foot equals 7.48 gallons.

Drought is a prolonged period of below-average precipitation.

DWR is the California Department of Water Resources. 
development and management of California's water sources and owns and 
operates the State Water Project and other water development facilities.

DWR guides

Environmental water use estimates are defined by the Public Policy 
Institute of California as water that is used in flows in designated "wild and 
scenic" rivers, required Delta outflows, instream flows, and managed 
wetlands.

GPCD is for "gallons per capita per day". GPCD is used by water suppliers to 
express average gross water use per person.
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Groundwater is water that has percolated into natural, underground 
aquifers; water in the ground, not water puddled on the ground.

Hundred cubic feet (HCF) is 100 cubic feet equal to 748 gallons; see cubic 
foot.

Member Agency is in reference to one of 26 member public water providers 
associated with the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, from 
which it purchases water and on whose board it is represented.

MWD is for the Metropolitan Water District, a consortium of 26 cities and 
water districts that provides drinking water to nearly 19 million people in parts 
of Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura 
counties covering 5,200 square miles. DWP is a member agency of the MWD.

RAP is the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks.

R-GPCD is for "residential gallons per capita per day" (see GPCD above). This 
variation allows water utilities to report the number of gallons per person per 
day used by its residential customers.

UWMP is for Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs), which are prepared 
by California's water suppliers to support their long-term resource planning 
and ensure adequate water supplies are available to meet existing and future 
water demands.
requires each water supplier to submit updates to its UWMP every five years; 
the DWR then reviews the plan to make sure that it complies with the Urban 
Water Management Planning Act.

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR)

SB x7-7 is California Senate Bill x7-7, or the Water Conservation Act of 2009 
that requires all water suppliers to increase water use efficiency. The 
legislation sets an overall state goal of reducing per capita urban water use by 
20% by December 31, 2020. The state is required to make incremental 
progress towards this goal by reducing per capita water use by at least 10% 
by December 31, 2015. Each urban retail water supplier is required to include 
in its water management plan the baseline daily per capita water use, water 
use target, interim water use target, and compliance daily per capita water 
use. The Department of Water Resources, through a public process and in 
consultation with the California Urban Water Conservation Council, shall 
develop technical methodologies and criteria for the consistent 
implementation of this part.
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SWRCB is for the California State Water Resources Control Board. The State 
Water Resources Control Board (the State Water Board) was created by the 
Legislature in 1967. The mission of the Water Board is to ensure the highest 
reasonable quality for waters of the State, while allocating those waters to 
achieve the optimum balance of beneficial uses. The joint authority of water 
allocation and water quality protection enables the Water Board to provide 
comprehensive protection for California's waters.

Thermoelectric Power Generation is a category of water use defined by 
the California Water Science Center of the U.S. Geological Survey. Water for 
thermoelectric power is used in generating electricity with steam-driven 
turbine generators. One by-product of thermoelectric facilities is heat from the 
power-production equipment. The majority of the water used in thermoelectric 
power generation is for cooling the equipment, thus plants are often located 
alongside rivers and other water bodies.

Urban water use is defined by the Public Policy Institute of California as 
water used for residential, commercial, and industrial uses, and large 
landscapes.

Page | 72



APPENDIX I: ACTION PLAN

Entity Responsible for 
Implementation

Page PageFinding Recommendation Priority

Section I: Managing the Water Conservation 
Portfolio

Individual water 
conservation 
programs do not 
have their own 
specific goals for 
water savings.

Set program-level water savings goals 
that align with overall portfolio water 
savings goals, as well as local and state 
mandates.

1 36 1.1 37 DWP A

The Department's 
budgeting process 
for water
conservation is not 
based on individual 
water conservation 
program results, 
rendering it less 
effective.

Adjust program-level budgetary 
expectations to reflect past 
performance, future expectations, and 
budgetary priorities.

2 38 2.1 44 DWP A

Consider setting budgetary limits on 
rebate and incentive programs, based 
on an analysis of cost-effectiveness, 
return on investment, participation 
history, and future program potential 
as determined by the Water 
Conservation Potential Study, and 
compare investments in water 
conservation against other initiatives 
such as recycled water, groundwater, 
and desalination, to name a few.

2.2 44 DWP B
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Entity Responsible for 
Implementation

Page PageFinding Recommendation Priority

The Department 
has not historically 
targeted outreach 
of water 
conservation 
rebate and 
incentive programs 
to high-water users 
or high-usage 
areas.

Conduct more targeted outreach to 
high-water usage areas and customers 
to encourage participation in water 
conservation rebate and incentive 
programs, and overall water 
conservation behavior.

3 44 3.1 48 DWP A

The Department 
did not actively 
pursue water 
conservation 
opportunities with 
high-usage City 
departments or 
other
governmental
customers.

Develop Memorandums of 
Understanding or similar 
arrangements to provide financial 
support to City departments and other 
governmental customers for approved 
water conservation projects.

4 48 4.1 50 DWP B
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Entity Responsible for 
Implementation

Page PageFinding Recommendation Priority

The Department 
has not established 
a defined goal or 
budget for 
activities related to 
passive water 
conservation 
programs.

Identify the specific resources from 
other DWP units currently dedicated 
to promoting water savings through 
passive activities, as compared to 
savings that must be achieved through 
passive conservation to reach the 
City's goals.

5 50 5.1 56 DWP B

Increase the resources dedicated to 
passive programs commensurate to 
what is necessary to achieve DWP's 
goal for overall conservation savings.

5.2 56 DWP B

Promote additional tools and 
technology, such as data and devices 
that provide more information to 
consumers regarding their specific 
water usage, for the purpose of 
changing consumer behavior to 
reduce water usage, and consider 
offering rebates or incentives for using 
such devices.

5.3 56 DWP B

DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs Page | 75



APPENDIX I: ACTION PLAN

Entity Responsible for 
Implementation

Page PageFinding Recommendation Priority

Section II: Water Conservation Program 
Performance
DWP may be over 
reliant on MWD's 
SoCal WaterSmart 
Rebate Program to 
generate active 
water savings to 
meet annual or 
long-term water 
conservation goals.

Identify alternative programs and 
sources for active water savings to 
mitigate potential declining returns 
from the SoCal WaterSmart Rebate 
Program.

6 57 6.1 58 DWP B

Consider developing a central tracking 
system to document individual 
customer participation in rebate and 
incentive programs, in addition to 
tracking device and project numbers 
and active water savings, which will 
facilitate understanding of program 
participant saturation and targeted 
outreach to high-water use areas.

7 DWP cannot 
determine how 
much in potential 
active water 
savings is still 
available among its 
customer base 
because DWP staff 
does not centrally 
track individual 
customer 
participation in 
water conservation

59 7.1 60 DWP B

programs.
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Entity Responsible for 
Implementation

Page PageFinding Recommendation Priority

DWP lacks 
adequate 
processes to 
ensure accurate 
and complete 
water savings data 
due to their 
reliance on 
multiple data 
sources to 
calculate annual 
water savings.

Establish a process to review and 
confirm the accuracy of all reported 
data related to active water savings to 
enable DWP to better manage 
performance results.

8 61 8.1 64 DWP B

DWP did not 
initiate the Water 
Conservation 
Potential Study in a 
timely manner.

Ensure that a process exists to quickly 
develop, issue, and select a vendor or 
consultant for a water conservation- 
related Request for Proposal moving 
forward.

9 64 9.1 65 DWP B

Evaluate staffing resources as needed 
to conduct targeted outreach to high- 
water use areas, to develop new 
programs, to expand existing 
programs to meet water savings goals, 
or to promote passive conservation 
efforts.

10 Water
conservation staff 
has been unable to 
conduct sufficient 
outreach to

65 10.1 68 DWP B

increase 
participation in 
current rebate and 
incentive
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programs; 
administering 
water conservation 
programs may be 
problematic with 
the Department's 
accelerated goals 
and expectations.

A -High Priority - The recommendation pertains to a serious or materially significant audit finding or control weakness. 
Due to the seriousness or significance of the matter, immediate management attention and appropriate corrective action 
is warranted.

B -Medium Priority - The recommendation pertains to a moderately significant or potentially serious audit finding or 
control weakness. Reasonably prompt corrective action should be taken by management to address the matter. 
Recommendation should be implemented no later than six months.

C -Low Priority - The recommendation pertains to an audit finding or control weakness of relatively minor significance 
or concern. The timing of any corrective action is left to management's discretion.
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APPENDIX II - SCOPE & METHODOLOGY

We reviewed and evaluated DWP's programs, processes and initiatives to 
address water conservation. The audit focused on customer-based water 
conservation programs. Our analyses were based on data from the past three 
fiscal years (2011-12 to 2013-14). To provide further context for the reader, 
we also included current data related to drought conditions, water usage and 
newly enacted mandates on water usage.

Audit fieldwork was primarily conducted from December 2014 through 
April 2015 and generally covered activities over a three year period through 
June 30, 2014. We focused specifically on program performance data from 
FY 2013-14, given that it was most recent program year available for review.

This audit was performed in accordance with Generally Accepted Government 
Auditing Standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the 
audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis 
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe 
the evident obtained provides reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives.

In accordance with these standards and best practices, we performed the 
following key tasks:

Interviews:

Interviews were conducted of DWP management and staff responsible for 
Water Conservation Programs, policy, communications and budget, rates and 
financial planning.

Databases Analyzed

We reviewed data extracted from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California's (MWD) online database to determine rebate participation and 
water savings attributed to DWP customers.

Documents Reviewed

We reviewed DWP budget documents, monthly reports, portfolio business 
plans, Board reports, program-related documents, local ordinances, and State 
mandates related to water conservation.
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Benchmarking

We prepared a survey questionnaire sent to water conservation offices in 
public water utilities in California and southwestern cities with responses 
shown in Appendix III.

We reviewed available rebate and incentive amounts from other California 
water utilities with results shown in Appendix III.
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APPENDIX III - BENCHMARKING

We compared available rebate and incentive amounts from DWP to other 
California utilities, including other member utilities of the Metropolitan Water 
District. We reviewed best management practices from the California Urban 
Water Conservation Council.

We obtained the overall water conservation goals, budget, and programs for 
DWP and compared them to other jurisdictions. We surveyed eight other 
water utilities in California and from large southwestern cities: San Jose, CA; 
San Francisco, CA; Phoenix, AZ; Tucson, AZ; Las Vegas, NV; Dallas, TX; San 
Antonio, TX; and Albuquerque, NM. We also reviewed water conservation 
plans and reports from other California and southwestern utilities.

The following pages include:

MWD-member Rebate & Incentive Offers
Summary of California/Southwest Utilities Benchmarking Survey 
Responses

California State Water Board Disclaimer on Residential Gallons Per 
Capita Day (R-GPCD) Comparisons

IMPORTANT NOTE!

It is not appropriate to use Residential Gallons Per Capita Day (R-GPCD) water use data for comparisons across water 
suppliers, unless all relevant factors are accounted for. Factors that can affect per capita water include:

» Rainfall, temperature and evaporation rates - Precipitation and temperature varies widely across the state Areas with high 
temperature and low rainfall need to use more water to maintain outdoor landscaping Even within the same hydrologic region 
or the same water supply district these factors can vary considerably, having a significant effect on the amount of water 
needed to maintain landscapes.

» Population growth - As communities grow, new residential dwellings are constructed with more efficient plumbing fixtures 
which causes interior water use to decline per person as compared to water use in older communities Population growth also 
increases overall demand

» Population density - highly urbanized areas with high population densities use less water per person than do more rural or 
suburban areas since high density dwellings tend to have shared outdoor spaces and there is less landscaped area per 
person that needs to be irrigated

» Socio-economic measures such as lot size and income - Areas with higher incomes generally use more water than areas 
with low incomes Larger landscaped residential lots that require more water are often associated with more affluent 
communities. Additionally, higher income households may be less sensitive to the cost of water, since it represents a smaller 
portion of household income

» Water prices - Water prices can influence demand by providing a monetary incentive for customers to conserve water. Rate 
structures have been established in many districts to incentivize water conservation, but the effectiveness of these rate 
structures to deter excessive use and customers sensitivity to water prices vary.
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METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT (MWD) - RESIDENTIAL 
WATER CUSTOMER REBATE AMOUNTS

(see following pages)
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Metropolitan Water District Customers
Residential Water Conservation Programs

(**) - indicates updated information as of April 2015; all other data reflect snapshot as of January 2015

MWD SoCal Water 
$mart Rebate - Base 

Rate

Los Angeles 
Department of 

Water and Power
City of San Diego 

Water
Long Beach Water Glendale Water Pasadena Water

& Power
Santa Monica Public 

WorksUtility

Population Serving 
(Based on 2013 Year) 
Percent residential 
(Reporting Month Nov 
2014)
Calculated residential 
gallons per capita day 
2014

Department & Power Burbank Water & Power

N/A 3,935,257 1,324,305 471,868 195,800 165,740 105,543 92,185

N/A 68% 54% 70% 80% 69% 74% 80%

Nov 14= 77.1 
Oct 14 = 88.5 
Sept 14= 92.8

Nov 14= 77.13 
Oct 14 = 88.52 
Sept 14= 92.76 

Level 2 Mandatory and 
Permanent Mandatory 

Restrict

Nov 14= 72.01 
Oct 14 = 75.03 
Sept 14= 82.39

Nov 14= 84.74 
Oct 14 = 97.27 

Sept 14= 103.22

Nov 14= 84.74 
Oct 14 = 97.27 

Sept 14= 136.02

Nov 14= 95.66 
Oct 14 = 117.31 
Sept 14= 130.09

Nov 14= 87.25 
Oct 14 = 99.01 
Sept 14=100.97

N/A

Stage Invoked N/A Phase 2 Stage 1 Stage 2 Level 1 Stage/Phase 2 Stage/Phase 2

Watering- Residence 
can only water their 

lawns 3 days a week .

Water One Day Per 
Week (Tuesday, 

Thursday OR 
Saturday)

Water no more than 3 
days per week on the 

following assigned days

One day per week watering. 
15 minutes and no watering 

between 9am - 6pm

No watering on Monday's 
and ThursdaysWater Restrictions N/A No day restrictions. No day restrictions.

Indoor rebates
$80 if purchased 
inside of Glendale 
$60 if purchased 

outside

$100 per unit (Purchase from 
a local Burbank retailer to 
receive the higher rebate 

amount!)

$150 each (Single 
family)

$100 each (Multi family)

High-Efficiency Clothes 
Washers**

$85 per unit $300 per unit $85/ unit $300 per unit $85

$150 each (Single 
family)

$145 each (Multi family- 
1.06 GPF or less) 

$100 each (Muti Family- 
1.28 GPF or less)

$125 if purchased 
inside of Glendale 
$100 if purchased 

outside of Glendale

$150 per unit (Single family) 
$100 per unit (Multi family)High-Efficiency Toilets $100 per unit $150 per unit $100/ unit $100 per unit $100

$40 if purchased 
inside of Glendale 
$30 if purchased 

outside of Glendale

Dishwasher N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Metropolitan Water District Customers
Residential Water Conservation Programs

(**) - indicates updated information as of April 2015; all other data reflect snapshot as of January 2015

MWD SoCal Water 
$mart Rebate - Base 

Rate

Los Angeles 
Department of 

Water and Power

City of San Diego 
Water

Long Beach Water Glendale Water Pasadena Water 
& Power

Santa Monica Public 
WorksBurbank Water & PowerDepartment & Power

Utility
Outdoor rebates

$3.50 per sq./ft. if the 
customer qualifies for both 

$3.75 per square foot MWD rate of $2/sq. ft. and 
City of SD *grass 

replacement* rebate of 
$1.50/sq. ft..

MWD calls their landscape 
incentive program the Turf 

Removal Program

$3.50 per square foot $2 per square foot $2 per square footCalifornia Friendly® 
Landscape Incentive 
Program (Turf Removal 
Program) **

for the first 1,500 
square feet,

$2 per square foot 
thereafter with no cap

$3 per square foot $3.50 per square foot 
($4,500 max incentive)

Can receive up to $3,500 Refers to the MWD 
(Lawn-to-Garden 

Program)

Refers to the MWD 
Turf Removal 

Program
Turf Removal 

Program
$2/square foot 

(Does not mention a cap)
Rebate limit is 2,400 

square feet.

$200 per unit (<1 
acre)

$35.00 per station (>1 
acre)

$250 per unit (<1 
acre)

$50 per station (>1 
acre)

Weather-Based Irrigation 
Controllers (WBICs)

$80/controller (<1 acre) 
$35/station (>1 acre)

Part of the $4800 $80/controller
$35/station

$80 per controller (<1 acre) 
$25 per station (>1 acre)

$80/controller (<1 acre) 
$35/station (>1 acre)

N/A
N/A

Rotating Sprinkler 
Nozzles

$4/nozzle, minimum 
quantity is 15 nozzles.

$8, minimum quantity 
is 15 nozzles.

$4/nozzle (15 purchase 
min)

Part of the $4800 $2/square foot $3 per nozzle/ min 15 $0.75 / square foot7/ nozzle

Large Cistern Rebate: up 
to $2,000 each (max 2) 
and must be 500 gallons 

or more
Small Cistern Rebate: up 
to $500 each (max 4) and 

must be 200 to 499 
gallons

Rain Barrel Rebate: up to 
$200 each (max 8 barrels) 

and must be less than 
200 gallons

Receive up to $1.00 per 
gallon of barrel storage 
capacity for residential 

rainwater harvesting (rain 
barrel) rebate program, up 
to 400 gallons and $400 

per property.

$100 per barrel (50 
gallons min)

$75/barrel (Single 
Family)

(Does not mention a $100 per barrel (50 
gallon min)

Rain Barrels $75 per barrel $75 per barrel
cap)

$80 or $35 per irrigation 
controller station for large 

residential sites 
N/A

$200 per unit (<1 
acre)

$35.00 per station

$50 per irrigation 
sensor for large 
residential sites 

N/A

Soil Moisture Sensor
Systems
Drip Irrigation

Part of the $4800 $80/sensor N/A N/A N/A

$1.00 / square foot 
Up to $40 per downspout 

(no max)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/ADownspout Redirect
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM BENCHMARKING SURVEY 
(sent to large, non-MWD California water utilities and utilities in 
large Southwestern cities)
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AUDIT OF DWP WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAMS - BENCHMARKING NON-MWD (CA) AND SOUTHWEST CITIES
California Utilities (non-MWD members)

San Francisco, CA
Southwestern Cities

City Phoenix, AZ 
City of Phoenix -

San Francisco Water Water Services 
Department

Dallas, TX San Antonio, TX Albuquerque, NM
Albuquerque
Bernalillo County
Water Utility

San Jose, CA Tucson, AZ Las Vegas, NV

City of Tucson - 
Tucson Water

Southern Nevada 
Water Authority

San Antonio Water
Utility Dallas Water Utilities SystemSan Jose Water Company Power Sewer

Service Area 
Population (year)

2.4 million customers 
(2013)

1.1 million (2015) 1,945,277 (2012) 1.6 million customers836,620 712,698 600,000+ customers

no mandatory watering 
restrictions; voluntary 
program encouraging # 

of watering times a 
week depending on 

month of year (1-2-3-2-

Tracker on top of 
website; indicates Stage

Water Conservation 
Ordinance in place; 

restricted to watering 2 2 on 3/6/15 (watering 1 
days/week

Water
Restrictions?

Stage 1
Two days per week

three days per weekStage 3 none?

day/week)

1)

Gallons per 
Capita Day 
(GPCD; year) 

Residential 
Gallons per 
Capita (year)

(additional GPCD 
info if available)

134 (2015) 83 (FY2013-2014) 217 (2012) 127 (2013) 204 (2014) 134 GPCD (2014)118 121

49 (FY 2013-2014) 123 (2012) 88 (2013) 101 (2014) 92(2008)69

2012 Total GPCD- 131 
2012 Residential GPCD-

Nov 14= 69.07 
Oct 14 = 95.12 
Sep 14= 101.12

Nov 14= 44.76 
Oct 14 = 44.55 
Sep 14= 45.73 89

57% Residential 
20% Multi-Family 

23% Commercial

%Residential 70% 55% 59%

%Commercial 
Overall Water 
Conservation 
Goals?
(ex. 5-yea r gallons 
per capita or GPCD)

23%

20 percent savings by 
2020; reduce 14 

millions gallons day by 
2018 and 23 millions 
gallons a day by 2035

Total 199 GPCD by 2035 
Res identi al GPCD of 90 

by 2020

Reach 140 GPCD by 
2020 Ba s ed on s ta te 

report

139 GCPD by 2020 
(Based on 2012 state 

report)

reduce consumption by 20% 
of 2013

achieving safe yield by 
2025

135 GCPD by 2024

$200,000 $6,000,000 $3,050,000 $8,599,000 $6,655,785 $5,200,000 $2,430,000Budget 
Salaries & 
Benefits 
Programs 
# Authorized 
Positions

$2,200,000 $996,151 $1,874,901 $750,000

$2,600,000 $8,599,000 $5,519,975 $3,611,304 $1,680,000

15 2 6 19 14 20 95

Yes; Public/Regulatory 
Affa irs

Yes; Public Information 
and Conservation Office

Yes; City's Public 
Information Office

Yes; Communications 
Department

Yes; Communications 
and Public Relations

5 under contra ct

Additional staff 
from other 
Departments

Annual Average 
reduction of 1.5% in 

gallons per capita from 
FY2011-2015.

10 MGD by 2018 
through conservation 

and local supply
134 GPCD by 2015 Total 199 GPCD by 2035 2014 goal was 1,600 AF; 135 GCPD by 2024

Annual/Long 
Term Goal?
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AUDIT OF DWP WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAMS - BENCHMARKING NON-MWD (CA) AND SOUTHWEST CITIES
California Utilities (non-MWD members)

San Francisco, CA
Southwestern Cities

City Phoenix, AZ 
City of Phoenix - 

San Francisco Water Water Services

Dallas, TX San Antonio, TX Albuquerque, NM
Albuquerque
Bernalillo County
Water Utility

San Jose, CA Tucson, AZ Las Vegas, NV

City of Tucson - 
Tucson Water

Southern Nevada 
Water Authority

San Antonio Water
Utility Dallas Water Utilities SystemSan Jose Water Company

On the 2010 urban plan, 
Santa Clara Valley Water 

District whole water agency 
has called for conservation 

of 20% and maybe asking for 
a call of up to 30% in 2015 
(using the 2013 baseline).

Power Sewer Department
FY 2012: Drought 

citation savings were 
over 400 acre feet and 

overall drought 
education and 

enforcement savings 
were between 5000 and 

17,000 acre feet.

What are your 
annual water 
savings from 
water
conservation
Programs?

Dallas supply and 
demand side measures 
saved an estimated 38 
billion gallons in FY 

2014.

25 billion gallons 
(2014)

FY 2014:
381,779,270 gallons

15% reduction from 2013 to 
2014 (June to December 

reporting data)

FY 13-14 Water 
Savings

3,420 AF or 1.1 billion 
gallons life time savings

217 AF 1,172 AF 1,600 AF

The pla n is based on 
reaching long term dry 
year per capita targets 

please see conservation 
plan.

Do you identify 
water savings per 
capita (ex. 
gallons per day)? 
Do you measure 
water savings by 
customer type? 
Do you identify 
water savings by 
individual 
programs?
Do you track 
water savings for 
public education 
or outreach 
efforts?
Do you have 
official
restrictions or 
limits on water 
usage in place? 

Do you track 
participation in 
each water 
conservation 
program?

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes, The Santa Clara Valley 
Water District Manages 
keeps track of the water 

savings

University of New 
Mexico tracks the water 
savings for each rebate 

program

No (only 1 program to 
report)

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No historically, but a new 
education program in 2015 
that will be tracking savings

No; difficult to measureNo No No No No Yes

Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes, San Jose Water Company 
tracks its audit program and 

Santa Clara Valley Water 
District tracks the data on 

the rebates program.

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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AUDIT OF DWP WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAMS - BENCHMARKING NON-MWD (CA) AND SOUTHWEST CITIES
California Utilities (non-MWD members)

San Francisco, CA
Southwestern Cities

City Phoenix, AZ 
City of Phoenix -

San Francisco Water Water Services 
Department

Dallas, TX San Antonio, TX Albuquerque, NM
Albuquerque
Bernalillo County
Water Utility

San Jose, CA Tucson, AZ Las Vegas, NV 
Southern Nevada 
Water Authority 
Consevation

City of Tucson - 
Tucson Water

San Antonio Water
Utility Dallas Water Utilities SystemSan Jose Water Company

The rebate program funds 
come from the wholesale 

water rates that are paid by 
retail agencies in Santa Clara 

County to the wholesale 
water agency Santa Clara 

Valley Water District

Power Sewer

The program is funded 
through a water 
conservation fee 

currently set at seven 
cents per hundred cubic 

feet (Ccf).

Operating Budget 
(ratepayer funds), plus 
state and federal grants 

funds.

Where do the 
rebates funds 
come from?

ratepayers; highusers 
pay more into the 

sustainability fund.
Bonds Ratepayers Ratepayers

Are rebates 
available to both 
residential and 
commercial 
customers?

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Savings metrics are 
determined by program 

staff. Some savings 
estimates are derived 
from data available in 

national studies.

How do you 
determine 
savings from 
water saving 
devices?

Use AWWA end use 
studies to get general 

calculations for 
domestic plumbing 

fixtures.

Alliance for Water 
Efficiency tracking 

model

University of New 
Mexico tracks the water

The savings is calculated by 
SCVWD

Studies
savings

Do you offer any
rebate /i nce ntive
programs geared
specifically
towards
commercial
users?

Y; Analysis of customer 
usage patterns shows 
us that 30% of water 
sales to commercial 

irragation meters 
(identified 200 high 

users out of the 7000 
meters)

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Do you have any 
partners who 
lead or help 
coordinate 
rebate and 
incentive 
programs?
How do you 
conduct outreach 
for water 
conservation 
rebate/incentive 
programs?

yes, the residential 
clothes washer program 

is administered by 
PG&E.

Yes, outside contractor 
who handles the Minor 

Plumbing Repair 
Program.

They have partners for 
their community 
outreach events.

Yes, contracts with non
profit partners who 
educate the public.

The programs are run by 
SCVWD

yes; Las Vegas Valley 
Water Distric

No

Electronic and print 
newsletters, bill notices 

and inserts, social 
media, direct mail and 
community outreach 

etc.

Water bill inserts, 
direct mail flyers and

They outreach their 
efforts through events, 
advertising, an online 

c ompeti ti on, a nd a 
business program

Conservation Helpline, 
speaking opportunities, word of mouth. General 
technical classes, and Conservation is handled 

through the public

Paid Consultants that 
target users

TV, Radio, outdoors and 
bill inserts

no answer provided

community events.
awareness campaign.
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AUDIT OF DWP WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAMS - BENCHMARKING NON-MWD (CA) AND SOUTHWEST CITIES
California Utilities (non-MWD members)

San Francisco, CA
Southwestern Cities

City Phoenix, AZ 
City of Phoenix -

San Francisco Water Water Services 
Department

Dallas, TX San Antonio, TX Albuquerque, NM
Albuquerque
Bernalillo County
Water Utility

San Jose, CA Tucson, AZ Las Vegas, NV

City of Tucson - 
Tucson Water

Southern Nevada 
Water Authority

San Antonio Water
Utility
Do you target 
outreach for 
specific types of 
water users (i.e., 
high water 
users)?

Dallas Water Utilities SystemSan Jose Water Company Power Sewer

Yes, the city assigns a 
water budget for large 
turf owners and they 

received a surcharge if 
they do not stay on their 

a nnua l budget.

Consultants target 
"super users"

Yes, high users Yes , hi gh users Yes, high users Yes, high users

Does your agency 
focus more 
efforts on water 
conservation or 
ways to "create 
more water" (ex. 
recycled water, 
desalination, 
etc.)?

Both, our water 
conservation program 
includes programs to 

promote development of 
alternative and local 

supplies.

Both, in terms of savings, the 
recycled water program is 

much larger than the 
conservation program.

All water waste is 
reclamed for reuse and 

return flow credits

Both conservation and 
create more water.

Water conservation 
efforts.

Water conservation 
efforts

Do you offer 
customer rebates 
for purchasing 
water-efficient 
devices?

Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

50% of the purchase 
price, with a maximum 
rebate of $120 per HET 
and a maximum rebate 
of $200 per household 

if multiple HETs are 
installed.

Low-Income High 
Efficiency Toilet-Free

$125 tank, up to $500 
for flushometer

up to $125 No Yes No Yes

Toilet Rebates 
Toilet
Replacement 
Toilet Voucher

Toilet direct install

Yes

$500 for each 
WaterSense certified 

high efficiency flushing 
urinal $500 for each 

water-free urinal $100 
for each water-free 

retrofi t

up to $500 Yes

Urinal Rebates
up $200 for residential, 

up to $500 for coi n 
operated/commercial

upt to $150 residential and 
up to $800 for commercial

Rebate wi ll be offer on 
FY2014-15

No
Clothes washer
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AUDIT OF DWP WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAMS - BENCHMARKING NON-MWD (CA) AND SOUTHWEST CITIES
California Utilities (non-MWD members)

San Francisco, CA
Southwestern Cities

City Phoenix, AZ 
City of Phoenix -

San Francisco Water Water Services 
Department

Dallas, TX San Antonio, TX Albuquerque, NM
Albuquerque
Bernalillo County
Water Utility

San Jose, CA Tucson, AZ Las Vegas, NV 
Southern Nevada 
Water Authority 
Consevation

City of Tucson - 
Tucson Water

San Antonio Water
Utility Dallas Water Utilities SystemSan Jose Water Company Power Sewer

Commercial
Landscape
Program

$2 per square foot Yes ; $1.50 per sq ftNo No Yes Yes Yes

water bill credit of 
$1.00 for every square 

foot of qualifying 
l a nds cape

Yes ; $1.50 per sq ft for 
first 5,000 and $1.00 for 

additional sq ft

Residential
Landscape
Program

$2 per square foot No No Yes Yes

Plans to offer rebates FY
No No Yes Yes Yes

2013-14Irrigation Devices 
Minor Plumbing 
Repair Program

No Yes

Gray Water Rebate - 
$1000 max 

Rainwater Harvesting 
(pilot program) 

$2000 max

Residential 
graywater and 
rain barrel 
incentives for 
outdoor irrigation 
Water Wise 
Evaluations

Yes, Gray water Yes

Yes Yes
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APPENDIX IV -
Department's Comments and Action Plan

As part of our audit report, we requested an action plan from the Department 
involved in the audit.

We considered each response and comments and revised the report as 
necessary. 
following section.

The Department's complete responses are attached in the
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ID Department of Water & PowerLos Angeles ■w

Commission
MEL LEVINE, President
WILLIAM W. FUNDERBURK JR., Vice President

JILL BANKS BARAD
MICHAEL F. FLEMING
CHRISTINA E. NOONAN
BARBARA E. MOSCHOS, Secretary

MARCIE L. EDWARDS 
General Manager

ERIC GARCETTI 
Mayor

September 17, 2015

Mr. Farid Saffar 
Director of Auditing 
Office of the City Controller 
200 N. Main Street, Room 460 
Mail Stop 183

Dear Mr. Saffar:

Subject: Response to Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs Audit

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is pleased to respond to 
your Audit on “DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs,” and we welcome 
every opportunity to improve and optimize the City’s conservation programs to best 
benefit our residents. Moreover, LADWP wants to thank you for your benchmarking 
analysis that found LADWP’s water conservation portfolio has proven successful in 
generating significantly more annual water savings as compared to Metropolitan Water 
District member utilities and other utilities throughout the Southwestern United States. 
Since 1977, LADWP has been a national leader in developing and implementing cost 
effective water conservation programs. We agree with your findings that our water 
conservation program has proven to be more cost effective than purchasing water from 
Metropolitan Water District.

Water conservation is vital for Los Angeles. As noted in your Audit, there are a number 
of issues and challenges facing Los Angeles both in terms of local water use and 
broader water resource availability. These issues are of course compounded by four 
years of extreme drought conditions in California. Because of the State’s pressing and 
diverse water needs, LADWP views water conservation not only as a required industry 
practice, but as an issue that must be embraced by every resident and institution within 
the City. The most successful water conservation program is one where the 
responsibility for water use efficiency does not solely rest on the shoulders of a utility, 
but is taken-up, discussed and owned by all those who use water.

Los Angeles Aqueduct Centennial Celebrating 100 Years of Water 1913-2013
111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012-2607 Mailing address: Box 51111, Los Angeles, CA 90051-5700

Telephone: (213) 367-4211 www.LADWP.com

http://www.LADWP.com


Mr. Farid Saffar 
Page 2
September 17, 2015

We trust that your Audit will add value to this important citywide conversation. It’s also 
important to note the significant strides our customers have taken to adapt sustainable 
water use practices as the “new normal.” Los Angeles residents exceeded mandatory 
State goals for water conservation for the months of July and August. Additionally, 
LADWP has broken records this year for total acre-feet of water saved from our Rebate 
Programs. LADWP looks forward to working with your office and our customers to build 
on these savings by implementing recommendations contained in your Audit.

Enclosed is LADWP’s initial response to the Audit’s specific findings and 
recommendations. If you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 367-1338.

Sincerely

im
Marcie L. Edwards 
General Manager

SB:jh
Enclosure



Report Title:
Report Issuance Date:
Department responsible for Implementation:
Reported Status Date:

Audit of DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation Programs

Water & Power

DEPARTMENT REPORTED INFORMATION
Target Date

for
Finding
Number

Summary Description of 
Finding

Rec. Current
Status

Implementat
No. Recommendation Basis for Status ion

Managing the Water 
Conservation PortfolioSection I

1 Individual water conservation 
programs do not have their own 
specific goals for water 
savings.

1.1 Set program-level water savings goals that 
align with overall portfolio water savings 
goals, as well as local and state mandates.

PI LADWP recognizes the importance of identifying annual water conservation goals to monitor success of the various 
programs and ensure compliance with local and state mandates. As part of the annual budget process, LADWP prepares 
internal goals for individual water conservation programs. However, for official reporting purposes, LADWP traditionally 
uses a total conservation portfolio goal for tracking annual water savings. This method is typically used in water 
conservation programs nationwide, due to several factors outside of water agencies control that cause barriers with setting 
individual device goals; such as, deviation in vendor-driven activities, economic impacts, varying customer participation 
rates, and drought impacts. In response to the Audit's recommendation, going forward LADWP will expand the use of the 
individual program goals developed during the annual budget and use this data as an additional tracking tool.

Ongoing - 
Will be 
implemented 
for upcoming 
fiscal year 
(FY16/17)

2 The Department’s budgeting 
process for water conservation 
is not based on individual water 
conservation program results, 
rendering it less effective.

2.1 Adjust program-level budgetary 
expectations to reflect past performance, 
future expectations, and budgetary 
priorities.

PI LADWP agrees that multiple factors should be considered when developing the water conservation budget. In addition to 
cost-effectiveness, LADWP currently uses upcoming regulations, drought situation, vendor activity trends, communication 
with businesses, and prior year participation level to assist in estimating the budget needs for the various conservation 
programs. LADWP is looking for the conservation programs to ultimately lead to market transformation to obtain complete 
saturation of water efficiency for specific devices. In future budgeting for water conservation, LADWP will use the results of 
the Water Conservation Potential Study to help inform the various program budget needs. In response to the Audit's 
recommendation, LADWP will also ensure past performance is a factor for budget priorities to confirm a multifaceted 
approach is utilized to establish budget goals.

Ongoing - 
implemented 
for upcoming 
fiscal year 
(FY16/17)

2.2 Consider setting budgetary limits on rebate 
and incentive programs, based on an 
analysis of cost-effectiveness, return on 
investment, participation history, and future 
program potential as determined by the 
Water Conservation Potential Study, and 
compare investments in water conservation 
against other initiatives such as recycled 
water, groundwater, and desalination, to 
name a few.

PI In addition to the answer above, LADWP regularly compares the investment costs of all of our local water supply sources, 
including recycled water, stormwater capture, and water conservation, to ensure a cost-effective and balanced approach to 
future water supply reliability. This information is published in the Urban Water Management Plan and other local resources 
planning documents. LADWP also continuously updates our cost-effectiveness calculations for devices as new information 
becomes available. This is especially true for newer programs, such as the turf rebates. LADWP and MWD will be 
analyzing data and conducting studies in the future to improve current information. One priority area is to review the 
standard lifetime for turf removal based on recent use by the PACE program of 20 years. In response to the Audit's 
recommendation, LADWP will consolidate and review these multiple cost-effective methods to better assist setting 
budgetary limits on rebate and incentive programs on an ongoing basis.

Ongoing - 
implemented 
for upcoming 
fiscal year 
(FY16/17)
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Audit of DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation ProgramsReport Title:
Report Issuance Date:
Department responsible for Implementation:
Reported Status Date:

Water & Power

DEPARTMENT REPORTED INFORMATION
Target Date

for
Finding
Number

Summary Description of 
Finding

Rec. Current
Status

Implementat
No. Recommendation Basis for Status ion

3 The Department has not 
historically targeted outreach of 
water conservation rebate and 
incentive programs to high- 
water users or high-usage 
areas.

3.1 Conduct more targeted outreach to high- 
water usage areas and customers to 
encourage participation in water 
conservation rebate and incentive 
programs, and overall water conservation 
behavior.

PI Ongoing
LADWP has expanded outreach to target high water usage areas and customers. Currently, LADWP is conducting a pilot 
program which sends home water use reports to 20,000 single family customers and the top 2,000 water users in the City. 
If successful, this program will be expanded. In June 2015, LADWP sent informational letters to our top water users 
reminding them of the severe drought situation, watering restrictions, and incentive programs available to reduce their 
water use. In 2015, LADWP has also expanded outreach to various commercial customers to improve water efficiency for 
large landscape areas, such as HOAs and LAUSD. We have partnered with LA Better Buildings Challenge to directly 
communicate with commercial customers and increase execution of water efficiency projects. Since 2009, LADWP has 
lead a Golf Industry Task Force to work on improving water efficiency at golf courses and this industry has successfully 
maintained a 20% reduction in water use during this drought. In response to the Audit's recommendation, LADWP will 
continue to look for opportunities to target outreach to our high water users, including possible expansion of our home 
water use reports to high-water usage areas.

4 The Department did not 
actively pursue water 
conservation opportunities with 
high-usage City departments or 
other governmental customers.

4.1 Develop Memorandums of Understanding 
or similar arrangements to provide financial 
support to City departments and other 
governmental customers for approved 
water conservation projects.

PI LADWP recognizes the importance of working closely with all City Departments to make sure the City is water efficient. 
Initiated in 2009, LADWP partnered with General Services Department (GSD) to audit City facilities and replace water use 
appliances for the majority of City Departments. Extensive work and audit training continues with the City Departments. 
LADWP has purchased over 1,000 high efficiency urinals and toilets and provided more than 4,000 low volume aerators 
and showerheads, all of which have been installed by GSD at City facilities. Rebates were also provided for 100's of 
additional fixtures GSD has installed. Some of the retrofitted facilities include: animal care facilities, sanitation facilities, 
large office buildings (City Hall facilities in downtown L.A. and the Valley), and libraries. LADWP recently approved an 
MOU agreement with GSD to provide a loan of over $350,000 to purchase high efficiency water fixtures and to fund 
remaining audits at additional City facilities. LADWP continues to work with LA World Airport, Port of LA, Caltrans, and 
LAUSD to provide support and incentive programs.
In addition, as part of the Mayor’s Executive Directive No. 5, the Water Cabinet is actively working with all City 
Departments to improve water efficiency and LADWP is assisting by providing information and guidance. LADWP is 
currently partnering with LASAN on two projects, Rancho and MacArthur Park. In response to the Audit's 
recommendation, LADWP will continue to work through the Water Cabinet for more opportunities to partner with City 
Departments as this has proven to provide a great platform for collaboration.

Ongoing

5 The Department has not 
established a defined goal or 
budget for activities related to 
passive water conservation 
programs.

5.1 Identify the specific resources from other 
DWP units currently dedicated to promoting 
water savings through passive activities, as 
compared to savings that must be achieved 
through passive conservation to reach the 
City’s goals.

NI As mentioned in Finding 5 of the report, LADWP has many DWP units, especially those in the Joint Division, that support 
the water conservation program. The LADWP Joint Division is established to support both the Power and Water Systems, 
which includes among many other duties providing assistance to both the water conservation and energy efficiency 
programs. The very nature of these “joint” units makes it difficult to parcel out the specific resources solely dedicated to just 
water conservation. In response to the Audit's recommendation, however, LADWP will work to improve reporting the 
accomplishments of these groups in support of passive water savings.

Ongoing
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Audit of DWP Customer-Based Water Conservation ProgramsReport Title:
Report Issuance Date:
Department responsible for Implementation:
Reported Status Date:

Water & Power

DEPARTMENT REPORTED INFORMATION
Target Date

for
Finding
Number

Summary Description of 
Finding

Rec. Current
Status

Implementat
No. Recommendation Basis for Status ion
5.2 Increase the resources dedicated to 

passive programs commensurate to what is 
necessary to achieve DWP’s goal for 
overall conservation savings.

PI In 2015, LADWP increased staffing levels in both the Water Conservation Group and Water Conservation Response Unit 
to improve water use efficiency through active and passive conservation. In addition, LADWP will continue to fund the 
community grants that specifically target water conservation in FY 15-16. We have also doubled the budget for public 
outreach and education to further target permanent consumer behavior changes to support the Mayor’s conservation 
goals. By the recommendation of LADWP, the City approved the June 2015 amendments of the Emergency Water 
Conservation Plan Ordinance to include two-day per week watering, pool covers, and use of commercial car washes. Also, 
the Water Cabinet is working through the Department of Building and Safety to expand building code requirements that will 
improve both indoor and outdoor water use efficiency, thus increasing future passive water savings. In response to the 
Audit's recommendation, if we are able to secure additional staffing, LADWP plans to establish contracts to expand 
landscaping education and provide water audits to improve outdoor water use efficiency.

Ongoing

5.3 Promote additional tools and technology, 
such as data and devices that provide more 
information to consumers regarding their 
specific water usage, for the purpose of 
changing consumer behavior to reduce 
water usage, and consider offering rebates 
or incentives for using such devices.

PI As mentioned in Finding 3 above, LADWP currently has a pilot program in place which sends home water use reports to 
single family customers through postal mail, email, internet web portal, and phone app. Once the pilot is complete, LADWP 
will analyze the conservation potential of this outreach program and work towards expanding the program to the entire 
Single Family Sector. LADWP is also conducting pilot studies on the use of AMI to further improve communication to the 
customer regarding their water usage. Furthermore, LADWP worked with the LA Housing Department (LAHD) to include 
water conservation surveys as part of their inspections of 733,000 multifamily dwelling units over the next 4 years. In 
addition to the inspections, LAHD provides water conservation educational materials to every resident. These educational 
materials are currently being upgraded to include more water and energy conservation tips. LADWP is working with the LA 
Central Library to expand the current Kill-O-Watt Program to include a water conservation item that can be loaned out to 
patrons to measure their water use. Finally, the La Kretz Innovation Campus in downtown L.A., will be completed in 2016 
and it houses a customer service center, Cleantech Incubator companies, a water conservation lab and displays, along 
with energy efficiency informational displays. Customers can tour the facility, work with interactive water saving equipment 
and ask questions to learn more about how to use water efficiently. In response to the Audit's recommendation, LADWP 
will expand implementation of the above measures and look for opportunities to promote additional tools and technology to 
change customer behavior.

Ongoing
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6 DWP may be over reliant on 
MWD’s SoCal WaterSmart 
Rebate Program to generate 
active water savings to meet 
annual or long-term water 
conservation goals.

6.1 Identify alternative programs and sources 
for active water savings to mitigate potential 
declining returns from the SoCal 
WaterSmart Rebate Program.

PI LADWP is a leader on innovative rebate programs. We continuously test new innovative technology that improves water 
efficiency so that savings can be passed on to our customers. We are currently looking at an evaporative suppressant for 
large bodies of water (lakes, ponds, etc.) and a polymer, when injected below healthy turf, will decrease watering 
requirements. Moreover, LADWP plans to use the results of the Water Conservation Potential Study to identify new 
opportunities for water savings above and beyond the MWD Regional Rebate Program. In response to the Audit's 
recommendation and to ensure that we mitigate any declining returns from the SoCal WaterSmart Rebate Program, 
LADWP will continue our leadership role in pioneering new rebate programs to our customers.
Nevertheless, the MWD SoCal WaterSmart Regional Rebate Program provides a very cost-effective rebate program for 
LADWP and we will continue to partner with them to offer the best cost services to our customers. MWD provides 
administrative costs and base incentive amounts, allowing LADWP to add more funding to increase our customer 
participation by improving the customer’s return on investment. MWD considers conservation a major part of its long-term 
regional strategy, and has a conservation chapter in their Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) dedicated to planning for 
existing programs and exploring new programs & devices to incentivize. MWD is currently updating their IRP and LADWP 
has been actively participating to ensure continued support for water conservation. In response to the Audit's 
recommendation, LADWP will advocate through MWD's IRP process for additional active water incentive programs that 
LADWP can either add subsidy funding or independently fund.

Ongoing

7 DWP cannot determine how 
much in potential active water 
savings is still available among 
its customer base because 
DWP staff does not centrally 
track individual customer 
participation in water 
conservation programs.

7.1 Consider developing a central tracking 
system to document individual customer 
participation in rebate and incentive 
programs, in addition to tracking device and 
project numbers and active water savings, 
which will facilitate understanding of 
program participant saturation and targeted 
outreach to high-water use areas.

PI LADWP has implemented Phase I of a new tracking system that combines all the elements of rebate processing, on a 
monthly basis: monetary payouts, device numbers, device savings, program budgeting. For in-house programs, 
employees enter the details of their monthly projects. For SoCal WaterSmart program data we receive detailed rebate 
invoice data also, on a monthly basis. These data pieces are brought together in the new tracking system and then are 
semi-automatically used to update the main database. LADWP is also working on its Water Conservation Potential Study 
which will analyze device saturation and remaining conservation potential (based on rebate participation, natural 
replacement, and replacement through building codes & ordinances). In response to the Audit's recommendation, LADWP 
will use the results of our Water Conservation Potential Study and our new tracking system to develop a better 
understanding of our program saturation levels and target future areas for conservation.

Ongoing

8 DWP lacks adequate 
processes to ensure accurate 
and complete water savings 
data, due to their reliance on 
multiple data sources to 
calculate annual water savings.

8.1 Establish a process to review and confirm 
the accuracy of all reported data related to 
active water savings to enable DWP to 
better manage performance results.

PI The Phase I tracking system, referred to in 7.1, will have 2 levels of oversight for both the in-house and SoCal WaterSmart 
rebate programs to prevent any inaccurate data from being documented. All device numbers and project data will be 
entered by lower-level employees. All this data will be semi-automatically used to update a database which is accessed by 
limited users. These users will be able to double-check each other's work and will double-check numbers by using in
house budget programs and additional invoices provided by the MWD. In response to the Audit's recommendation, 
LADWP will continue to improve our quality control of our water savings data from our various conservation programs.

Ongoing
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9 DWP did not initiate the Water 
Conservation Potential Study in 
a timely manner.

9.1 Ensure that a process exists to quickly 
develop, issue, and select a vendor or 
consultant for a water conservation-related 
Request for Proposal (RFP) moving 
forward.

PI LADWP agrees that the Water Conservation Potential Study needs to be completed as soon as possible. LADWP 
proceeded on a more conservative schedule to ensure that the most qualified vendor was selected. Nevertheless to speed 
up the RFP selection process for future contracts, LADWP has instituted the following procedures: 1) Create an In-house 
library of similar RFPs from other Utility Agencies to more quickly analyze studies and develop best practices, and 2) 
Provide Contract Administrator Training for RFP developers to better understand required contracting policies.

Fall 2015

Moreover, LADWP’s Supply Chain Services Division has upgraded its RFP process to better streamline the selection 
process. These changes include: 1) Streamline RFP boiler plate language and requirements, 2) Simplification of required 
documentation for the submittal process, and 3) Development of training courses on a variety of topics that relate to 
developing, issuing, and selecting vendors on contracts. In response to the Audit's recommendation, LADWP will 
implement Supply Chain Services upgraded RFP process to expedite future contracts.

10 Water conservation staff has 
been unable to conduct 
sufficient outreach to increase 
participation in current rebate 
and incentive programs; 
administering water 
conservation programs may be 
problematic with the 
Department’s accelerated goals 
and expectations.

10.1 Evaluate staffing resources as needed to 
conduct targeted outreach to high-water 
use areas, to develop new programs, to 
expand existing programs to meet water 
savings goals, or to promote passive 
conservation efforts.

PI LADWP agrees that additional staffing resources are necessary to expand our current water conservation programs and 
outreach to meet the new water saving goals set by the Mayor and Governor. As mentioned above, LADWP has already 
begun by adding staff to the Water Conservation Group and Water Conservation Response Unit. In response to the 
Audit's recommendation, we will work to increase staff to support new consulting contracts that will target outdoor water 
use.

Ongoing

I - Implemented
PI - Partially Implemented or In Progress 
NI - Not Implemented 
D - Disagree
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