
The proposed Project cannot be constructed without an amendment to the City’s General 
Plan, made expressly for the purpose of permitting this applicant to construct the proposed 
Project. At present, the General Plan designation for the site is Highway Oriented Commercial, 
appropriate due to the site’s close proximity to the 101 Freeway and nearby residential 
neighborhood. The corresponding zoning for the Highway Oriented Commercial is Cl, C2, P, 
RAS3 and RAS4 (the site’s Sunset frontage, however, is zoned C4, inconsistent with the General 
Plan designation). The proposed Project seeks a change to the most intense General Plan 
designation. Regional Center. The requested General Plan amendment is improper under the 
City Charter’s limitations on such amendments, which provides that: “[t]he General Plan may be 
amended in its entirety, by subject elements or parts of subject elements, or by geographic areas, 
provided that the part or area involved has significant social, economic or physical identity.” 
(Los Angeles City Charter, § 555.) The intent of this provision was to prevent parcel-by-parcel 
General Plan amendments. The City Planning Commission contended that the General Plan



amendment would conform to the “new physical identity of the area,” based on the similar 
designation of the neighboring property (itself an improper General Plan amendment) and other 
developments further west on Sunset. The City Planning Commission ignored the fact that this 
General Plan amendment affects only one parcel and gives it a General Plan designation which is 
inconsistent with nearly all neighboring parcels and with the fact that the property is adjacent to a 
low-rise residential neighborhood. Moreover, unlike the neighboring Sunset Gordon project 
which is designated Regional Center, this property has absolutely no buffer between it and the 
neighboring residences to the north. As such, the designation and the proposed project are 
inconsistent with many City General Plan policies that require protection of the City’s residential 
neighborhoods from the impacts of nearby commercial development. These include General 
Plan Framework policy 3.2.4, “Provide for the siting and design of new development that 
maintains the prevailing scale and character of the City's stable residential neighborhoods and 
enhance the character of commercial and industrial districts.” Similarly, Framework Element 
policy 5.7.1 requires transitions in building height and for on-site landscape buffers, and policy 
5.7.2 calls for limiting uses that are incompatible with housing on parcels directly adjacent to 
residential areas, illustrating The General Plan amendment is not consistent with the Charter’s 
requirement that the General Plan only be amended by areas with significant social, economic or 
physical identity, nor is it consistent with established Framework Element policies.

Moreover, the proposed Development Agreement (CF 16-0478) improperly states that 
the Project is consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan and the General Plan. The Project 
is not consistent, because it requires an amendment to the General Plan to permit the density and 
land use requested in the application and provided for in the Development Agreement. “A 
development agreement shall not be approved unless the legislative body finds that the 
provisions of the agreement are consistent with the general plan . . . .” (Gov’t Code, § 65867.5, 
subd. (b).) The Development Agreement is void on its face for its erroneous and unsupported 
statements regarding the consistency of the proposed Project with the Hollywood Community 
Plan and the General Plan. Substantial evidence does not support these statements; indeed, the 
entirety of the approval process contradicts their truthfulness because the need for a General Plan 
amendment in order to approve the Project’s construction is a critical component of the process.

The Environmental Impact Report Is Inadequate

The Alternatives Analysis Is Inadequate and Constrained by Overly Prescriptive Project
Objectives

One of the primary purposes of CEQA is the analysis of alternative proposals to a 
proposed project. An EIR must identify and analyze the impacts of alternatives that can attain 
the “basic objectives” of a proposed project, and which may mitigate some or all of a proposed 
project’s significant impacts. The EIR for the 5901 Sunset project does not live up to CEQA’s 
mandate in its alternatives analysis.
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The 5901 Sunset EIR analyzes several alternatives to the proposed 18-story tower, but 
none of the alternatives includes study of a development consistent with the property’s current 
zoning. The failure to analyze a “current zoning” alternative is improper under CEQA. Courts 
have described “the dual character of the [required] no-project alternative” where some future 
development is likely under the existing zoning if the proposed project is not approved. 
{Woodward Park Homeowners v. City of Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 715.) Guidelines 
section 15126.6 explains that the “no project” alternative must discuss existing conditions at the 
time the notice of preparation is published, "as well as what would reasonably be expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and 
consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” (Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. 
(e)(2).) The Guidelines elaborate that when a project is “a development project on identifiable 
property,” the no project alternative is:

“the circumstance under which the project does not proceed. Here the discussion 
would compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing 
state against environmental effects which would occur if the project is approved.
If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable 
actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this ‘no project’ 
consequence should be discussed. In certain instances, the no project alternative 
means ‘no build’ wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained. 
However, where failure to proceed with the project will not result in preservation 
of existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical 
result of the project's non-approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial 
assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing physical 
environment.” (Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(3)(B).)

It is certainly foreseeable that the project site would be developed consistent with the 
site’s current zoning. The entire Sunset frontage of the parcel - a significant portion of the lot - 
is zoned C4-1. C4 zoning permits a wide variety of commercial development, and in Height 
District 1 a 1.5:1 floor to area ratio is permitted. The current zoning would permit more than 
70,000 square feet of new construction on the Sunset parcels. Given that the current use of these 
C4 properties is a paved surface parking lot, it seems unlikely at best that they would remain in 
that state for the foreseeable future, even if the proposed project were not approved. The parcels 
without Sunset frontage are zoned P, and therefore would only support parking and limited 
structures associated with parking, providing a buffer between the adjacent low-rise residential 
uses and the potential development on the C4 lots. Because some of the proposed project’s most 
significant impacts are due to its height, proximity to low-rise residences, and size, a “current 
zoning” alternative analysis would likely reveal that at least some of the project objectives could 
be satisfied with a proposal that eliminates significant impacts.

The EIR concludes that none of the alternatives is able to satisfy the project’s objectives. 
The reason the alternatives cannot satisfy the objectives is that the project has been given an 
“artificially narrow definition.” {In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report 
Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1167.) The project objectives identified in the 
EIR create an artificially constrained set of project goals, and the EIR’s analysis of alternatives is
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hobbled by the bounds of these constraints. The project objectives against which the alternatives 
are evaluated include a number of objectives that are focused on maximizing project height: 
“provide a vertical campus environment;” “create a prominent vertical-campus development that 
located high-density commercial uses along Sunset Boulevard,” and “develop a high-density 
mixed-use building.” Even the “underlying purpose of the project” is described as “to provide a 
vertical creative office campus for growing innovate media, entertainment, and technology 
companies looking to locate businesses within the Hollywood Community.” The reliance upon 
the “vertical campus” concept makes any alternatives that are not “vertical” inconsistent with the 
project objectives. “The purpose of an EIR is not to identify alleged alternatives that meet few if 
any of the project's objectives so that these alleged alternatives may be readily eliminated. Since 
the purpose of an alternatives analysis is to allow the decision maker to determine whether there 
is an environmentally superior alternative that will meet most of the project's objectives, the key 
to the selection of the range of alternatives is to identify alternatives that meet most of the 
project's objectives but have a reduced level of environmental impacts.” (Watsonville Pilots 
Ass'nv. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1089.)

CEQA requires that the EIR identify and evaluate alternatives that would “feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a)(emphasis 
added).) There is no requirement in CEQA that the alternatives be compared against every item 
included by the whim of the applicant on the project objectives list; to the contrary, the 
Guidelines are clear that the alternatives should be measured against the “basic objectives” of the 
project. While in some cases, “basic objectives” and “project objectives” may be identical, here, 
the overly prescriptive dream-list of project objectives cannot serve as the basis for comparing 
alternatives to the project. Another problem with the use of the full 13-item checklist is that it 
equally weights all of the project objectives as similarly meaningful to the success of its project, 
when that simply cannot be the case as a practical matter. Without having exercised the requisite 
judgment to identify “basic objectives,” the developer foists this task upon the decision makers, 
who would otherwise abdicate their duty to the public to undertake a meaningful assessment 
whether there are alternatives to the project that satisfy the “basic objectives” of the proposed 
development.

The EIR also fails to analyze an alternative location for the proposed project. Analysis of 
an alternative site is a critical component of an EIR, when an alternative location for a project is 
feasible. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6 [EIR must consider alternatives to the project or to 
the location of the project].) The EIR states that an alternative site was “considered and 
rejected,” meaning that the EIR presents no analysis of the potential impacts of constructing the 
project where high rise development would be more appropriate. Indeed, the EIR asserts without 
a shred of support that development on an alternative site would have the same impacts as 
development on the current site. This assumption is particularly troubling where the shade and 
shadow impacts of the proposed Project are so significant. Locating a high-rise office building 
where other high-rise buildings presently exist could avoid new shade and shadow impacts.
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The EIR errs by not discussing an alternative site in detail. An alternative need be only 
potentially feasible in order to be evaluated in-depth in air EIR. (See Save Round Valley Alliance 
v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 1457.) The fact that the project proponent does 
not own an alternative site is not dispositive as to the feasibility of the alternative. (Ibid.) “The 
duty of identifying and evaluating potentially feasible project alternatives lies with the proponent 
and the lead agency, not the public.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 
52 Cal.3d 553, 568.) The public is not obligated to prove that alternative sites exist that could 
accommodate the proposed project- that is the job of the City and the developer in the EIR, and 
the EIR fails to demonstrate that either entity has taken seriously this task.

The EIR contains only bare assertions in support of the conclusion that an alternative site 
could not feasibly be acquired or utilized by the developer, arguing that the developer owns the 
site already and that its location creates a “gateway” area into Hollywood. The EIR dismisses 
analysis of an alternative site because the applicant does not own a similar site in Hollywood and 
that the impacts of development on a different site in Hollywood are unknown and could be 
greater or the same as the project. This analysis shows precisely why the EIR needs to analyze 
an alternative site - the proposed project is located in an area that is not presently characterized 
by high-rise development. It is therefore not necessarily the case that the land use, aesthetic, 
traffic, and noise impacts of an alternative location would be the same or potentially greater. In 
Laurel Heights /, 47 Cal.3d at pp. 403-404, the Supreme Court explained why it is critical to 
provide adequate information regarding the feasibility of an alternative. The EIR in that case 
provided neither an assessment of existing sites where the facility at issue could be located, nor 
any discussion of the possibility of locating such a site. (Ibid.) “[T]he EIR’s statutory goal of 
public information regarding a proposed project has not been met; the EIR provides no 
information to the public to enable it to understand, evaluate, and respond to the bare assertion of 
nonavailability of alternative space.” (Id. at p. 404.) The Court explained that the key issue in 
an EIR’s discussion of alternatives is informed decisionmaking and public participation. By 
providing inadequate information, both of these functions were diminished.

The same may be said for the EIR. By failing to identify any potential sites, or 
evidencing any research on the prospects for such a site (including the basic size and locational 
requirements, which would be necessary to specify in order for the public and decision makers to 
evaluate the claim that no alternative site would be feasibly acquired by the developer), the EIR 
fails to provide sufficient information to show that this alternative is genuinely infeasible. The 
EIR is inadequate because it fails to support its assertion that an alternative site is infeasible, and 
does not provide any analysis of the potential impacts of an alternate location.

Truck Deliveries Will Have Significant Noise Impact on Neighboring Residences

Revisions to the project plans have introduced noise impacts that have not been fully 
analyzed in the EIR, nor disclosed to the public or decision makers. The site plans for the project 
analyzed in the EIR called for the ground floor at building level 1 to be fully enclosed. Delivery 
trucks would have entered within the parking structure and their significant noise would have 
been buffered by the solid w'alls to the north and west.
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The revised plans provide a minimal 14.5 foot buffer of open space to the north of the 
project, but appear to intend to use that space as an alleyway in which arriving trucks will drive, 
make a 90 degree turn through a large cut-out into the north wall of the building, in order to 
access the various loading dock areas and the trash compactor. The revised plans show a 
“greenwall” running partially but not entirely the length of the parking podium, leaving the 
northwest comer of the building almost entirely open at ground level. A recent submission to the 
City by the applicant indicates a plan to construct a wall along the property line between the 
residences to the north and the parking podium. It is noteworthy that the depictions of this wall 
show that trucks will still be over the top of the wall, and the second story windows in the 
residential units at 1525 N. Bronson will certainly not have any wall between the units and the 
noise emanating from the trucks. Even the supplemental acoustical analysis indicates that the 
purposes of the wall are to “demarcate the lot line, provide security for the site, and enhance 
privacy for the neighboring structures to the north.”

The applicant’s supplemental noise analysis is fairly misleading in its description of the 
truck access revisions to the site plan. Recall that the original plan had the trucks entering about 
midway down the Bronson Avenue fa£ade of the building. The supplemental noise analysis, 
referring to the move to the alley as “slight change,” states, “The relocation of the delivery truck 
entrance driveway to the north side of the building would require a truck passage opening at the 
building’s northwest corner for access to the loading dock area. The truck access point shifted 
approximately 50 feet from its original location.” This locution glosses over the fact that the 
truck access shifted from a fully interior location to a location that is completely outdoors, and 
immediately adjacent to residential uses.

The changes to the project design entirely invalidate the analysis of operational noise 
impacts in the EIR. The EIR relied upon the fact that “Building Level 1 is fully enclosed (i.e., 
solid wall) along virtually all of the northern side,” in support of its conclusion that the truck and 
loading dock noise, 71 dBA and 66 dBA at 50 feet away, will not raise exceed ambient noise 
levels at neighboring sensitive receptors by 5 dBA or more. Now, the entire northwest comer of 
the project is open at the ground floor level, and worse, trucks will be passing within less than 
ten feet of the residences to the north, fully in the open behind a sound wall that does not prevent 
noise from reaching second story bedrooms.

The applicant’s last minute attempt to explain away the likely noise impacts of this 
changed design does not pass muster. For one thing, unlike the EIR, none of the detailed 
calculations are provided to support the analysis of the noise impacts.1 Appellant provides in 
Exhibit 1 the analysis of Derek Watry of Wilson Ihrig & Associates. Mr. Watry, an acoustical 
engineer, reviewed the DEIR and its relevant appendices, as well as the scanty analysis provided 
by the applicant on August 5, 2016, just two business days prior to the PLUM Committee 
hearing. Mr. Watry concludes that the 10 semi-tractor trailers delivering products to the retail 
market between 6:00 am and 12:00 pm would have a significant impact on the sensitive 
receptors at 1525 N. Bronson. Mr. Watry notes that the DEIR calculated a 75 dBA (Leq) noise 
from truck traffic at a 50 foot distance. Based on the new proximity of these trucks to the

1 Such calculations are provided for air toxics, making the omission of the noise back up calculations even more 
troubling.
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townhouses, Mr. Watry concludes that the trucks will generate an average noise level of 85 dBA 
at the townhouses. It is notable that Mr. Watry finds it impossible to determine whether the 
applicant has provided an analysis of the truck noise from the ‘"alley” in the 14 foot, six inch 
setback to the north in its last minute submittal.2 Indeed, it strains credulity that taking 
something that generates such substantial noise as a semi-truck, and moving it from inside a 
building to an alley directly behind a house, would not significantly increase noise levels, casting 
serious doubt on the applicant’s supplemental analysis. Without the backup data to support the 
applicant’s conclusions, the finding that moving the trucks to within ten feet of the back 
windows of the 1525 Bronson townhouses will not create a significant noise impact does not 
stand up to even minimal scrutiny. As Mr. Watry explains, the impacts of such loud noise, even 
at short periods, during the quiet early morning hours, are likely to be disruptive to sleep and 
have an adverse effect on human health, a factor not analyzed at all in the EIR. If the Council 
were to approve the proposed Project on this record, the record would lack substantial evidence 
in support of the conclusion that there will be no noise impacts - the absence of analysis is per se 
fatal to the conclusion of no significant impact.

The revisions to the Project’s truck entry way and loading design require recirculation of 
the EIR. An EIR must be recirculated if an agency adds “significant new information” to the 
EIR after the public comment period. It is not clear at all whether the applicant’s August 4 
correspondence has even been added to the EIR, but it is clear that the new information should 
be added to an EIR and that such action would require recirculation. Information added to an 
EIR is significant if it changes the EIR in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of a project. (See Laurel 
Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1129.) 
An EIR must be recirculated where information does not merely clarify or amplify the previous 
draft, but where it disclosed a “substantially increased impact” on the environment. The City’s 
determination as to the significance of the noise impacts (which has not yet been provided to the 
public at all, but merely the applicant’s own re-analysis) does not insulate the EIR from the 
recirculation requirement. The Court of Appeal recently concluded that an EIR should have 
been recirculated where new information regarding a project’s consistency with general plan 
policies on energy, and a redesign of the project’s stormwater management plan, were disclosed 
after the EIR comment period had closed (See Spring Valley Lake Assn. v. City of Victorville 
(May 25, 2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 91, 108.) The Court concluded that when the late-disclosed 
analysis lacked sufficient evidence to support its conclusion, that the information effectively 
disclosed a substantial adverse environmental effect. (Ibid.)

The same conclusion is true of the noise analysis of the operational noise impacts of the 
proposed Project. The revisions to the design of the loading and delivery operations 
fundamentally reworked the most noise-generating aspect of the proposed Project. The changes 
took a truck entrance into a fully enclosed structure, where the trucks entered the building 60 feet 
from the residences, and moved the trucks to use a driveway that is mere feet - less than 10 
feet—from the back windows of the 1525 Bronson Avenue townhouses. This information was
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not clear from the plan approved by the Planning Commission, where truck access was not 
clearly indicated on the diagrams. It is only in the August 4 letter from the applicant - which 
was posted on the City’s website the afternoon of August 5 - that the trucks would use the 
narrow passageway next to the Bronson Avenue homes to access loading docks that are no 
longer fully enclosed but totally open on the north and west sides, with a roof that acts to 
reverberate the sound. And the detailed information behind the noise analysis was not disclosed 
to the public at all. This does not satisfy CEQA. The public and decision makers are entitled to 
an opportunity to evaluate and test the assumptions behind the applicant’s analysis, and to 
determine whether the conclusion that the noise impacts will be below the City’s threshold for 
significance is correct. As Mr. Watry concluded, the evidence strongly suggests that the 
revisions to the loading design will create a significant impact to the sensitive receptors in the 
form of truck noise in the early morning or late evening quiet hours. Recirculation is required, 
so the proposed Project cannot be approved.

The Analysis of Traffic Impacts Ignores CalTrans’s Concerns Regarding Freeway Ramps

The FEIR does not provide an adequate response to the serious concerns regarding the 
proposed Project’s traffic generation and distribution raised both by Caltrans and by nearby 
homeowners and residents. Failure to respond to comments has been considered a prejudicial 
violation of CEQA.

Caltrans commented on the DEIR with concern that the Project’s traffic study did not 
include a traffic analysis of the impacts of the Project on the 101 Freeway, just blocks from the 
Project site. Caltrans noted that the traffic study assigned to the segment of the 101 between 
Gower and Hollywood as many as 109 trips, and that the freeway segment is currently at LOS F. 
Caltrans noted that the traffic study did not utilize “actual data from Caltrans record.” The 
response to Caltrans’s expert observation ignored entirely the request for recent data, and 
admitted that the freeway analysis relied upon data from 2012, rather than more current data. 
The response also acknowledges that the traffic study calculated freeway LOS utilizing a 
methodology that yields “overly-optimistic LOS because the traffic volume on the freeway is 
constrained by congestion and the ‘volume’ in the calculation is artificially low.” (FEIR, p. III- 
10.) Remarkably, reliant on data from 2012 and 2013, the FEIR contends that its analysis is 
“based on actual data from Caltrans and is consistent with the most current comprehensive data 
published by Caltrans.” The FEIR rejects use of more current, continually collected data from 
Caltrans (PeMS) as “not verified or validated,” and without “standard practice” for its use. 
(FEIR, pp. Ill-12-13.) The FEIR refused to conduct a freeway traffic study.

Caltrans also objected to the traffic study’s characterization of the LOS of the freeway 
off-ramp operating conditions, which the DEIR’s traffic study claimed were at LOS A. The 
traffic study relied upon a provision in a Caltrans/City of Los Angeles agreement that an 
“assumed ramp capacity” of 1500 vehicles per hour per lane could be utilized as a screening 
criterion for freeway traffic studies, regardless of the actual ramp capacity. Caltrans’s comment 
explained that in order to calculate the LOS for an off ramp, it is necessary to determine the 
actual ramp capacity and to consider how capacity is reduced by the use of traffic signals. 
Caltrans’s comment acknowledged the provision in the agreement, but insisted that the true ramp
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capacity must be determined for a proper traffic analysis. The FEIR’s response to comment 
refuses to conduct such analysis, relying upon the agreement’s “assumed ramp capacity.” 
Whatever LADOT and Caltrans may have agreed to, CEQA requires a study of the actual 
impacts of a project on the actual, not assumed, environment. Because of the EIR’s reliance 
upon the assumed off ramp capacity, there has been no actual analysis of that capacity and the 
effect that the project’s traffic generation will have on those off ramps. CEQA does not permit, 
by virtue of an agreement that does not include the public, for environmental impacts to be 
ignored and disregarded on the basis of an “assumed” condition.

The EIR’s reliance on the Caltrans agreement to evade this study is not even consistent 
with the terms of the agreement itself. The agreement provides in section 4.5 that “any off-ramp 
analysis must be analyzed using either the HCM 85% percentile queueing analysis methodology 
with the actual signal timing at the ramps’ termini or through the application of micro-simulation 
tools. Consultation with Caltrans is necessary to determine the appropriate methodology.” (See 
attached Exhibit 2 for excerpt from agreement.) Caltrans’s comment on the DEIR recognized 
that the off ramp analysis was inadequate, and requested further review. The FEIR refused to 
undertake that analysis, and thus the decision makers and the public are deprived of full 
information regarding the impact of the proposed Project on the 101 Freeway and its off ramps.

Analysis of Land Use Impacts of Proposed Project Is Inaccurate and Inadequate

The EIR does not adequately address the significant land use impacts from this project 
and from the cumulative development in the local area. First, the EIR fails to properly evaluate 
the project’s land use consistency. The City’s CEQA Thresholds Guide establishes that a land 
use impact is demonstrated when a proposal is “inconsistent with the adopted land use/density 
designation in the Community Plan, redevelopment plan, or specific plan for the site.” As stated 
in the EIR, “the Project would be considered to have a significant land use consistency impact if 
it was found to be in substantial conflict with either the adopted Community Plan or the 
Redevelopment Plan.” The EIR fails to evaluate the conflict between the land uses proposed by 
the proposed Project and the Hollywood Community Plan, as well as with policies set forth in 
the General Plan Framework Element.

The EIR erroneously claims that the Project is consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan. (See DEIR, p. IV.F-27.) The proposed Project is de facto inconsistent with the Hollywood 
Community Plan because it requires a General Plan Amendment. The proposed Project is not 
consistent with the “adopted land use/density designation in the Community Plan.” To state 
otherwise presumes the adoption of the proposed Project’s land use changes and therefore 
applies an improper baseline condition. Under present day conditions, the proposed Project is 
inconsistent with the density and land use designations in the Hollywood Community Plan. The 
EIR fails to disclose this significant impact.

Moreover, the proposed Project is not a compatible land use. It fails to comply with land 
use policies in the Framework Element and the Hollywood Community Plan requiring the 
protection of residential neighborhoods from encroachment by commercial development. The 
less-than 15-foot buffer between the parking podium and the neighboring residential units to the
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north provides inadequate protection between these residents and the commercial development. 
The shade impacts of the proposed Project are proof positive that too large a project is a 
proposed far too close to a low-rise neighborhood.

The proposed Project is clearly inconsistent with mandatory policies of the Hollywood 
Community Plan. For instance, the Hollywood Community Plan provides that “No increase in 
density shall be effected by zone change . . . unless it is determined that the local streets, major 
and secondary highways, freeways, and public transportation available in the area of the property 
involved, are adequate to serve the traffic generated.” The EIR notes that the Project is “partially 
consistent” with this policy. The Project is not consistent with the policy, as it creates 
significant, unmitigable impacts at four intersections in the vicinity of the Project.

Energy Impacts Are Inadequately Analyzed

The EIR fails in three ways to adequately address the significant energy impacts as 
required under current law. First, the EIR does not analyze the amount of electricity that will be 
used during construction. An EIR must evaluate energy impacts during construction and 
operation of a project. (CEQA Guidelines, appen. F, § II subd. A.l; California Clean Energy 
Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 210 (“CCEC”).) Here, the EIR is 
admittedly silent as to electricity impacts during construction, stating only that the amount of 
electricity to be used during construction “is not easily quantifiable” and would be “temporary” 
and “nominal.” (EIR Draft IV.J. at 13.) These vague assertions without quantitative analysis or 
quantitative comparisons to existing impacts are insufficient. (CCEC, 225 Cal.App.4th at p. 
210.)

Second, the EIR makes improper assumptions not supported by evidence to conclude that 
certain design features will increase energy efficiency. Appendix F of the CEQA guidelines 
requires “a detailed statement setting forth the mitigation measures proposed to reduce wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy.” (CCEC, 225 Cal.App.4th at p. 208.) 
Additionally, an EIR cannot assume that a mitigation measure proposed to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions or improve air quality also sufficiently addresses energy efficiency. (CCEC, 225 
Cal.App.4th at p. 207, fn. 6 [“[ajlthough there is likely to be a high correlation between reducing 
greenhouse emissions and energy savings, this court cannot assume the overlap is sufficient 
under CEQA’s study and mitigation requirements.”]; Ukiah Citizens for Safety First v. City of 
Ukicih, No. A145581, 2016 WL 3438353, at *5 (Cal. App. June 21, 2016) [holding that “the 
city's reliance on mitigation measures designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions is 
misplaced” absent additional analysis].)

Here, the Draft EIR states that the project design features proposed in the greenhouse gas 
and water analysis sections (IV.C. and IV.I. respectively) “would also apply to the energy 
analysis.” (EIR Draft IV.J. at 10-11.) The Draft EIR provides no analysis to support this, and in 
its energy impact section, there is no discussion of how these project design features specifically 
address energy efficiency. Rather, the language has been imported from the greenhouse gas 
emissions (IV.C. at 32) and water supply (IV.I. at 23-24) sections. The Draft EIR is deficient in
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its failure to explicitly outline how the suggested project design features address energy 
efficiency.

Third, the EIR does not does not explain how the project design features will reduce 
energy consumption. Instead, the EIR states only that incorporating certain project design 
features would reduce energy consumption in electricity, natural gas, and transportation by 
specific percentages. The EIR does not explain in either Section IV.J or Appendix J how these 
reductions were calculated. (See EIR Draft IV.J. at 15-18.) Further, the EIR’s mitigation 
analysis in other sections includes much more detailed calculations. (Compare the analysis in 
Appendix J to air quality mitigation analysis in Appendix B. App. B. at 16-26.)

Impacts to Municipal Services, Including Water, Police and Fire Inadequately Analyzed

The EIR’s analysis of impacts to critical municipal services is inadequate, barely 
touching on such subjects as important to life and safety as police and fire services. Moreover, 
the EIR relies upon the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) to determine water 
supply impacts, a document which is outdated as admitted in the recently adopted 2015 UWMP.

The EIR’s analysis of fire and police services is found in the “Other CEQA 
Considerations” portion of the EIR. Although the EIR elsewhere acknowledges that there are 71 
related projects in the vicinity of the proposed Project, this fact is not considered in the analysis. 
For fire service, the EIR contends that “the Project could have a cumulative impact on fire 
services if it, together with other development in the service area, did not comply with LAFD 
requirements for design and construction.” Because all projects are expected to comply with 
such requirements, the EIR concludes there is no impact from the 71 related projects. This 
conclusion ignores a life-critical service provided by the LAFD: emergency medical response. 
There are no building design standards that meaningfully prevent cardiac arrest, strokes, or other 
medical emergencies that could befall the workers in the Project, the occupants of any of the 71 
related projects, or the nearby residents. The cumulative effect of the 71 related projects on area 
traffic and emergency response times, and on demand for emergency services, is not evaluated in 
the EIR. Moreover, the EIR relies upon vague, unspecified future resource allocation to the 
LAFD to maintain adequate service levels in light of increased area development, while 
admitting that “there are no immediate plans to increase LAFD staffing or resources in the areas 
that serve the Project.” This vague, speculative assumption that resources will be made available 
at some time in the future is unsupported by any evidence or analysis that demonstrates the 
conditions under which such increases would be required or warranted. It is clear that increased 
development in Hollywood will at some point require increased fire and EMS services, but this 
EIR, like so many other project-level EIRs, simply side-steps the question of when there is too 
much aggregate development for the current service levels to safety accommodate increased 
population or works or residents.

The EIR’s analysis of police services is even more lacking than the analysis of fire 
services with respect to the cumulative impacts of the 71 related projects. There is simply not 
shred of analysis regarding the cumulative effect of the increased residents and daytime office 
workers on staffing ratios, response times, or overall safety. The EIR cannot be said to



adequately inform decision makers or the public regarding the cumulative impacts of the 71 
Hollywood area related projects on the ability of the LAPD to provide adequate police services.

Lastly, the analysis of water supply rests upon compliance with the 2010 UWMP, which 
has since been superseded by the 2015 UWMP. adopted on June 7, 2016. The 2015 UWMP 
notes that “Since the completion of the prior Urban Water Management Plan (WMP) the water 
supply situation has changed dramatically. Front and center is a multi-year drought that has 
precipitated several sustainability initiatives at the state level and within the City.” In particular, 
the 2015 UWMP explains that Los Angeles has received decreasing quantities of Los Angeles 
Aqueduct water and intends to increasingly rely upon “local” sources of water, including 
conservation and recycling measures, as well as to rely upon Metropolitan Water District 
(“MWD’j water supplies. The 2015 UWMP explains that aqueduct deliveries reached a record 
low in 2014-2015. The 2015 UWMP also notes a decline in demand for water from MWD 
reached a peak in 2013-2014. Critically, the 2015 UWMP notes that in order to meet the City’s 
goals, additional conservation measures are required beyond “passive conservation” which are 
code-based requirements. (The Executive Summary of the 2015 UWMP is attached as Exhibit 3; 
see p. ES-11 for demand forecast chart.) In light of the delta between water availability, water 
demand, and the City’s planned demand for water supplies demonstrated in the 2015 UWMP, 
heightened attention is required as to whether this project, and the 71 related projects, will have a 
cumulative impact on the City’s ability to comply with the 2015 UWMP and to provide adequate 
water supplies to its citizens in Hollywood and throughout the City. The EIR fails to account for 
the changed circumstances due to the admitted decrease in water supplies from historic sources 
such as the aqueduct and increased reliance on unspecified conservation measures to ensure 
Citywide water availability.

The Proposed Project Should be Denied

The proposed Project is too large for its location, inconsistent with the General Plan 
under any circumstance, and creates too many significant environmental impacts. The City 
Council should deny the requested entitlement and require the applicant to propose a project that 
is in conformance with the General Plan and which does not adversely impact the community.

August 9, 2016
Page 12

Sincerely,

Beverly Grossman Palmer
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WILSON IHRIG & ASSOCIATES
ACOUSTICAL AND VIBRATION CONSULTANTS 

CALIFORNIA NEW YORK WASHINGTON

6001 SHELLMOUND STREET 
SUITE 400 

EMERYVILLE, CA 94608 

Tel: 510-658-6719 
Fax: 510-652-4441
wwvv.wia£.com

8 August 2016

Beverly Grossman Palmer, Esq.
Strumwasser & Woocher, LLP 
10940 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2000 
Los Angeles, California 90024

Subject: 5901 Sunset Project
Comments on Delivery Truck Noise Analysis 
City Council File No. 16-0478-SI

Dear Ms. Palmer,

Wilson Ihrig has practiced exclusively in the field of acoustics since 1966. During our 50 years 
of operation, we have prepared hundreds of noise studies for Environmental Impact Reports and 
Statements. We have also peer-reviewed and critiqued many more noise studies. Wilson Ihrig 
has one of the largest technical laboratories in the acoustical consulting industry, and we 
routinely utilize industry-standard acoustical programs such as Environmental Noise Model 
(ENM), Traffic Noise Model (TNM), SoundPLAN, and CADNA. In short, we are well qualified 
to prepare environmental noise studies and review studies prepared by others.

As requested, we have reviewed various documents pertaining to the 5901 Sunset Project 
Environmental Impact Report, including, but not limited to:

1. 5901 Sunset Project Draft EIR (SCH No. 2014021009, March 2015) - “DEIR’"
2. 5901 Sunset EIR - Supplemental Noise and Vibration Analysis (August 2016) - “SNVA”

As the California legislation that establishes the need for an EIR states, "The purpose of an 
environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, 
to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant 
effects can be mitigated or avoided." [Calif. Public Resources Code, Section 21002.1(a)], For 
this review, we are focusing on one particular aspect of the project that will have a significant, 
yet unidentified, impact: truck noise for the residents of the 1525 Bronson Apartments.

Under the proposed project, up to 10 large semi-tractor trailer trucks could make deliveries to the 
grocery store component of the proposed project, up to 2 per hour [SNVA at p. 2], Deliveries 
could occur any time between 6 AM and 12 PM, a six-hour window, the first hour of which is in 
the designated “nighttime” period of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Noise Regulations



[LAMC, Chapter XI]. On average, there will be 1.67 trucks per hour during this period, so it is 
very likely that one or two truck will arrive between 6:00 AM and 7:00 AM.

Under the current site plan, these trucks would access the project site using a service alley along 
the north edge of the property. This would put the nearest exhaust stack of the trucks about 10 ft 
from the second floor bedroom windows of the 1525 Bronson Apartments. Figure 1 shows the 
proximity of the service alley to the apartments. The proposed project does include a 12 ft tall 
wall along the northern edge of the project, but this will not block the line of sight between the 
bedroom windows and the exhaust stacks as indicated in the project drawings reproduced in 
Figure 2. As a result, the 12 ft wall will not provide any noise reduction for the exhaust stack 
noise as far as the second story bedrooms are concerned.

The DEIR Noise Section G states, . . delivery trucks . . . could generate noise levels of 
approximately 71 dBA (Leq) ... at a distance of 50 feet . . [DEIR at p. IV.G-36], The “Leq” 
designates that this an average (“equivalent”) noise level, presumably over 1 hour. The detailed 
acoustical calculation spreadsheets in Appendix G of the DEIR clearly indicate that this 
reference level is used to compute the hourly Leq treating the truck noise as a point source.
Under California Motor Vehicle Code Section 27207, the noise limit for motor vehicles with 
gross vehicle weight ratings of more than 10,000 lbs (which includes most delivery trucks and 
certainly semi-tractor trailer trucks) is 88 dBA with wide open throttle measured at 50 ft. 
However, assuming that the maximum generated by a truck in the service alley is only 71 dBA at 
50 ft, then given the distance between the truck exhaust stack and the bedroom windows, and the 
fact that the wall will provide no attenuation, the noise level at the bedroom window will be:

71 dBA - 201ogio(10 ft/50 ft) = 85 dBA (assumes a point source as did the DEIR)

The ambient during the nighttime hours at 1525 Bronson Apartments as reported in the DEIR is
53.6 dBA [DEIR Table IV.G-7 at p. IV.G-15], and the DEIR’s threshold of significance is 
5 decibels above the ambient. Therefore, the maximum allowable nighttime noise level is
58.6 dBA, well below' the 85 dBA that would be generated by the large trucks.

The project sponsors may argue that this is not a proper comparison because this is comparing a 
short-term noise level to a limit intended to apply to a long-term average noise level. This 
argument is undermined by provisions in the LAMC Noise Regulations that specifically address 
short-term noises. In particular, LAMC Chapter XI Section 111.02(b)(4) states:

Noise occurring five minutes or less in any period of 60 consecutive minutes, between 
the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. of any day [shall be discounted 5 dB]

This provision - which does not apply during the nighttime hours (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) - 
clearly indicates that short duration noises are allowed to be somewhat louder than longer 
duration noise, but it would be illogical to assert to that level of a noise persisting less than 
5 minute should be averaged over an entire hour before being assessed. Therefore, the noise 
limits established by the LAMC should be applied to noise levels as they occur, not averaged 
over time.

WILSON, IHRIG & ASSOCIATES, INC. 2 5901 Sunset Project
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During the daytime hours when the above-cited provision for short-term noises does apply and 
the ambient level is 54.8 dBA [DEIR Table IV.G-7 at p. IV.G-15], the applicable noise limit 
would be 59.8 dBA, still well below the truck noise level of 85 dBA as it drives by the 1525 
Bronson Apartments.

One of the key reason that many noise ordinance and metric differentiate the period from 
10:00 PM to 7:00 AM as “nighttime” is that this is when many people sleep. A comprehensive 
study of sleep disturbance concluded that, for two, intermittent noise events, no one would be 
awoken if the noise level remained below 53 dBA. Furthermore, the upper limit “which must 
not be exceeded in order to avoid long-term effects on health”, again, for two events, is 59 dBA.1 
The exterior noise level from trucks passing the 1525 Bronson Apartment is 85 dBA. Exterior- 
to-interior noise through an open window be attenuated by 15 to 20 dB, so the expected interior 
truck noise level in the 1525 Bronson Apartments second story bedrooms is 65 to 70 dBA, well 
above the 59 dBA upper limit established by Dr. Griefahn’s study.

A legal precedent for analyzing the maximum noise levels from discrete events like this was set 
in the case Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v Board of Port Commissioners (91 Cal. 
App. 4lh 1344, 111 Cal. Rptr. 2d, 598). Our understanding of this ruling was that Oakland 
International Airport could not assess aircraft noise solely using a 24-hour daily metric (Ldn or 
CNEL) because what wakes people up are discrete, loud events. In the Berkeley Keep Jets Over 
the Bay case, the source was jet aircraft. In this situation, the source would be large delivery 
trucks.

In summary, the residents of 1525 Bronson Apartments will have semi-tractor trailer trucks 
passing their bedroom windows at a distance of about 10 feet as early as 6:00 AM. There will be 
no barrier between their windows and the truck exhaust stacks to attenuate the noise. Truck 
noise levels will be on the order of 85 dBA outside the building and 65 to 70 dBA inside the 
bedrooms. Because the noise from delivery trucks will exceed a local standard and because it 
will likely lead to sleep-related ill health effects for the residents of 1525 Bronson Apartments, it 
should have been identified as a significant noise impact under CEQA.

Please let us know if you have any questions about this analysis.

WILSON, IHRIG & ASSOCIATES, INC. 3 5901 Sunset Project
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Griefahn, Barbara, “Noise Control During the Night: 
Intermittent Noise”, Acoustics Australia, Vol. 20, No. 2,

Proposals for Continuous and 
August 1992.
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FIGURE 1 PROXIMITY OF SERVICE ALLEY TO BEDROOM WINDOWS
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FIGURE 2 PROPOSED WALL WILL NOT BLOCK TRUCK EXHAUST NOISE

5901 Sunset ProjectWILSON, IHRIG & ASSOCIATES, INC
Truck Noise Analysis
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Agreement Between
City of Los Angeles and Caltrans District 7 
On Freeway Impact Analysis Procedures

This Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered into by, between, and among the State of 
California, acting by and through its Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”) and the City 
of Los Angeles, acting by and through its Department of Transportation (“City”), Caltrans 
and City are collectively referred to as the “Parties.”

RECITALS

A. WHEREAS, Caltrans is an agency in the executive branch of the State of 
California, operating within the Transportation Agency. Caltrans is the owner and operator 
of the State Highway System (“SHS”).

B. WHEREAS, City is a municipal corporation organized and existing under the 
laws of the State of California. City is the land use authority within city limits that approves 
land use development projects that potentially impact the SHS.

C. WHEREAS, the Parties now desire to enter into this Agreement to provide for (i) 
criteria for identifying when a Freeway Impact Analysis is necessary to analyze a project’s 
impacts on the SHS (“Criteria”); (ii) an agreed upon methodology to conduct the Freeway 
Impact Analysis (“Methodology”); (iii) commitment by the Parties to work together toward 
revising thresholds of significance for the SHS through the City’s public process and 
approved by the Los Angeles City Council; and (iv) potential freeway mitigation options 
(“Mitigation”).

D. WHEREAS, the Parties desire to implement the provisions of this Agreement on land use 
development proposals within the City. The Parties agree that the terms of this Agreement will be in 
place for two years from date of execution On or about the first and second year anniversary of the 
Agreement, the Parties will revisit the terms of this Agreement with an option to renew in the second 
year and if so, to determine whether updates or amendments are necessary'. The Parties agree that 
they will meet every two years after the initial two year period or as necessary as determined by the 
Parties to discuss any modifications to this Agreement. The Parties also acknowledge that this 
Agreement may need to be amended pursuant to the adopted State legislation (SB 743) that may 
significantly alter the means in which traffic impact studies are prepared.



E. WHEREAS, the terms of this Agreement shall apply to projects for which a 
Memorandum of Understanding concerning the traffic study review process has not already been 
executed with Los Angeles Department of Transportation.

AGREEMENT

1. Recitals. The Parties acknowledge that the recitals stated above are true and 
correct and incorporate those recitals by reference into this Agreement.

2. Effective Date. This Agreement will become effective on the date on which it has 
been approved by the General Manager of the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation on behalf of City and by the District 7 Director on behalf of Caltrans. The 
Parties agree that the terms of this Agreement will be in place for two years from date of execution. 
On or about the first and second year anniversary of the Agreement, the Parties will revisit the terms 
of this Agreement with an option to renew in the second year and if so, to determine whether updates 
or amendments are necessary. The Parties agree that they will meet every two years after the initial 
two year period or as necessary as.determined by the Parties to discuss any modifications to this 
Agreement.

3. Freeway Impact Analysis Screening Criteria.

3.1. City will require Project applicants to work with Caltrans and prepare a
Freeway Impact Analysis, utilizing Caltrans’ “Guide for the Preparation of Traffic
Impact Studies” (“TIS Guide”), for land use proposals that meet any of the
following criteria: *

* The project’s peak hour trips would result in a 1-percent or more increase to 
the freeway mainline capacity of a freeway segment operating at level-of- 
service (LOS) E or F (based on an assumed capacity of 2,000 vehicles per 
hour per lane); or

“ The project’s peak hour trips would result in a 2-percent or more increase to 
the freeway m ainline capacity of a freeway segment operating at LOS D 
(based on an assumed capacity of2,000 vehicles per hour per lane); or

• The project’s peak hour trips would result in a 1-percent or more increase to 
the capacity of a freeway off-ramp operating at LOS E or F (based on an 
assumed ramp capacity of 1,500 vehicles per hour per lane); or

» The project’s peak hour trips would result in a 2-percent or more increase to 
the capacity of a freeway off-ramp operating at LOS D (based on an assumed 
ramp capacity of 1,500 vehicles per hour per lane).



4. Methodology,

4.1. For projects that are required to prepare a travel demand simulation model, 
select zone analyses may be required to aid in determining the scope of the traffic 
analysis and its impacts.

4.2. Caltrans recognizes the City’s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures 
applicable to trip reduction, including but not limited to Pass-By Trips, Internal 
Capture, Transportation Demand Management, or Bike/Walk trips, that result in 
the reduction of a project's peak hour trip generation. Consultation and 
coordination with Caltrans according to Paragraph 7 of this Agreement will be 
required when tire combined trip reduction credits are greater than 45% in 
urbanized core areas or greater than 30% in non-urbanized core areas. However, 
as the Lead Agency, the City shall ultimately determine a project’s trip reduction 
credits.. The City shall furnish Caltrans with any and all documentation used in 
determining the trip reduction credits.

4.3. The latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual (“HCM”) shall be 
used as the basis for a transportation analysis on the SHS. If a travel demand 
simulation model is used in the preparation of the Freeway Impact Analysis, then 
the results of the model will be calibrated and validated to Caltrans’ standards.

4.4. When saturated conditions are expected to occur on the SHS, then the 
Freeway Impact Analysis will likely need to evaluate queuing, storage, speed 
differentials, weaving and throughput. Specifically, the analysis may need to 
consider the following;

4.4.1. Any queue that creates a speed differential at a freeway on or off 
ramp;

4.4.2. Any queue that over-fills its allocated storage;

4.4.3. Any storage or queue that blocks a driveway or intersection;

4.4.4. Any intersection or driveway on the SHS that is in such proximity 
to another intersection or driveway that a safety concern may arise;



4.4.5. Access management issues such as the special and temporal 
relationship of medians, driveways, parking, pedestrians, transit and 
bicyclists;

4.4.6. The interface of a transit stop or terminal locations and the car 
lanes;

4.4.7. Adequacy of freeway-related signage; and

4.4.8. Inadequacy of weaving conditions.

4.5 Any off-ramp analysis must be analyzed using either the HCM 85% 
percentile queuing analysis methodology with the actual signal timing at the 
ramps’ termini or through the application of micro-simulation tools. Consultation 
with Caltrans is necessary to determine the appropriate methodology.

4.6 The City and the applicant’s transportation engineering consultant will 
work with Caltrans to discuss the results of the Freeway Impact Analysis and 
Caltrans will provide comments.

5. City Commitment Regarding Thresholds.

5.1 Tire City agrees that as part of any ongoing update of its CEQA 
thresholds guide, it will meet and confer with. Caltrans for the purpose of seeking 
Caltrans’ agreement on any revised thresholds to be used on future projects to 
determine the significance of any SHS impacts.

SHS Mitigation Options.

6.1. For projects that are determined to result in significant traffic impacts to 
the SHS, based on the Freeway Impact Analysis, the City and applicant’s 
transportation engineering consultant will work directly with Caltrans to evaluate 
and identify mitigation options. Potential SHS mitigation may include, but are 
not limited to the following:

» Payment toward a planned freeway improvement; 
o Payment for design and installation of changeable message signs;



Ramp meter upgrades;
Design and/or implementation of off-ramp capacity improvements; 
Payment for fixed freeway guide signs in vicinity of project;
Payment for planning and environmental studies associated with future 
freeway improvements;
Implementation of Transportation Demand Management measures and/or 
multi-modal enhancements designed to reduce vehicle trips.

7. Coordination.

7.1 In general, the Parties agree that if disagreements arise between 
City and Caltrans related to the preparation of the Freeway Impact Analysis, 
the Parties shall first meet and confer to try and resolve any issues,

7.2 A Freeway Impact Analysis, when triggered by the criteria stated 
in Section 3 of this Agreement, shall be prepared in compliance with Caltrans’ 
TIS Guide or such other document or methodology agreed to by Caltrans for 
preparation of the study, in accordance with the following procedures:

7.2.1 For projects that meet the screening thresholds described in 
Section 3, the City and the applicant’s transportation engineering 
consultant shall schedule a scoping meeting with Caltrans to 
discuss the'boundaries of the Freeway Impact Analysis and the 
methodology to be utilized in preparing the analysis;

7.2.2 After the scoping meeting but prior to commencing the 
Freeway Impact Analysis, the applicant’s transportation 
engineering consultant shall submit a written summary of the 
proposed assumptions and parameters of the Freeway Impact 
Analysis to Caltrans for review and approval. Such a summary 
should include the study area, the SHS segments identified for 
detailed analysis, project trip distribution, scenarios to be studied, 
trip reduction credits as appropriate under section 4.2 above, etc.;

7.2.3 Within 15 business days of receipt of the draft written 
summary provided under Section 7(2)(2), Caltrans shall provide in 
writing its concurrence or shall submit their recommended 
revisions. The Parties will meet to discuss any disagreements on 
the draft written summary. If no response from Caltrans is received 
within the tune period provided, the project may proceed with the 
Freeway Impact Analysis and may construe Caltrans’ lack of 
comment as there being no objection by Caltrans;



7.2.4 Within seven business days following the receipt of 
comments from Caltrans, City directs the applicant’s transportation 
engineering consultant to provide Caltrans with a final written 
summary that responds to Caltrans comments mid concerns;

Prior to any fieldwork specifically for the Freeway Impact 
Analysis, City directs the applicant’s transportation engineering 
consultant to provide for Caltrans’ review and comment the 
following analysis parameters: trip generation rates, pass-by-trip 
reductions, internal-capture trip reductions, transportation demand 
management reductions, the level of detail required for each traffic 
count site, the designation of peak hours to be studied, and 
documentation on the model, if one is required by the Citythat 
shall be utilized for the Freeway Impact Analysis;

7.2.5 The results of the Freeway Impact Analysis, as well as any 
proposed SFIS mitigation measures, shall be submitted to Caltrans 
as early in the process as practical to allow a reasonable 
opportunity for Caltrans to review, comment and/or work with City 
and applicant’s transportation engineering consultant to provide 
feedback. The Parties will collaborate in good faith to reach 
consensus on issues of concern related to the Freeway Impact 
Analysis prior to the City submitting its traffic impact assessment 
report to the approving body for a final decision;

7.2.6 If any evidence has become part of the record in any 
environmental review indicating that Caltrans disagreed with or 
had concerns on a project’s Freeway Impact Analysis and 
Caltrans’ concerns have been addressed, Caltrans shall submit a 
letter indicating that Caltrans’ concerns have been addressed and 
Caltrans does not object to or dispute the Freeway Impact 
Analysis.

7.3 The parties can agree to waive or modify the triggers and procedures 
provided for in Sections 3 and 7(2) on a project-by-project basis. For example, 
when a project’s traffic impacts to a state highway facility can clearly be 
anticipated without a study and the Parties are able to agree upon appropriate 
mitigation, a Freeway Impact .Analysis may not be necessary. Any exceptions will 
require consultation between the Parties, but may also include a project proponent 
and those preparing the environmental document and/or Freeway Impact 
Analysis, as the Parties deem appropriate. Any exceptions will be agreed upon by 
the Parties and documented in a manner deemed appropriate by the Parties.

7.4 Voluntary Nature of Agreement and Advice of Counsel. The Parties 
represent and warrant that they fully understand and voluntarily accept each of the



terms of this Agreement and their consequences, and that they have sought and 
received the advice of their attorneys prior to executing this Agreement,

8. Notices. Any notices required under this Agreement shall be sent to the
following:

To Caltrans: Aziz Elattar

Deputy District Director 

Transportation Planning and Local Assistance 

100 South Main Street, Suite 100 

Los Angeles, CA 90012

To City: Jay Kim

Principal Transportation Engineer 

LADOT Development Services Division 

100 South Main Street, 10th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Notices given pursuant to this Agreement shall be deemed received as follows:

(a) If sent by United States Mail - five (5) calendar days after deposit into the 
United States Mail, first class postage paid.

(b) Ifby facsimile - upon transmission and actual receipt by the receiving party.

(c) Ifby express courier sendee or hand delivery - on the date of receipt by the 
receiving party



The addresses to notices set forth in this section maybe changed upon written notice of 
such change to Parties as appropriate.

9. Effect of Agreement and No Third Party Beneficiary. This Agreement is binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties, their respective agents, attorneys, and 
representatives, assigns and successors-in-interest, to the extent permitted by law. This 
Agreement is made and entered into only for the protection and benefit of the Parties and 
their successors and assigns and there shall be no third party beneficiary to this agreement.

10. Authority of Signatories. Each person executing this Agreement does hereby
represent and warrant to the otheT signatories that he or she has the authority necessary to 
execute this Agreement; that no other consents or approvals of anyone are required or 
necessary for this Agreement to be binding.

.11. Dispute Resolution/Choice of Law/Venue. The Parties agree that should a dispute
arise as to the terms of this Agreement, the Parties will make a good faith effort to resolve the 
dispute through mediation prior to seeking judicial action. This Agreement shall in all 
respects be interpreted, enforced, and governed by and under the laws of the State of 
California. Should any judicial proceeding be brought relating to this Agreement, venue 
shall lie exclusively in a court of competent jurisdiction located in Los Angeles County, or if 
no such court can be found in this County, a court of competent jurisdiction closest to Los 
Angeles County.

12. State Appropriations. All of Caltrans’ obligations under the terms of this
Agreement are subject to the appropriation of resources by the Legislature, State Budget Act 
authority, and the allocation of resources by the California Transportation Commission.

13.. Jointly Drafted. This Agreement was jointly negotiated and drafted. The
language of this Agreement shall he construed as a whole according to its fair meaning, and 
not strictly for or against any of the Parties. This Agreement shall be liberally construed to 
accomplish its purpose. The Parties hereby agree to execute and deliver such further 
documents and to do such other acts and things as are reasonably necessary and appropriate 
to effectuate the purposes of this Agreement as set forth herein.



14. Severability. Should any term of this Agreement be deemed unlawful, that 
provision shall be severed and the remaining terms shall continue to be valid and fully 
enforceable.

15. Duplicate Originals. This Agreement may be executed in .several counterparts 
and all counterparts so executed shall constitute one agreement that shall be binding on all of 
the Parties, notwithstanding that all of the Parties are not signatory to the original or the same 
counterpart.

16. Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the
Parties, and supersedes and replaces any and all prior or contemporaneous agreements or 
understandings, written or oral, with regard to the matter set forth herein.

17. Modification. This Agreement may be amended or modified in whole or in part
at any time, only by an agreement in writing, executed in the same manner as this 
Agreement.

18. Headings. Paragraph headings used in this Agreement are for the convenience of
the Parties only and shall not be considered in interpreting or construing this Agreement.



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as set forth below.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Carrie Bowen, Acting District 07 Director

Approved as to Form and Procedure

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Jaime de ia Vega, General Manager

Approved as to Form and Legality

n~~y %l-

Date:
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In 1902, the City of Los Angeles (City) 
created a municipal water system by 
acquiring title to all properties of a private 
water company. In 1925, the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 
was established by a new city charter. The 
availability of water has been essential 
to the economic development of the City, 
growing from a town with a population 
of approximately 146,000 in 1902 to the 
nation's second largest city with nearly 4 
million people. As the largest municipal 
utility in the nation, LADWP delivers safe 
and reliable water service to over 675,000 
active service connections.

use by up to 25% per capita over the 
next 20 years, reduce dependence on 
imported water supplies, and accelerate 
the development of local supplies. Plans 
outlined herein are not only designed to 
ensure future water reliability for Los 
Angeles, but also comply with these 
sustainability policies and initiatives.

. ;3 v?FiS35

LADWP plans to address current and 
future drought conditions and the relevant 
State and City initiatives with the following 
responses:

• Achieving significant advances in water 
conservation, stormwater capture, 
and water recycling to increase 
supply reliability, reduce imported 
water purchases, and increase locally 
produced water.Overview a Wa

XIIC- C.r/’S
Faced with increasing demands for 
additional water supplies and drought 
conditions, LADWP and otherwater 
agencies in Southern California are 
addressing the challenge of providing 
a reliable water supply to a growing 
population. LADWP has a long history of 
working to ensure that its customers have 
reliable water. Since the completion of 
the prior Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP), the water supply situation has 
changed dramatically. Front and center is 
a multi-year drought that has precipitated 
severaL sustainability initiatives at the 
state level and within the City. These 
actions include calls to decrease water

* Remediating the contamination of the 
San Fernando Groundwater Basin.

* Ensuring continued reliability of the 
water supplies from the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California 
(MWD) through active representation on 
the MWD Board.

* Maintaining operational integrity of the 
Los Angeles Aqueduct and the City's 
water distribution systems.

r Meeting or exceeding all federal and state 
standards for drinking water quality.
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The California Urban Water Management 
Planning Act (Act-effective January 1, 
19841 requires that every urban water 
supplier prepare and adopt an UWMP 
every five years. The main objective 
of producing these plans is to confirm 
that cities are performing the advance 
planning necessary to provide reliable 
water service in the future. Specifically, 
the UWMP forecasts future water 
demands and water supplies under 
average and dry year conditions; identifies 
future water supply projects such as 
recycled water; provides a summary of 
water conservation Best Management 
Practices (BMPs); and provides a single 
and multi-dry year management strategy.

The LADWP's 2015 UWMP presents the 
basic policy principles that guide LADWP's 
decision-making process to secure a 
sustainable water supply for Los Angeles. 
The UWMP serves two purposes:

• It is a master plan for water supply and 
resources management consistent with 
the City's goals and policy objectives; and

* It provides full compliance with the 
requirements of the ACT.

V.i'J Ccm. '~y fi" JT
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A number of important changes have 
occurred since LADWP prepared its 2010 
UWMP:

* The year 2012 marked the start of the 
current multi-year drought, resulting in 
Governor Brown proclaiming a drought 
state of emergency in 2014;

« In July 2014, the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) implemented 
its Emergency Water Conservation 
Regulation (Emergency Regulation) 
as directed by Governor Brown to 
take actions to reduce water use by 20 
percent Statewide;

• In October 2014, Mayor Eric Garcetti 
issued Executive Directive No. 5 [ED5) 
Emergency Drought Response which set 
goals to reduce per capita water use, 
reduce purchases of imported potable 
water by 50%, and create an integrated 
water strategy to increase local 
supplies and improve water security 
considering climate change and seismic 
vulnerability;

• In March 2015, the Emergency 
Regulation was expanded requiring 
urban water supplies to implement their 
water shortage contingency ptans to a 
level equivalent to a 20 percent water 
use reduction;

• In April 2015, Sustainable City pLAn 
was released establishing short-term 
and long-term targets for the City over 
the next 20 years in 14 categories to 
strengthen and promote sustainability 
of the environment, economy, and 
equity in Los Angeles. A multi-faceted 
approach to developing a locally 
sustainable water supply was developed 
through pLAn calling for short-term, 
mid-term, and long-term goals 
reducing reliance on imported water, 
reducing per capita water use through 
conservation, and increasing local water 
supply availability;

■ In May 2015, as the drought worsened, 
Emergency Regulation was further 
amended to mandate conservation 
targets for urban water suppliers to 
achieve a mandatory 25 percent water 
use reduction statewide from June 2015 
through February 2016;

■ In February 2016, the requirements of 
the May 2015 Emergency Regulation 
was extended to October 2016 with 
adjustments to account for climate 
affecting different parts of the state, 
growth experienced by urban areas, and 
significant investments that have been 
made to create new, local, drought- 
resilient sources of potable water supply



New requirements have been added to
UWMP Act since completion of the 2010
UWMP, including:

• Extension of the submittal from 
December 31, 2015 to July 1, 2016;

• A requirement fora narrative description 
of water demand measures implemented 
over the past five years and future 
measures planned to meet 20 percent 
demand reduction targets by 2020;

• Implementation of a standard 
methodology for calculating system 
water loss;

regulations, and groundwater basin 
contamination. These issues, and the 
appropriate responses, are explicitly 
addressed in this UWMP, including plans 
to reduce dependence on purchased 
imported water from MWD. However, it 
is important to note that it is in LADWP's 
best interest to protect all of its existing 
water supplies. Pressure on one supply 
resource, such as the recent minimal 
snowfall in the Eastern Sierra Nevada 
Mountains affecting the LAA supply, 
means that other supplies must make up 
the difference, for example groundwater 
and/or purchased water from MWD.

• Mandatory electronic filing of UWMPs;

• Voluntary reporting of passive 
conservation savings, energy intensity, 
and climate change; and

• Requirement to analyze and define 
water features that are artificially 
supplied with water

Primary sources of water for the LADWP 
service area are the Los Angeles 
Aqueducts (LAA), local groundwater,
State Water Project (supplied by MWD), 
and Colorado River Aqueduct (supplied 
by MWD). Exhibit ES-A indicates the 
general location of these supplies. An 
additional water source, recycled water, 
is becoming a larger part of the overall 
supply portfolio. Water supplies from the 
LAA, State Water Project, and Colorado 
River Aqueduct are classified as imported 
because they are obtained from outside 
LADWP's service area.

Many of LADWP's traditional water 
sources are being negatively impacted 
by climate extremes, environmental

Bay-Defta Los Angeles 
Mono Lake Aqueducts

State Water 
Project

Local
Groundwater

Colorado River 
AqueductLos Angeles
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City undergoes, at a minimum, tertiary 
treatment and disinfection. This water 
is designed to meet the needs of the 
application, and meets or exceeds local 
and state requirements designed to 
ensure public safety.

Since its construction in the early 1900's, 
the LAA has provided the vast majority of 
water for the City. Annual LAA deliveries 
are dependent on snowfall in the Eastern 
Sierra Nevada Mountains. Years with 
abundant snowpack result in larger water 
deliveries from the LAA, and typically 
reduced purchases of supplemental 
water from MWD. Conversely, low LAA 
deliveries in dry years increase the 
amount of water LADWP must purchase 
from MWD. The impact to LAA water 
supplies due to varying hydrology in the 
Eastern Sierra Nevada is exacerbated 
by requirements to release water for 
environmental enhancement projects in 
the Mono Basin and Owens Valley.

The cyclical nature of this hydrology in 
the Eastern Sierra Nevada Mountains 
is demonstrated by LAA deliveries over 
the last fifteen years. This period was 
characterized by a series of wet years, 
followed by a series of dry years that 
have extended into the current drought 
period. The current drought that began 
in 2012 has impacted the entire State 
of California. LAA deliveries reached 
a record low of 53,500 AF during FY 
2014/15. From FY 2010/11 through 
2014/15, LAA deliveries supplied an 
average of 29 percent of the City's water 
needs, which is substantially lower than 
long-term average. In the last decade, 
the City has been required to reallocate 
approximately 182,000 AFY of LAA water 
supply to environmental mitigation 
and enhancement projects leaving 
approximately 43 percent of the supply 
available for export to the City. Complying 
with environmental requirements, 
coupled with the drought, has led to 
increased dependence on imported water 
from MWD. This increased dependence 
has reinforced the need for LADWP to 
accelerate development of local supplies.

A key water supply for the City is local 
groundwater, the primary resource being 
the San Fernando Groundwater Basin. 
Groundwater basins are tremendous 
water reliability assets. They store 
water in wet years through natural 
replenishment, and can provide water 
utilities the opportunity to store additional 
water using purified recycled water, or 
by proactively increasing stormwater 
capture. The ability to store water is the 
key to water reliability in the Southwest, 
and stored groundwater can be used 
during dry years when others supplies are 
less available.

Over the last five years groundwater has 
provided approximately 12 percent of the 
total water supply for Los Angeles, and 
since 1970 has provided up to 23 percent 
of supply during extended dry periods. 
Unfortunately, groundwater contamination 
has impacted LADWP's ability to fully 
utilize its entitlements, especially over 
the last 10 years. Furthermore, expanding 
urbanization, increasing impervious 
hardscape, and channelization of 
stormwater runoff have reduced natural 
replenishment. Aging well fields and 
distribution infrastructure have also 
inhibited the full utilization of the City's 
groundwater resources.

In response to these issues, LADWP 
has renewed its focus on protecting 
and rehabilitating its Local groundwater 
basins, including expanding the 
remediation efforts for the San Fernando 
Basin (SFB). LADWP continues to 
invest in stormwater recharge projects 
by enhancing and enlarging existing 
stormwater capture facilities. LADWP 
is also investing in advanced treatment 
systems to produce purified recycled 
water for groundwater replenishment, 
often referred to as indirect potable 
reuse. These investments will augment 
the City's groundwater and help ensure 
that basin water Levels remain sustainable
for the foreseeable future.



As a wholesaler, MWD sells water to 26 
member agencies in Southern California. 
LADWP is exclusively a retailer, selling 
water to individual residents and 
businesses. LADWP typically purchases 
MWD water to make up the deficit between 
demand and the availability of other City 
supplies. As a percentage of the City's 
total water supply, purchases from MWD 
have historically varied from 4 percent in 
FY 1983/84 to 75 percent in FY 2013/14, 
with a 5-year average of 57 percent from 
FY 2010/11 to 2014/15. The City relies 
heavily on MWD in dry years. This reliance 
has increased in recent years as the LAA 
supply has been impacted by extended 
drought and increased demand for water 
to protect the environment in the Mono 
Basin and Owens Valley. However, by 
2025 the Sustainable City pLAn calls for 
a reduction in dependence on purchased 
imported water by 50 percent from FY 
2013/14 levels. Although LADWP plans 
to reduce this reliance on MWD, it has 
made significant investments to ensure 
that this important supplemental supply 
is available when the City's LAA supply is 
reduced during droughts.

n.’ W
Drivers and Forecasting

Water demands are driven by a number of
factors:

* Demographics - population, number 
of single-family homes, and number of 
employees

* Socioeconomics - price of water, 
personal income, family size, economy, 
drought conservation effect, and 
passive water conservation *

* Conservation - passive conservation 
from plumbing codes and landscape 
ordinances, passive conservation 
from behavioral changes, and active 
conservation from the City’s various 
active conservation programs

* Weather - historical weather patterns 
including daily maximum temperature 
and precipitation

* Non-Revenue Water - the difference 
between total water consumption and 
billed water use

For the development of LADWP's 2015 
UWMP, a new water demand forecast 
was prepared for the major categories of 
demand. This forecast will allow the City 
to better understand water-use trends and 
develop effective conservation programs.

/> - - .V ... ‘ - . "!
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Nearly 4 million people reside in the 
LADWP service area, which is slightly 
larger than the legal boundary of the City 
of Los Angeles. LADWP provides water 
service outside the City's boundary to 
portions of West Hollywood, Culver City, 
Universal City, and small parts of the 
County of Los Angeles. The population 
within LADWP's service area increased 
from 2.97 million in 1980 to 3.99 million 
in 2015, an average annual growth rate of 
approximately 1 percent. The total number 
of housing units increased from 1.10 
million in 1980 to 1.39 million in 2015, an 
average annual growth rate of 0.8 percent. 
During this time, average household size 
increased from 2.70 persons in 1980 to 
2.77 persons in 2015. Employment grew 
by about 0.7 percent annually from 1980 
to 1990, but declined from 1990 to 2010 
as a result of two economic recessions.
The first recession began in 1991 and was 
followed by a larger recession beginning in 
2008. Only recently has employment begun 
to return to levels experienced in 1990. 
Overall, employment decreased by about 
0.3 percent annually from 1990 to 2010, 
and between 2010 and 2015 increased by 
approximately 1.4 percent, reflecting the 
recovery from the 2008 recession.

Demogr aphic projections were provided 
for the LADWP service area by MWD, who 
received the data from Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAGI. SCAG 
applied its 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan demographic data to water service
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areas for MWD's member agencies.
This data was used for water demand 
projections in the UWMP. Exhibit ES-C 
summarizes these demographic projections 
for the LADWP service area. Service area 
population is expected to continue to grow 
over the next 25 years at a rate of 0.5 
percent annually. While this is substantially 
less than the historical 1.0 percent annual 
growth rate from 1980 to 2010, it will 
still lead to approximately 493,200 new 
residents over the next 25 years.

Weather in Los Angeles is considered 
mild, which is a major attribute that 
attracts businesses, residents, and 
tourists to the City. It also significantly 
impacts water demand, especially the 
need for irrigating landscapes. Because 
of its relative dryness, Los Angeles' 
climate has been characterized as 
Mediterranean. Exhibit ES-D provides 
a summary of average monthly 
rainfall, maximum temperatures, and 
evapotranspiration (Eto] readings.

Demographic Praji~c. . ; .

■ i «« -
Population 4,026,891 4,168,131 4,210,042 4,351,408 4,441,545

Housing

Single-Family 650,746 635,348 652,379 675,540 682,412

Multi-Family 828,744 900,523 940,549 973,978 1,031,239

Total Housing 1,479,490 1,535,871 1,592,928 1,649,518 1,713,651

Persons per Household 2.66 2.66 2.59 2.58 2.54

Employment

Commercial 1,704,864 1,749,994 1,788,566 1,807,774 1,869,383

Industrial 136,023 135,594 134,061 131,686 131,285

Total Employment 1,840,887 1,885,588 1,922,628 1,939,460 2,000,667
Source: SC AG Regional Transportation Plan (2012), modified to represent LADWP's service area.

L I '/*Y
Average Maximum 
Temperature |°F]’ 69 68 70 73 75 78 83 84 84 79 73 68 75

Average
Precipitation
[inches]1

3.17 3.87 2.21 0.71 0.33 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.63 0.75 2.42 14.25

Average Eto 
(inches]2'3 2.03 2.26 3.53 4.27 4.96 5.24 5.89 5.60 4.53 3.25 2.17 1.74 45.47
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Exhibit ES-E presents the historicat water 
demand for LADWP. Totat water demand 
varies from year to year and is influenced 
by a number of factors including 
population growth, weather, water 
conservation, drought, and economic 
activity. In 2009, a 3-year water supply 
shortage coinciding with an economic 
recession required LADWP to impose 
mandatory conservation. Phase III water 
restrictions were put in place between 
June 2009 and August 2010. Following

an ordinance amendment, Phase II 
implementation began on August 25, 2010 
which allows outdoor watering three 
days perweek. Starting in FY 2012/13 
drought conditions returned, and the City 
experienced some of its driest weather 
on record. These conditions continued 
through FY 2014/15 and have triggered 
State and City mandatory conservation 
measures. As a result, FY 2014/15 water 
use decreased by 13 percent compared to 
FY 2013/14.

Exhibit 
Historical Tot- . . ... LADWI
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economic recession
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Prior to 1990, population growth in Los 
Angeles was a good indicator of total 
water demand. From 1980 to 1990, 
population in the City grew at 1.7 percent 
annually. Water demand during this 
same period also grew at 1.7 percent 
annually. However, after 1991, LADWP 
began implementing water conservation 
measures. These conservation efforts 
over the last 25 years have been very 
successful, reducing overall demand to 
levels from the 1970’s, despite the fact 
that over 1 million additional people now 
live in Los Angeles.

consists of unbilled but authorized 
consumption of water and water losses. 
Unbilled authorized consumption is 
water used for such things as firefighting 
and mainline flushing to improve water 
quality. Water losses are broken down into 
two categories: apparent losses and real 
losses. Apparent losses include meter 
inaccuracies and theft. Real losses come 
from system leakage. Historically, non
revenue water has averaged 5.9 percent 
of total water demand from FY 1990/91 
through 2013/14. This consistently low 
percentage demonstrates that LADWP 
has an efficient, well-maintained water 
system. Although total water use has 
varied substantially from year to year, the 
breakdown in percentage of total demand 
among the major billing categories has 
been consistent.

L ::i;; i Witter Use
Exhibit ES-F shows the breakdown in 
average total water use by LADWP's 
major billing categories, including non 
revenue water. Non-revenue water

Historical Water Demand for LA

, ..

__r
209,651 165,364 98,994 17,663 42,543 566,990

180,277 23,196 30,617236,154 106,964 42,956 620,165

239,754 190,646 109,685 21,931 41,888 52,724 656,628

222,748 191,819 23,560 39,421 33,6961996-2000 111,051 622,295
177,104 110,724 21,313 39,3641991-1995 197,322 38,426

221,126 181,042 107,484 41,047 39,10024-Year Average 611,331

1. Calculated using AWWA Water Audit worksheet
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vVs'or Damsnd ?~nxr:c .In order to assess the potential for water 
use efficiency and target conservation 
programs, it is important to characterize 
water use in terms of indoor and outdoor 
demands. As with most water utilities, 
LADWP does not have separate irrigation 
meters for most of its customers. LADWP 
conducted an anaLysis to determine indoor 
and outdoor water uses for its major 
billing categories. The analysis concluded 
that the City's total outdoorwater use 
was approximately 39 percent of the 
total water use during the study period 
from 2004 to 2007 (see Exhibit ES-G).

Based on historical demand and analyses, 
LADWP has developed a water demand 
forecast for each of its major categories 
of demand. This allows LADWP to better 
understand trends in water use, develop 
effective conservation programs, and 
invest appropriately in water supply 
development projects. The methodology 
used for the demand forecast is called a 
modified unit use approach. Exhibit ES-H 
presents the water demand forecast 
with passive water conservation savings 
incorporated from codes, ordinances, and 
conservation phases for each of the major 
categories of demand. The targeted water 
demands based on the water use reduction 
goals established in the Sustainable City 
pLAn are also listed for reference.
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222,958 184,679 148,600 18,869 36,709 611,815 485,600
224,729 206,065 155,994 19,235 38,682 644,706 533,000
226,770 211,454 156,788 18,701 39,173 652,886 540,100
231,776 216,071 156,186 18,104 39,711 661,848 551,100
231,767 225,994 159,554 17,829 40,541 675,685 565,600

’Targeted waterdemands set forth in the Mayor's Sustainable City p LAn

A .. .

800,000

700,000

— 600,000

c 400,000TO

200,000 Projected with Passive Conservation

pLAn Water Use Target100,000

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Fiscal Year

In the Sustainable City pLAn [pLAn], per 
capita water use targets refer to potable 
water demand. The pLAn Target Use 
shown in ES-H above reflects adding 
LADWP's planned recycled water supply 
to the pLAn's potable water demand 
target. This overall water demand target 
is compared to the water demand forecast 
with only code-base passive conservation 
to identify the additional conservation 
needed in the future [see Exhibit ES-I]. 
Additional water conservation can come 
from increasing active conservation led

by LADWP, as well as additional passive 
conservation. Passive conservation 
includes long-term behavioral changes 
in customer water use and compliance 
with codes and ordinances that 
mandate increased efficiency. LADWP 
is completing a comprehensive Water 
Conservation Potential Study that will 
identify remaining active and passive 
conservation opportunities. The results 
from this study will guide LADWP’s future 
water conservation planning and program 
development.
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Exhibit ES-J shows that projected water 
demands can vary by approximately 
± 5 percent in any given year due to 
weather variability. This means that 
water demands under cool/wet weather 
conditions could be as much as 5 percent 
lower than normal demands; while water 
demands under hot/dry conditions could 
beasmuchas5 percent higher than 
normal demands.

Conservation has had a tremendous 
impact on Los Angeles' water use 
patterns and has become a permanent 
part of LADWP’s water management 
philosophy. The City of Los Angeles has 
long recognized water conservation as 
the foundation for multiple strategies to 
improve water supply reliability. Through 
its investments in conservation, Los 
Angeles has become a national leader

in water use efficiency. In the future, 
conservation will continue to be an 
important part of maintaining supply 
reliability and is a key component of ED5 
and pLAn, which ultimately call for a 25 
percent reduction in per capita water use 
by 2035 compared with 2013 Levels.

its one-’ s' eee vofivrt
The City's water usage is about the 
same as it was in the 1970s despite an 
increase in population of more than 
1.1 million people. Exhibit ES-K shows 
both hardware and non-hardware 
conservation savings from FY 1990/91 
through FY 2014/15, Hardware savings 
are achieved mainly through installation 
of conservation devices subsidized by 
rebates and incentives. Cumulative 
annual water savings since the inception 
of LADWP's subsidized hardware 
programs totals 118,034 AFY. Additional 
non-hardware water savings have been 
achieved through changes in customer 
behaviors and lifestyle.



-
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Prior to 1 990/1991 31,825 31,825

1990/1991 4,091 35,916 76,350 112,266

1991/1992 8,670 44,586 105,593 150,179

1992/1993 3,286 47,872 58,546 106,418

1993/1994 4,961 52,832 60,928 113,760

1994/1995 4,041 56,873 62,084 118,957

1995/1996 4,642 61,516 52,648 114,164

1996/1997 2,376 63,892 33,720 97,612

1997/1998 2,637 66,529 30,434 96,963

1998/1999 2,781 69,310 38,305 107,615

1999/2000 3,532 72,842 80,909 153,751

2000/2001 3,078 75,920 79,527 155,447

2001/2002 2,452 78,371 95,428 173,799

2002/2003 2,630 81,002 94,463 175,465

2003/2004 3,257 84,259 84,023 168,282

2004/2005 3,299 87,558 114,428 201,986

2005/2006 2,404 89,963 118,574 208,537

2006/2007 2,095 92,058 116,922 208,980

2007/2008 782 92,840 110,628 203,468

2008/2009 3,127 95,967 149,567 245,534

2009/2010 4,269 100,236 183,080 283,316

2010/2011 2,495 102,731 185,640 288,371

2011/2012 1,993 104,724 183,852 288,576

2012/2013 2,122 106,846 187,444 294,290

2013/2014 3,977 110,823 189,689 300,512

2014/2015 7,211 | 118,034 272,721 390,755
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Driven mainly by the drought beginning in
2008, residential customers have attained 
conservation levels exceeding 30 percent, 
measured during the period between FY 
2006/07 and FY 2014/15. Furthermore, 
the City has updated its Emergency 
Water Conservation PLan Ordinance's 
enforceable water waste provisions and 
mandatory outdoor watering restrictions. 
The City has also implemented a 
restructured Water Rate Ordinance
that promotes conservation through an 
expanded 4-tiers rate structure. As a 
direct result of conservation, imported 
water purchases from MWD are well 
below baseline allocations for FY 2014/15.

Water Cor.ss "valhn Goals
Conservation is the foundation for 
LADWP's water resource planning, and 
wilt continue to be over the long term. 
Water conservation reduces demand that 
typically rises over time with growth in 
population and commerce. Preventing 
these increases in demand improves 
water supply reliability, reduces costs, 
and for Los Angeles decreases reliance 
on purchased imported water from 
MWD. LADWP must meet multiple water 
conservation goals established in ED5, 
pLAn, and the Water Conservation Act of
2009.

ED5 and pLAn Goals

ED5 and pLAn stipulate water savings 
goals as follows:

* By 2017, reduce per capita potable water 
use by 20 percent;

» By 2025, reduce per capita potable 
water use by 22.5 percent; and

* By 2035, reduce per capita potable 
water use by 25 percent.

Achieving these goals will require 
an aggressive approach by LADWP, 
employing the following strategies: *

* Investments in state-of-the-art 
technology

• Rebates and incentives promoting 
water-efficient appliances such as 
weather-based irrigation controllers 
(WBICs), efficient clothes washers, and 
waterless urinals

* Expansion and enforcement of 
prohibited water uses, including 
reductions in outdoor water use

• Extension of education and outreach 
efforts that encourage regional 
conservation.

* Tiered water pricing

* Technical Assistance Program (TAPI for 
business and industry

• Large landscape irrigation and 
efficiency programs

Water Conservation Act of 2009

The Water Conservation Act of 2009, 
Senate Bill x7-7, requires water agencies 
to reduce per capita water use by 20 
percent by 2020 (20x2020). This includes 
potable water use reductions due to 
expanded use of recycled water. Water 
suppliers are required to set a water 
use target for 2020 and an interim target 
for 2015 using one of four methods. 
Requirements for each method are 
stipulated by the Department of Water 
Resources (DWR). The 2020 urban water 
use target may be updated in a supplier's 
2015 UWMP. Failure to meet adopted 
targets puts a water supplier at risk of 
being ineligible for water grants or loans 
administered by the State. In 2015, urban 
retail water suppliers are required to 
report interim compliance followed by 
actual compliance in 2020. Exhibit ES-L 
provides LADWP's 20x2020 base and 
target data using DWR's Method 3. These 
targets are less stringent than those 
established in EDS and pLAn.
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1. Ten-year average based on fiscal year 1995/96 to 2004/05

2. Five-year average based on fiscal year 2003/04 to 2007/08

3. Methodology requires smaller of two results to be actual water use target to satisfy minimum water use target.

.siistin ~ Conservation 
Programs and Practices
LADWP is currently involved in many 
programs and employs multiple 
technologies to achieve its water 
conservation goats. These efforts are 
implemented in conjunction with State 
and local ordinances and plumbing code 
modifications. Specifically, these include:

• State Laws and City Ordinances - such 
as the Model Water Efficient Landscape 
Ordinance, installation of efficient 
fixtures, Plumbing Retrofit on Resale 
Ordinance, and Emergency Water 
Conservation Plan Ordinance;

• Conservation Pricing - use of four tier 
water rates for single-dwelling-unit 
residential customers, which promotes 
conservation while recovering higher 
cost of providing water to high users; •

• California Urban Water Conservation 
Council (CUWCC) Best Management 
Practices BMPs - As a signatory
to the CUWCC's Memorandum of 
Understanding [MOU), LADWP must 
complete a biennial report detailing 
progress in implementing the BMPs 
specified in the MOU;

Public Outreach - including education in 
schools, public service announcements, 
and training seminars;

Rebate Programs - participation in 
M WD's SoCal Water$mart Program 
for single-family and multi-family 
residences, and Oil customers ; and 
implementation of LADWP in-house and 
partnership programs.

LADWP's Water Conservation Potential 
Study (WCPS] will help prioritize future 
water conservation investments. The 
WCPS has identified initial conservation 
potential for the LADWP service area, 
that includes a cost-effective strategy to 
maximize water savings. Final results of 
the WCPS wilt play an important role in 
LADWP's plans to meet both the State 
20x2020 requirements and the City's more 
aggressive conservation targets in ED5 
and pLAn.
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LADWP's commitment is to provide 
a highly reliable water supply by 
implementing cost-effective conservation 
recycled water, and stormwater capture 
programs, ultimately meeting the targets 
established in ED5 and pLAn. In addition, 
LADWP is also pursuing water to replace 
a portion of the LAA water used for 
environmental mitigation in the Eastern 
Sierra Nevada.

LADWP is committed to significantly 
expanding the use of recycled water. 
Future recycled water projects will 
build on the success of prior projects. 
Expanding recycled water use to offset 
potable demands will help LADWP achieve 
goals set down in ED5 and pLAn, including 
reducing imported water purchases from 
MWD. The pLAn also establishes specific 
goals for recycled water use. In order to 
meet these goals, LADWP is working with 
the Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works Bureau of Sanitation (LASAN) and 
Bureau of Engineering [B0E], to develop 
new recycled water projects for irrigation 
and industrial uses. In addition, the City is 
pursuing a Groundwater Replenishment 
Project to replenish the SFB with purified

recycled water. LADWP is also studying 
additional opportunities to expand the use 
of recycled water over the long-term.

Wastewater Treatment 
Infrastructure

LADWP's water recycling program 
depends on the City's wastewater 
treatment infrastructure and facilities 
located within and outside of the City's 
boundaries. LASAN is responsible for 
the planning and operation of the City's 
wastewater treatment infrastructure.
This wastewater system serves 573 
square miles, 456 square miles of which 
are within the City. Wastewater service 
is also provided by the City to 29 non
City agencies through contract services. 
The treated water from the City's four 
wastewater plants is utilized by LADWP 
to meet its recycled water demands.
Upon completion of currently planned 
recycled water projects, LADWP will then 
enter into agreements with neighboring 
agencies to obtain additional recycled 
water. Exhibit ES-M shows the City's four 
recycled water service areas in relation 
to the City's four wastewater treatment 
plants (purple) and sources of recycled 
water located outside of the LADWP 
service area (blue).
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Recycled Water Planning Efforts Groundwater Replenishment

Given current drought and City initiatives, 
LADWP is rapidly accelerating the 
development of recycled water. LADWP, 
in partnership with LASAN and BOE, 
completed a Recycted Water Master 
Planning documents (RWMP] in 2012 
to identify future recycled water 
opportunities and programs. The primary 
objective of the RWMP was to develop 
plans for achieving and exceeding a 
recycled water target of 59,000 AFY by 
2035, which was established in the 2010 
UWMP. Two major strategies from the 
RWMP are:

• Development of a groundwater basin 
replenishment program using highly 
purified recycled water, often referred 
to as indirect potable reuse; and

As part of the RWMP, the City proposed 
a Groundwater Replenishment Project 
using highly purified recycled waterfrom 
the Donald C. Tillman Water Reclamation 
Plant (OCTWRP). This water will be 
delivered to the existing Hansen Spreading 
Grounds and Pacoima Spreading Grounds 
in the San Fernando Valley area. The 
project will require construction of an 
Advanced Water Purification Facility 
(AWPF) which will further treat tertiary 
effluent from DCTWRP. The new AWPF is 
expected to include microfiltration, reverse 
osmosis, and advanced oxidation. Goals for 
AWPF include:

* Recharge up to 30,000 AFY by 2024 in 
the SFB, a major potable water supply 
for LADWP

• Expansion of the existing non-potable 
recycled water systems.

Since completion of the RWMP, recycled 
water targets have been increased by the 
initiatives in ED5 and pLAn. The pLAn 
established the following recycled water 
goals:

• By 2017, expand production of recycled 
water by 6 million gallons per day 
(mgd! at the Terminal Island Water 
Reclamation Plant;

• Convert 85% of public golf courses to 
recycled water;

• Develop a strategy to convert the City's 
lakes to recycled water and implement a 
pilot project; and •

• Expand recycled water production, 
treatment, and distribution to incorporate 
indirect and direct potable reuse.

• A plant capacity of 35 mgd

• Establish no regulatory limitations on 
spreading amounts; and,

• Produce water that complies with 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
and SWRCB requirements, suitable for 
indirect potable reuse.

Recycled Water Use Projection

Recycled water use projections in five 
year increments beginning in FY 2019/20 
through 2039/40 are presented in Exhibit 
4E5-N. These projections outline, by 
recycled water category, LADWP's plans 
to increase recycled water use and meet 
ED5 and pLAn goals. Recycled water use 
is projected to reach 59,000 AFY in FY 
2024/25 and further increase to 75,400 
AFY by FY 2039/40. The goal of 75,400 
will be achieved by adding the following 
amounts to the existing supply of 10,400 
AFY: 19,000 AFY of planned municipal and 
industrial use, 16,000 AFY of customer 
growth, and 30,000 AFY from groundwater 
replenishment. Environmental reuse is 
expected to remain constant at 26,740 AFY.
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Municipal and Industrial Uses1 19,800 29,000 39,000 42,200 45,400

Indirect Potable Reuse 
iGroundwater Replenishment] 0 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000

Subtotal 19,800 59,000 69,000 72,200 75,400

Environmental Use2 26,740 26,740 26,740 26,740 26,740

Total 46,540 85,740 95,740 98,940 102,140
1. LADWP Recycled Water Group, UWMP 2015 Recycled Water Projections 2015.08.29.xlsx. Does not include deliveries of 58,247 AFY to Edward C. 

Little Water Recycling Facility,

2. Historical water use has been 26,600 for environmental uses associated with DCTWRP. Actualyearly use will fluctuate based on conditions. 26,600 
AFY is used for future planning purposes for environmental uses associated with DCTWRP plus 140 AFY for Machado Lake. Water associated with 
DCTWRP environmental uses is ultimately discharged to the Los Angeles River, providing additional environmental benefits.

Stormwater Capo . ■?
Stormwater runoff from urban areas is an 
underutilized local water resource. Within 
the City of Los Angeles, the majority of 
stormwater runoff is directed to storm 
drains and is ultimately channeled into 
the ocean. Unused stormwater reaching 
the ocean carries with it many pollutants 
that are harmful to marine life and public 
health. In addition, local groundwater 
aquifers that should be replenished by 
stormwater are receiving less recharge 
than in the past due to increased 
urbanization. Urbanization increases the 
City's hardscape, which results in less 
infiltration of stormwater and a decline in 
groundwater levels. In response, LADWP 
completed a Stormwater Capture Master 
Plan (SCMP] in 2015 to comprehensively 
evaluate stormwater capture potential 
within the City.

Stormwater capture can be achieved by 
increasing infiltration into groundwater 
basins (i.e., groundwater recharge] 
and by onsite capture and reuse of 
stormwater for landscape irrigation (i.e., 
direct use). Conservatively, additional 
stormwater capture projects will increase 
groundwater recharge by 66,000 AFY 
and increase direct use by 2,000 AFY, 
using both centralized and distributed 
approaches. This leads to a conservative 
scenario estimate of total stormwater 
capture potential of 132,000 AFY by 2035,

which includes both existing and new 
stormwater capture volumes. Under a 
more aggressive scenario approach, total 
stormwater capture potential in 2035 
could be as high as 178,000 AFY.

Groundwater recharge using stormwater 
is essential for hatting the long-term 
decrease in stored groundwater, 
protecting the safe yield of the 
groundwater basin, and maintaining 
the SFB as a reliable water resource. 
Centralized projects will allow the City to 
sustainably utilize its stored water credits 
white preventing basin overdraft. By 2040, 
this UWMP projects that LADWP will be 
able to pump a minimum of 15,000 AFY 
additional from the SFB due to stormwater 
projects that increase infiltration. 
Anticipating that stored groundwater 
will rebound in response to enhanced 
groundwater replenishment, LADWP will 
work with the Upper Los Angeles River 
Area Watermaster to continue monitoring 
water levels and to re-evaluate basin 
safe yield. Over time, this may allow for 
additional increases in groundwater 
production as SFB elevations rebound.

By 2040, the UWMP projects 2,000 AFY 
of additional water conservation through 
direct-use stormwater projects that offset 
potable water use. These water savings 
contribute to meeting the Mayor's overall 
water conservation goals.
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LADWP plans to replace a portion of the 
Los Angeles Aqueduct water currently 
being reallocated for environmental 
enhancements with water transfers 
of up to 40,000 AFY. The plan would 
authorize purchases of water when water 
is available and economically beneficial 
to LADWP. Transferred water could be 
stored, or delivered directly to LADWP's 
transmission and distribution system. 
Most of the of transferred water will come 
from the State Water Project (SWP), but 
LADWP is also seeking opportunities 
to transfer water from other sources. 
Having water transfer agreements in 
place increases operational flexibility 
and provides cost savings for LADWP 
customers.

To enable water transfers from the SWP, 
LADWP has constructed the Neenach 
Pumping Station which provides an 
interconnection between the LAA and 
the East Branch of SWP's California 
Aqueduct. The pumping station is located 
where the two aqueducts intersect in the 
Antelope Valley, and is estimated to be 
operational in 2017/18.

With its current water supplies, planned 
future water conservation, and planned 
future water supplies, LADWP will be able 
to reliably provide water to its customers 
through the 25-year period covered by this 
UWMP. LADWP's reliability projections 
account for water quality issues with 
source waters and the impacts of climate 
change on both supplies and demands.
To meet targets established in ED5 
and pLAn, LADWP will reduce water 
consumption through conservation, 
increase recycled water use (including 
both non-potable and indirect potable 
reuse], and reduce reliance on imported 
water from MWD

Exhibit ES-0 shows the current supply mix 
for the five-year average from FY 2010/11 
to FY 2014/15. Exhibits ES-Pand ES-Q 
show the future supply mix for FY 2039/40 
under single/multiple dry years and 
average weather conditions respectively. 
Direct stormwater reuse projections are 
combined with new water conservation. 
The groundwater portion of the portfolio 
reflects the impacts of groundwater 
replenishment using recycled water, 
and increases in captured stormwater.
The exhibits show that the City's locally- 
developed supplies will increase from 14 
percent to 49 percent in dry years, or to 
47 percent in average years. These local 
supplies are not influenced by variability 
in hydrology, and will become the 
cornerstone of LA's future water supplies. 
As a result, the City's combined imparted 
supplies will decrease significantly from 
86 percent to 51 percent in dry years, or 
to 53 percent in average years. As for 
the City's imported supplies, they are 
still impacted by hydrology. The LAA has 
limited storage capacity, which means it is 
very susceptible to variations in hydrology, 
while MWD (with much greater storage 
capacity] can provide a water supply to the 
City that is less susceptible to hydrologic 
conditions. By FY 2039/40 LAA deliveries 
are projected to be 7 percent in dry years, 
or 42 percent in average years. MWD will 
make up the remaining 44 percent in dry 
years, or provide 11 percent of the City’s 
needs in average years
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Total Production: 550,130 AFY

Total Production: 675,700 AFY

Note: Charts do not reflect 118,034 AF of existing 
conservation
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To demonstrate LADWP's water supply 
reliability, Exhibit ES-R summarizes the 
water demands and supplies for single 
dry year conditions through FY 2039/40. 
This represents the City's planned supply 
portfolio under the most critical hydrologic 
conditions. Exhibit ES-S summarizes the 
water demands and supplies for average 
year conditions, which has the highest 
probability of occurring.
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Existing / Planned Supplies

Conservation
(Additional Active2 and Passive2 after FY14/1 5) 

Los Angeles Aqueduct4 

Groundwater5 (Net)

156,700 143,700 145,100 143,500 143,500

32,200 51,400 50,600

112,670 110,670 106,670 114,670 114,070

Recycled Water

- Irrigation and Industrial Use

- Groundwater Replenishment 

Stormwater Capture

- Stormwater Reuse (Harvesting]

- Stormwater Recharge (Increased Pumping]

19,800 29,000 39,000 42,200 45,400

30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000

15,000 15,000

Subtotal 323,470 369,470 380,470 396,670 398,970

Potential Supplies

Water Transfers6 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

Subtotal 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

Total Demand with existing passive conservation

Cumulative hardware savings since late 1980s reached 118,034 AFY by 2014-15.

Additional non-hardware conservation required to meet water use reduction goals set in the Sustainable City pLAn.

LADWP anticipates conserving 20,000 AFY of water usage for dust mitigation on Owens Lake after the Master Project is implemented in FY 2023-24. 
Los Angeles Aqueduct supply is estimated to decrease 0.1652% per year due to climate change impact.

Net GW excludes Stormwater Recharge and Groundwater Replenishment supplies that contribute to increased pumping. The LADWP Groundwater 
Remediation project in the San Fernando Basin is expected in operation in 2021-22. Storage credit of 5,000 AFY will be used to maximize pumping in 
2019-20 and thereafter. Sylmar Basin production will increase to 4,170 AFY from 2015-16 to 2038-39 to avoid the expiration of stored water credits, 
then go back to its entitlement of 3,570 AFY in 2039-40.

Potential water transfer occurs in dry years with stored water acquired in average and wet years.

MWD Water Purchases

With Existing/Planned Supplies 318,930 307,430 305,030 298,230 310,530

Total Supplies 642,400 676,900 685,500 694,900 709,500

MWD Water Purchases

With Existing/Planned/Potential Supplies 278,930 267,430 265,030 258,230 270,530

Total Supplies 642,400 676,900 685,500 694,900 709,500

L ■ - ■ m n V ■ ■ ;H1IS
Total Water Demand' 642,400 676,900 685,500 694,900 709,500

pLAn Water Demand Target 485,600 533,000 540,100 551,100 565,600



Total Water Demand' 644,700 652,900 675,700

pLAn Water Demand Target 533,000485,600 540,100 565,600

Existing / Planned Supplies
Conservation
(Additional Active2 and Passive3 after FY14/15) 

Los Angeles Aqueduct4 

Groundwater5 (Netl 

Recycled Water

- Irrigation and Industrial Use

- Groundwater Replenishment 

Stormwater Capture

- Stormwater Reuse [Harvesting)

- Stormwater Recharge (Increased Pumping]

125,800 110,900 108,100

275,700 293,400 288,600 286,200

112,670 110,670 06,670 114,670 114,070

19,800 29,000 39,000 42,200 45,400

30,000 30,00030,000 30,000

2,000 15,000 15,000

Subtotal 536,370 578,770 587,470 600,770

Potential Supplies

Water Transfers6 40,000 40,000 40,00040,000 40,000

Subtotal 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

Total Demand with existing passive conservation

Cumulative hardware savings since late 1980s reached 118,034 AFY by 2014-15.

Additional non-hardware conservation required lo meet water use reduction goals set in the Sustainable City pLAn.

LADWP anticipates conserving 20,000 AFY of water usage for dust mitigation on Owens I ake after the Master Project is implemented in FY 2023-24. 
Los Angeles Aqueduct supply is estimated to decrease 0.1652% per year due to climate change impact.

Net GW excludes Stormwater Recharge and Groundwater Replenishment supplies that contribute to increased pumping. The LADWP Groundwater 
Remediation project in the San Fernando Basin is expected in operation in 2021-22. Storage credit of 5,000 AFY will be used to maximize pumping in 
2019-20 and thereafter. Sylmar Basin production will increase to 4,170 AFY from 2015-16 to 2038-3? to avoid the expiration of stored water credits, 
then go back to its entitlement of 3,570 AFY in 2039-40.

Potential water transfer occurs in dry years with stored water acquired in average and wet years.
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MWD Water Purchases

With Existing/Planned Supplies 75,430 65,930 65.430 60,630 74,930

Total Supplies 611,800 644,700 652,900 661,800 675,700

MWD Water Purchases

With Existing/Planned/Potential Supplies 35,430 25,930 25,430 20,630 34,930

Total Supplies 611,800 644,700 652,900 661,800 675,700



Exhibit ES-T presents the supply reliability for the driest three-year sequence from Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 
2016 to 2018, as required by the UWMP Act, indicating LADWP will be able to maintain reliability under this 
sequence.
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Total Water Oemantf
513,540

538,900 580,700 601,300

pLAn Water demand Target 492.300 478,700 484.300

Existing / Planned Supplies

L-UMber VdliOil
(Additional Active2 and Passive3 after FY14/15] 0 46,600 102,000 116,900

Los Angeles Aqueduct4 53,546 77,800 111,400 33,700

Groundwater5 (Net) 87,046 72,803 73,641 90,748

Recycled Water

- Irrigation and Industrial Use 10,437 11,000 13,000 19,000

- Groundwater Replenishment 0 0 0 0

Stormwater Capture

- Stormwater Reuse (Harvesting) 0 0

- Stormwater Recharge (Increased Pumping) 0 0

Storage Change 96 0

Subtotal 150,933 208,203

0
0
0

300,041

100
0
0

260,448

MWD Water Purchases

With Existing/Planned Supplies 362,607 330,697 280,659 340,852

Total Supplies 513,540 538,900 580,700 601,300

1. Total Demand with existing passive conservation

2. Cumulative hardware savings since late 1980s reached 118,034 AFY by 2014-15.

3. Additional non-hardware conservation required to meet water use reduction goals set in the Sustainable City pLAn.

4. LADWP anticipates conserving 20,000 AFY of water usage for dust mitigation on Owens Lake after the Master Project is implemented in FY 2023-24. 
Los Angeles Aqueduct supply is estimated to decrease 0.1652% per year due to climate change impact.

5. Net GW excludes Stormwater Recharge and Groundwater Replenishment supplies that contribute to increased pumping. The LADWP Groundwater 
Remediation project in the San Fernando Basin is expected in operation in 2021-22. Storage credit of 5,000 AFY will be used to maximize pumping in 
2019-20 and thereafter. Sylmar Basin production will increase to 4.170 AFY from 2015-16 to 2038-39 to avoid the expiration of stored water credits, 
then go back toils entitlemenlof3,570AFY in 2039-40.
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*Other Locally Sourced Water consists of. Historical Conservation, Stormwater Capture, Beneficial Reuse/Other
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pLAn Baseline 
FYE 2014

pLAn Goal 
FYE 2035

Planned Local 
Supplies 

\ 33%
Imported

62% Local \ 
Supplies 

11% Imported
37% Other Locally 

Sourced Water* 
30% ,

/ Other Locally 
j Sourced Water*
' 27% ,

*Other Locally Sourced Water consists of: Historical Conservation. Stormwater Capture, Beneficial Reuse/Other

Exhibit ES-V presents the strategy 
towards expanding local supplies to 
account for 50 percent of the total 
water supply by 2035 wilt be achieved.
In FY 2013/14 all local sources of 
water (inclusive of past conservation, 
stormwater capture and beneficial 
reuse of treated wastewater] accounted 
for 38 percent of the total water 
supply. In FY 2035, accounting for the 
planned local supplies summarized 
in Exhibit ES-S, local sources of 
water are projected to account for 63 
percent of the total water supply.

Water duality issues
Water quality is an important 
consideration when managing water 
resources and ensuring future water 
reliability. LADWP closely monitors water 
quality issues and their effect on source 
water reliability, and tracks proposed 
regulations at the local, state and federal 
levels. LADWP proactively researches

and invests in advanced technologies to 
ensure continued safety and reliability of 
the City's water supplies.

LADWP is committed to cost effectively 
meeting or exceeding water quality 
regulations and the water quality needs 
of its customers. LADWP meets this 
commitment by employing state-of- 
the-art water treatment processes, 
maintaining and operating treatment 
facilities, and diligently monitoring water 
quality. Drinking water standards are 
set by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and the SWRCB Division of 
Drinking Water.

Gt i C
LADWP has integrated the potential 
impacts of climate change into its long
term water supply planning. Climate 
change is a global concern, but is 
particularly important in the Southwest



United States where water tends to be 
less abundant. This means that climate 
change can have significant impacts on 
water resources, and the level of planning 
necessary to ensure future water 
reliability. With respect to Los Angeles, 
climate change can impact surface 
supplies from the LAA, imported supplies 
from Metropolitan Water District (MWD) 
that originate from the Western Sierra 
watershed and Colorado River basin, and 
local supplies.

Scientists use complex computer 
generated global climate models (GCMs) 
to simulate climate systems and predict 
future climate change scenarios. Although 
most of the scientific community agrees 
that climate change is occurring and 
will cause an increase in mean global 
temperatures, the specific degree of this 
increase cannot be accurately predicted. 
Predictions of changes in precipitation 
are even more speculative, with some 
showing precipitation increasing in the 
future and others showing the opposite. 
But climate change clearly increases 
uncertainty about the future availability 
and consistency of traditional water 
sources. Water supply planning must 
consider this increased uncertainty and 
mitigate the risks.

A widely held belief in the scientific 
community is that increases in 
concentrations of greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs) in the atmosphere are a 
contributing factor to climate change. As 
such, California is leading the way with laws 
that require reductions in GHG emissions, 
and require that climate change impacts be 
integrated into long range water resource 
planning. A substantial amount of energy 
use, and therefore GHG emissions, occur as 
a result of moving, treating, and distributing 
water to customers with adequate water 
pressure. LADWP has taken the initiative to 
study the nexus between water and energy 
consumption, and to evaluate the associated 
carbon footprint of its water system.

Water Demand and Local Impacts

Climate change can impact the local 
climate and in turn alter projected water 
demands. A range of'GCMs were analyzed 
to establish three models representative 
of potential climate change for the Los 
Angeles area:

• Hot & Dry -Micro-ESM-Chem.1 for an 
RCP of 8.5 - This model was developed 
bytheJapanAgencyforMarine Earth 
Science and Technology, Atmosphere 
and Ocean Research at the University 
of Tokyo, and the National Institute for 
Environmental Studies.

• Warm & Wet - GISS-E2.R.1 for an RCP 
of 4.5 - This model was developed by 
the NASA Goddard Institute for Space 
Studies.

• Average (or central tendency of all 34 
models and RCP variations] - IPSL- 
CM5B-LR.1 for an RCP of 4.5-This 
model was developed by the Institut 
Pierre Simon Laplace.

The hot & dry and warm & wet models 
represent a high and low forecast under 
climatic change conditions and are used 
to determine impacts on Los Angeles' 
demands. Projected average annual 
precipitation and average daily maximum 
temperatures forthe period 2030 to 2050 
were developed. Overall, there is a 9-inch 
range between the hot & dry and warm 
& wet models. Even the average model 
shows an increase in the average daily 
maximum temperature ranging between 
2.01 and 4.54°F.

The impacts of these climate effects will 
likely influence projected water demands. 
The greatest increase in demands 
over the baseline in 2040 with passive 
conservation is associated with the hot 
& dry scenario resulting in an increase 
in demands of 42,900 AF (7% increase]. 
This is followed by the central tendency 
scenario at 23,400 AF (4% increase), and 
the warm & wet scenario at 2,200 AF (less 
than one percent increase]



Los Angeles Aqueduct Impacts

To address the challenges posed by 
climate change on the LAA, LADWP 
completed a climate change study in 
2011. The study evaluated the potential 
impacts of climate change on the Eastern 
Sierra Nevada watershed and therefore 
LAA water supply and deliveries. It also 
investigated opportunities to improve the 
LAA system in order to mitigate against 
potential impacts. Projected changes 
in temperature (warmer winters) will 
change precipitation patterns. Rain will 
occur more frequently than in the past, 
and peak Snow Water Equivalent (SWE) 
and runoff are projected to occur earlier 
in the spring.. This study is helping water 
managers plan and develop measures to 
enhance the performance of the LAA and 
ensure future reliability.

State Water Project Impacts

More recent information about the 
nature of expected climate change in 
California is provided in the California 
Water Plan Update 2013 (Update 2013). 
Released by DWR on October 30, 2014, 
Update 2013 is the State government's 
strategic plan for understanding, 
managing and developing water resources 
statewide. According to the report, higher 
temperatures are melting the Sierra 
Nevada snowpack earlier in the year 
and driving the snowline higher. This 
reduces the snowpack, and snowpack 
amounts to stored water for Californians 
and the environment. The Update 2013 
also predicts that droughts are likely to 
become more frequent and persistent. 
Intense rainfall events are expected 
to continue, possibly leading to more 
frequent and/or more extensive flooding. 
Storms and snowmelt may coincide and 
produce higher winter runoff. Sea level 
rise could cause higher surges during 
coastal storm events. Rising sea levels 
also increase susceptibility to coastal 
flooding and increase salt water intrusion 
into coastal groundwater basins. Sea level 
rise will also place additional constraints 
on water exports from the Sacramento-

San Joaquin Delta. Findings from these 
reports further illustrate the climate 
change challenges facing water purveyors 
and utilities.

Colorado River Aqueduct Impacts

Climate change impacts on the 
Colorado River Basin (Basin) are 
comprehensively addressed by the US 
Bureau of Reclamation in the Colorado 
River Basin Water Supply and Demand 
Study, completed in 2012. This is one 
of four hydrologic supply projections 
incorporated into a scenario planning 
process. The climate change hydrology 
analysis from the study predicts lower 
average river flows throughout the 
Basin, and predicts compromised Basin 
reliability over a wide range of demand 
and operational scenarios. Climate 
change projections from 2011 to 2060 
predict continued warming throughout 
the basin, causing earlier snowmelt and 
shifting peak streamflow from June to 
May at many locations. This warming also 
causes more precipitation to fall as rain 
instead of snow.

Water and Energy Nexus

Much of the carbon dioxide released 
into the atmosphere, and the emission 
of other GHGs, result from the burning 
of fossil fuels, for example crude oil and 
coal in the generation of energy. Since 
significant energy is required to move 
water over long distances and elevations, 
there is a link between managing the 
water supply and GHG emissions.
Source water extraction, treatment, and 
local distribution also use significant 
amounts of energy. The measure of 
GHG emissions, sometimes referred 
to as "carbon footprint," is expressed 
in tons (Tj of carbon dioxide (C02). This 
carbon footprint can be estimated for 
specific water resources and water utility 
activities. Once the magnitude of the 
carbon footprint is known, strategies can 
be developed to better manage and reduce 
impacts on the atmosphere and therefore 
climate change.
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LADWP has taken the initiative to 
study the nexus between water and 
energy consumption, and to evatuate 
the associated carbon footprint of its 
water suppty sources. The most energy 
intensive source of water for LADWP 
is water purchased from MWD, which 
imports SWP suppties via the California 
Aqueduct and Colorado River supplies via 
the Colorado River Aqueduct. LADWP also 
imports water via the LAA, which is a net 
producer of energy because the water is 
used to generate electricity that is used 
byAngelinos. Local sources of water for 
LADWP include groundwater and recycled 
water. The energy to produce groundwater 
may increase because of the need for 
more intensive treatment. However, 
groundwater is expected to remain 
a relatively low energy water source 
compared to imported water from MWD. 
Producing recycled water is more energy 
intensive than groundwater, but still uses 
less energy per unit volume than imported 
MWD water.

Climate Change Adaption and 
Mitigation

Climate change strategies fall under 
two main categories: adaptation and 
mitigation. For water resources, a 
climate change adaptation strategy 
involves counteracting the impacts of 
climate change through conservation 
and increasing efficiency, and relying on 
water resources that are less vulnerable 
to climate change. A mitigation strategy 
involves proactive measures that reduce 
GHG emissions. LADWP's plans to 
dramatically increase conservation, water 
recycling, and stormwater capture all 
represent both adaptation and mitigation 
strategies. LADWP Power System 
resource planning efforts have also 
complemented Water System strategies to 
address climate change.

Funding for water resource programs and 
projects are primarily provided through 
LADWP water rates, with supplemental 
funding provided by MWD and state and 
federal grants. LADWP is also seeking 
reimbursement from responsible parties 
to assist with groundwater treatment 
costs. To fund future programs, LADWP 
will utilize the following funding sources:

• Water Rates - The revenue collected 
through LADWP's current water rates is 
the primary funding source for resource 
programs designed to achieve the City’s 
goals. This includes conservation, water 
recycling, stormwater capture, and 
remediating the contamination in the 
San Fernando Basin.

• Funding Support from MWD - MWD
provides funding through their Locat 
Resources Program (LRP] for the 
development of water recycling, 
groundwater recovery, and seawater 
desalination. The LRP incentive 
structure offers three options: sliding 
scale incentives up to $340/AF over 
25 years, sliding scale incentives up 
to $475/AF over 15 years, or fixed 
incentives up to $305/AF over 25 years. 
MWD also promotes conservation 
through its Conservation Credits 
Program, providing up to $195/AF. Since 
its inception in 1990, the Conservation 
Credits Program has provided $487 
million in rebates and incentives, 
producing cumulative water savings of 
2.2 million AF through 2015.

• State Funds - Funds for recycling, 
groundwater, conservation, and 
stormwater capture have been 
available on a competitive basis though 
voter approved initiatives, such as 
Propositions 50, 84 and 1. Proposition
1 allocates $900 million to prevent or 
clean up contaminated groundwater. 
Occasionally, low or zero-interest 
loans are also available through State 
Revolving Fund programs
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• Federal Funds - Federal funding for 
recycling is available through the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, via periodic 
Water Resource Development Act 
legislation, and the U.S, Bureau of 
Reclamation's Title XVI program.

* Responsible Parties Funding - LADWP 
may be able to recover some of the 
costs for groundwater cleanup from 
those parties deemed responsible for 
the contamination.

LADWP's 2015 Urban Water Management 
Plan is not only designed to meet the 
current requirements of the UWMP 
Act, but also demonstrate LADWP's 
commitment to provide a reliable and 
sustainable water supply over the next 
25 years as well. It outlines a detailed 
plan for achieving the targets established 
in ED5 and pLAn for increasing water

conservation and reducing dependence on 
imported supplies. It defines an evolving 
water supply portfolio that includes 
significant increases in both water 
conservation and local water supplies. It 
addresses confidence in the water supply 
by analyzing the uncertainties associated 
with climate change and integrating this 
analysis into water supply plans. Finally, it 
reinforces the need to address the water/ 
energy nexus and continuing efforts to 
reduce carbon footprint. It is important to 
note that planning and investing in water 
reliability is an ongoing process that 
includes continuously evaluating the most 
recent conditions, updating plans, and 
sharing these plans with the community. 
The 2015 UWMP provides a snapshot of 
LADWP's ongoing efforts to ensure future 
water reliability for the residents and 
businesses of Los Angeles. With its current 
water supplies, planned future water 
conservation, and planned future water 
supplies, LADWP has available supplies 
to meet all demands under all three 
hydrologic scenarios through the 25-year 
planning period covered by this UWMP
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