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Meeting Minutes:
W ed nes d ay, M arc h11 , 2 0 2 0
9: 0 0 am -12 : 0 0 am
C ity ofM onrovia, M onrovia Room
321 M yrtle A ve M onrovia, C A 910 16

Attendees

C ommittee M embers and A lternates :
M arkL ombos (L A C ou nty)
Ju lian Ju arez (L A C ou nty Flood C ontrolD is tric t)
Kris ten Ru ffell(S anitation D is tric ts )
M arkH all(GreaterL A C ou nty Vec torC ontrol
D is tric t)
B rentM au e (C ity ofP as ad ena P arks and
Rec reation)

Thomas W ong(S an GabrielValley M u nic ipal
W aterD is tric t)
FrankL opez (M onterey P ark)
D avid D olphin (A lhambra
Vanes s a H evener(A rc ad ia)
S ean S ingletary (P as ad ena)
James C arls on (S ierra M ad re)
Gloria C ru d gington (M onrovia)

M ic haelH u rley (C alW ater) D anielRos s man (The W ild ernes s S oc iety)

C ommittee M embers N otP res ent
Tom L ove (UpperS an GabrielValley M u nic ipal
W aterD is tric t)
Kelly Gard ner(M ain S an GabrielB as in) Ron M iller(L A /O C B u ild ingTrad es )

* C ommittee M emberA lternate

S ee attac hed s ign-in s heetforfu lllis tofattend ees

1. Welcome and Introductions

M r. C arls on of S ierra M ad re, the C hair of the Rio H ond o welc omed allof the members and
c onfirmed a q u oru m of the c ommittee was pres ent. A ll c ommittee members mad e s elf-
introd u c tions .

2. Approval of Meeting Minutes from February 26, 2020

The L os A ngeles C ou nty Flood C ontrolD is tric t(D is tric t)provid ed a c opy ofthe meeting minu tes
from the previou s meeting. M r. C arls on as ked the c ommittee members forc omments orrevis ions .

The committee voted to approve the meeting minutes from February 26, 2020 (unanimous).

3. Committee Member and District Updates

M r. Kevin Kim (D is tric t) provid ed a s u mmary of the s c oring progres s s o far by the S c oring
C ommittee (S C ), ad option ofthe GeneralInc ome B as ed Tax Red u c tion P rogram, and informed the

c ommittee ofthe M eetingofC hairs /Vic e C hairs on Thu rs d ay, Febru ary 2 7 , 2 0 2 0

M r. C arls on provid ed a s u mmary ofthe M eeting ofthe C hairs /Vic e C hairs on Thu rs d ay, Febru ary

2 7 , 2 0 2 0 .

M r. C arls on rec ognized thatM s . Kelly Gard nerwas notpres entbu tthats he expres s ed c onc ern for
the projec ts c laimingwaters u pply benefitand as ked thatthey provid e proofofwaters u pply.
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M r. Thomas W ongmentioned aletterwritten byO u rW aterL A abou toverc ommittingS C W P rogram

fu nd s and hoped the W A S C wou ld c ons id er their rec ommend ations before making bu d get
rec ommend ations .

4. Public Comment Period

M s . B elind a Fau s tinos , N atu re forA ll, rec ommend ed thatthe W A S C rec ommend thatthe W A S C
fu nd mu lti-projec ts withs trongloc alc ommu nitys u pport. S he als o elaborated on s pec ific points and

c onc erns thatwas ad d res s ed on the letterwritten by O u rW aterL A (s ee attac hed ).

5. Discussion Items:

a. SIP Programming Guidelines

M r. Kim provid ed an overview of the S IP programming gu id elines . The D is tric tc larified
thatfor mu lti-year infras tru c tu re program projec ts , the W A S C may d is tribu te fu nd ing
withou tc hangingthe totalfu nd ingreq u es t. Ifa projec tthathas been programmed into the
S IP experienc e c hanges in projec tc os tor s c ope, a revis ed applic ation willneed to be
s u bmitted , whic h willals o be re-s c ored by the s c oring c ommittee as req u es ted by the
W A S C .

b. General discussion of submitted project concepts and scientific studies

The c ommittee began the d is c u s s ion by s tatingthatthey have the option to s ave fu nd this
yearand rolloverthe fu nd s to nextyear.

The c ommittee d is c u s s ed the S c ientific S tu d ies L RS A d aption to A d d res s the L A R B ac teria
S IP and P reS IP : A platform forW aters hed S c ienc e. M r. L ombos as ked ifthe P reS IP s tu d y
tookinto c ons id eration the need forfu nd ing in two d ifferentwaters hed s (UL A R and RH ).
The applic ants ans wered thatthe amou ntreq u es ted inc lu d ed forRio H ond o and the s tu d y
wou ld notbe impac ted if UL A R d oes notapprove the fu nd ing for their portion. M r.
M ats u moto mentioned thatthere is no bu d getforc ommu nity engagementand thatthere
s hou ld be a way to involve the c ommu nity. A memberofC raftwaterreplied thatallmajor
benefits wou ld be inc lu d ed , as wellas c ommu nity benefits . A member of the pu blic
enc ou raged robu s tc ommu nity engagementand s u gges ted c oord ination withM etro.

The c ommittee d is c u s s ed the S c ientific S tu d y: RegionalB ac teria S c ientific S tu d y. M r.
C arls on s tated thatitwas d iffic u ltto c ons id ers inc e itis s o big feas ibility d epend s on how
manyW A S C s fu nd the s tu d y; he als o expres s ed c onc ern thatno otherc ons u ltants had the
opportu nity to c ompete ord etermine ifthe pric e ofthe s tu d y was fair. M r. D anielRos s man
had c onc erns regard ing the s c ientific method . M r. H u rley as ked abou tmaking approval
c ontingenton the otherW A S C inc lu d ingthe s tu d y on theirS IP . M s . Ru ffellmentioned that
the s tu d y wou ld have to be inc lu d ed on five W A S C s oritwou ld need to be relooked atand
thatS anta C lara River had inc lu d ed iton their S IP . The O W L A letter (attac hed ) was
mentioned .

M s . Ru ffells aid a nu mberofW A S C s were lookingatwetland s treatmentand d evelopinga
s tand ard forwetland s treatment. W etland s bas ed treatmentd oes notgetu s to c omplianc e
and thatlookingathu man healthmarkermakes s ens e as agood s tartingpoint. M r. L ombos
mentioned thatd river of the s tu d y to find d irec tnexu s between s tormwater and pu blic
healthand u ltimately prioritize how fu nd s are u s ed in the region.
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M r. Ros s man s tated thatthe pric e tag is high and ins tead ofs pend ing $10 M on a s tu d y
thatc ou ld be u s ed for bu ild ing a wetland s , then you c an have the benefits of c reating
habitat. M s . Ru ffells tated thatc reating wetland s is nic e, bu tthen you may have to als o
provid e ad d itionaltreatmentforthe wetland , and this s tu d y wou ld allow d ata to s ay itis
s afe to c reate thatwetland s .

M s . H evenerals o s tated a more wholis tic approac h willhelpthe c ities in nothaving to d o
as many projec ts to meetc omplianc e. M r. L ombos s tated thatthe goalwas notto d o les s
projec ts bu tto d o betterprojec ts forthe region; new tec hnologies , ad d itionaltreatments ,
beingmind fu lto prioritize the bes tprojec ts .

M r. Ros s man s tated he wou ld like the s ame goalbu tprefers a d ifferentpath to getthere
and fears analys is by paralys is . M r. M au e rec ommend ed a s maller s c ale. M r. L opez
mentioned thatthe totalc os tto Rio H ond o is not$10 M and the s tu d ywou ld helpthe W A S C
figu re ou twhatprojec tto c hoos e. M r. H u rley as ked ifthey had the ability to res tru c tu re the
propos alfrom the applic antto whic h M r. Kim replied thatwas notpos s ible. The members
d is c u s s ed s ome d etails regard ing c ontrac ting and thatthe Gateway watermanagement
wou ld be the lead agenc y and wou ld follow pu blic c ontrac tingc od e.

The c ommittee then d is c u s s ed the Infras tru c tu re P rogram applic ants : Eas tL A S u s tainable
M ed ian S tormwaterC aptu re P rojec tand B ald win L ake and Tu le P ond Res toration P rojec t.
The members noted thatboth projec ts were inc lu d ed in an EW M P as approved projec ts .
They mentioned thatB ald win L ake wou ld helpwithc omplianc e forthe W M P , emphas is on
mu lti-benefits inc lu d ing waterqu ality, waters u pply, and c ommu nity inves tment, and the
projec tis a regionalparkbenefitingmany s c hools . A memberofthe pu blic agreed thatthe
projec thad a lotofc ommu nity s u pport.

The Eas tL A S u s tainable M ed ian projec twas noted as provid ingbenefitto ad is ad vantaged
c ommu nity, inc lu d ed in the UL A R EW M P as a regionalprojec t. Itwas c larified thatthe
projec twas notfu lly fu nd ed .

The c ommittee d is c u s s ed the applic ations forthe Tec hnic alRes ou rc es P rogram: M onrovia
S c hoolP rojec t, Vinc entL u go, Ranc hito S ierra Vis ta, and A rc ad ia W as h. Forthe M onrovia
S c hoolP rojec t, M s . C ru d gington s tated thatthe c ity ofM onrovia was s tillin the proc es s of
ju d ging the c onc eptand as ked the D is tric tto c onfirm with the applic antthatthey are s till
interes ted in fu nd ing. N o items were d is c u s s ed forthe Vinc entL u go orRanc hito S ierra
Vis ta projec tc onc epts . Forthe A rc ad ia W as h c onc ept, M s . C ru d gington mentioned that
the projec tis in a d is ad vantaged area. M r. Ros s man rec ommend ed thatwe hold offon the
TRP c onc epts bec au s e itis intend ed forD A C ororganizations thatd o nothave res ou rc es .
M r. L ombos s tated thatthe projec ts willprovid e regionalbenefitand u ltimatelywe are trying
to fu nd TRP ’ s thatbec ome infras tru c tu re projec ts ; he s tated fu nd ingTRP ’ s thatwillnotbe
good regionalprojec ts d oes notmake s ens e. M s . Ru ffellnoted thatthe c onc epts for
c ons id eration treatonly a s mallportion in the waters hed area.

c. Disadvantage Communities Benefit

M r. Ros s man wou ld like the d efinition of d is ad vantaged c ommu nity benefits to be better
d efined in s u bs eq u entyears and to be more nu anc ed . M r. L opez d oes notbelieve every
projec tneed s to benefita d is ad vantaged c ommu nity, bu tthe W A S C s hou ld s trive to meet
the goals forthe S C W P rogram.
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d. Ranking worksheet and tool

The C ommittee ranked the applic ations forthe RegionalP rogram and the D is tric ttallied
the res u lts .

P
ro

gr
am

Project Name

#
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IP East Los Angeles Sustainable Median Stor 13 102 1 1

TRP Arcadia Wash Water Conservation Diversio 11 80 1 2

IP Baldwin Lake and Tule Pond Restoration P 11 73 2 3

SS LRS Adaption to Address the LAR Bacteria 11 60 1 4

SS PreSIP: A platform for Watershed Science 9 54 2 5

TRP Ranchito Sierra Vista Infiltration Proje 9 41 2 6

TRP Monrovia USD Campus Green Infrastructure 7 0

TRP Vincent Lugo Park Stormwater Capture Fea 7

SS Regional Bacteria Scientific Study 8

6. Voting Items

a. Assign percent allocation target

The c ommittee d ec id ed to as s ign a perc entalloc ation forthe firs tyearand s u bs eq u ent
years . M s . Ru ffellmotioned to s et8 1% forthe firs tyearand 50 % fors u bs eq u entyears . M r.
Ros s man amend ed and req u es ted 8 1% forthe firs tyearand 35% fors u bs eq u ent. A vote
by hand was taken; the motion d id notpas s (A ye: 6, N ay: 7 ). M rD olphin rec ommend ed
8 1% forthe firs tyearand 40 % forthe s u bs eq u entyears ; the motion d id notpas s (A ye: 6,
N ay: 7 ). M r. L ombos motioned to d is c u s s this item atthe nextW A S C meeting; the motion
pas s ed u nanimou s ly.

b. Project selection method

The meetingwas ad jou rned before this votingitem .

7. Items for next agenda

a. Continue Stormwater Investment Plan discussion and development

b. Confirm and vote on Final Stormwater Investment Plan

The D is tric trec ommend s the following items forthe nextagend a. (1)Fu rtherD is c u s s ion on
projec ts elec tion proc es s and (2)S tormwaterInves tmentP lan d is c u s s ion and d evelopment.
The c ommittee voic ed generalq u es tions abou tthe S IP programming proc es s . P rograming
gu id elines to be s hared withthe c ommittee atthe nextmeeting. There were generalc omments
from the pu blic regard ing the alloc ation perc entages forthe three s eparate programs in the
Regional P rogram. D is tric t s tated that the alloc ation perc entages are d efined in the
implementation ord inanc e and revis ions to the ord inanc e, as wellas , the s c oringc riteria willbe
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revis ited in fu tu re years . The c ommittee agreed to s c hed u le a three-hou rmeeting to d is c u s s
and finalize the S IP .

8. Adjournment

M r. C arls on thanked the c ommittee members and pu blic for their time and partic ipation and
ad jou rned the meeting.
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Safe, Clean Water Program 
Fiscal Year 2020-2021 
SIP Programming Guidelines 

 

Infrastructure Program 

 

• WASC shall review and recommend projects as they were submitted.   

• The SIP shall program the total requested funding amount by the applicant or none. For multi-year 
infrastructure program projects, the WASC may re-distribute funding without changing the total funding 
request. There are other methods, which are detailed out in “Attachment A”. 

o If a project that has been programmed into the SIP experience changes in project cost or scope, 
a revised application will need to be submitted, which will also be re-scored by the scoring 
committee as requested by the WASC. 

• The 85/10/5% ratios and DAC benefits will be evaluated over a rolling 5-yr period each year.  These 
criteria are calculated based on the funding allocated, not the regional funding available.  

• If the WASC determines a project provides DAC benefits and the project is included in the SIP, the full 
funding amount will be used toward the DAC criteria calculation. 

• Municipality benefits and spectrum of project types and sizes will be evaluated using total project cost, 
to the extent feasible, over a rolling 5-year period each year.  Additional methodology and process to be 
determined by District in year 2.   

 

Technical Resources Program 
• The District has committed to complete feasibility studies for a rate of $300,000 to be approved and 

budgeted in the SIP. If less, the excess will be returned to the WASC. If more, District will use District 
Program SCW Funds to cover the excess cost.   

o The WASC may choose to allocate more than $300,000 to a TRP, if they choose. Unused funds 
will be returned to the WASC regional program funds. 

• The resulting feasibility studies will, at minimum, address the 19 requirements outlined in the SCW 
Feasibility Study Guidelines. Additional technical analysis will be included at the District’s discretion.  

• Projects that do score above the threshold score cannot be referred to the Technical Resources 
Program. 

• A placeholder of $200,000 shall be programmed in the current SIP for watershed coordinator services.   
 

General Notes 
• For the current year, the District recommends the WASCs allocate no more than 80% of the estimated 

revenue to account for potential lesser revenue due to tax relief programs, to ensure future capacity for 
new projects and consider contingencies for programmed projects.  For the subsequent 4 years, the 
District recommends the WASCs earmark no more than 50% of the estimated revenue.  

• Under extenuating circumstances where the SIP criteria cannot be met, an exception may be permitted 
and disclosed in the SIP.  For example, if very few IP projects were submitted such that it significantly 
restricts available funding for TRPs and SSs, up to 10% and 5% of revenue generated by the Watershed 
Area can be allocated towards TRP and SS, respectively.  

• As a part of quarterly/annual reporting, applicants will have the opportunity to adjust their funding 
distribution for consideration during programming next year’s SIP.  

 
 
 
 
 



Attachment A 
SIP development for multi-year Infrastructure Program Projects - Example 

Scenarios/Methods 
 

Infrastructure Program Project Developer (IPPD) desires $30 M over 3 years (design/construction) for Project A; $20 M 
elsewhere ($50 M total) 

 

 

Scenario 1: Project is structured in phases (or re-structured into phases without changing the overall scope or 

project cost) that can be funded annually; IPPD receives $10 M in year 1 with documented anticipation of two 

subsequent $10 M allocations for Phases 2 and 3. 

 

Scenario 2: Project is structured in phases that can be funded annually; IPPD receives $10 M in year 1 but needs 

to request future $10 M allocations because the total project cost was not requested initially. This option is 

discouraged for planning purposes. 

 

Scenario 3:  Project is not structured in phases, but IPPD demonstrates the capacity and acknowledges the risk of 

performing the work without encumbering the entirety of funds in advance (with documented earmarks/anticipation 

of two subsequent $10 M allocations) 

 

Scenario 4:  Project is not structured in phases and WASC chooses to allocate funding over multiple years/SIPs to 

be accrued by IPPD.  The IPPD will begin work once all funding is in hand (annual amounts accrued could vary).  

 

Scenario 5: Project is granted full request in its entirety up front, even if start of construction is multiple years away. 

This option is discouraged due to likely long-term uncertainties. 

 

Scenario 6: Project is earmarked for full funding in a future SIP year.  WASC may anticipate or plan for rolled over 

funds from prior years to allow for full funding in single future budget but is not guaranteeing any official 

recommended budget at this time. 

 

NOTES: 

• Future funding requests are subject to WASC annual confirmation of budget, scope, and schedule, and 

ultimately Board Approval.  

• Example assumes that the SIP has met other requirements in LACFCD Code and accompanying guidelines 

(85/10/5; DAC %; etc.)  

• Contingencies should be built-in to recommended SIP allocations at WASCs discretion. 

• Operations and Maintenance still can be requested. 

 
 

  SIP  

TOTAL SCW 

FUNDS 

REQUESTED 

FY 20-21 

(Budgeted) 

FY 21-22 

(Projection) 

FY 22-23 

(Projection) 

FY 23-24 

(Projection) 

FY 24-25 

(Projection) 

Scenario INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM 

1 Project A  $30 M $10 M $10 M $10 M   

2 Project A  $10 M $10 M     

3 Project A $30 M $10 M $10 M $10 M   

4 Project A $30 M $5 M $10 M $15 M   

5 Project A $30 M $30 M     

6 Project A $30 M    $30 M  



SIP Planning Tool Overview
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• This amount is 
what the 
District 
estimates the 
watershed area 
will have for 
programming 
into the 
Stormwater 
Investment 
Plan (SIP).

• This estimate 
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the reductions 
for the Credit 
Program, tax 
exemptions and 
reductions.

• This estimate is 
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projected 
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Program. 

• The blue color 
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Project Module 
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the Technical 
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determined by 
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•The available 
selection for the 
Scientific Studies 
Program. 

• The blue color 
indicates the 
project has been 
selected. 

• Data from the 
Project Module 
is pulled into the 
SIP Tool. 
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DATE:  March 10, 2020 
 
TO: WASC Chair & Members 

CC:  LAC SCWP Staff  
 
RE: OurWaterLA Recommendations Concerning the Watershed Area Stormwater 
Investment Plan for 2019-2020 
 
OurWaterLA (OWLA) is a diverse coalition that has engaged communities, businesses, and 
organizations across Los Angeles County, building support to reinvent and reinvest in our water 
future using nature based infrastructure that provides community health benefits, environmental 
health benefits, and economic benefits. OWLA recommends that funding priority be given to the 
projects that best exemplify the goals of the Safe, Clean Water Program (SCWP), and that 
consideration should be given to reserving future funds for future exemplary projects.  
 
FUNDING ALLOCATION FOR STORMWATER PROJECTS 
  
The Stormwater Investment Plans (SIPs) must achieve the fourteen programmatic goals clearly 
laid out in the SCWP Implementation Ordinacne (Attachment 1), including the goals to improve 
water quality and contribute to attainment of water-quality requirements, as well as multiple 
additional community investments such as prioritization of nature based solutions, community 
engagement, equity, and quality jobs.  Our top issues are shown below in bullet point format 
and described more robustly in Attachment 1. 
 
Nature Based Solutions 
The prioritization of nature based solutions is a specific programmatic goal of the SCWP, and 
therefore must be reflected in the projects for the SIP.  
 
Community Engagement  
A plan for future community outreach is not sufficient for true community engagement in a project.                
Priority should be given to projects for which local community engagement, designed specifically             
for the proposed project, has already been initiated.  
 
Equity  
One of the most innovative aspects of the SCWP is the written requirements for the equitable                
distribution of community investments. When assessing the 110% benefit return on investments            

 



for disadvantaged communities, it is important to clarify what type of benefits a project provides,               
and whether the proposed investments directly benefit the receiving community and verified by             
local community groups.  
 
Quality Jobs  
At a minimum, funding through the SCWP SIP must be contingent upon providing direct              
community investments, such as high quality local job and training opportunities.  
 
We recommend that all of these programmatic goals be considered when selecting projects for 
full or partial funding for the 2019-2020 SIP, and that consideration be given to reserving future 
funds for future exemplary projects. One opportunity to reserve future funding is to fund projects 
in phases, to get projects through initial project development, such as project design.  
 
 
FUNDING ALLOCATION FOR SCIENTIFIC STUDIES 
  
There have also been proposals for funding through the SCWP Scientific Studies Program. The 
purpose of the Scientific Studies Program is to provide funding for scientific and technical 
activities, including, but not limited to, scientific studies, technical studies, monitoring, and 
modeling related to stormwater and urban runoff capture and pollution reduction. 
 
OWLA recommends that no funding be allocated for the Regional Scientific Study to Support 
Protection of Human Health through Targeted Reduction of Bacteriological Pollution. We have 
serious concerns about the legitimacy of this proposed study. It has no hypothesis or clear 
methodology, and no scientific professionals were involved in the development of the study, as 
is required under the SCWP Scientific Studies Program when feasible.  
 
This proposal is asking for nearly $10 million region-wide over the next five years to target a 
specific source of a specific pollutant rather than providing multiple benefits, and to potentially 
weaken water quality objectives rather than improving our water quality. This proposed study 
will not support many of the program goals, listed in Attachment 1. Additionally, there are other 
potential funding sources for this study including the Stormwater Monitoring Coalition, which 
already has a similar study in its 5-year plan. This nearly $10 million should be spent to 
invest in our communities with multi-benefit stormwater capture projects. 

 
Further, for those WASCs considering the Wet Weather Zinc study, this proposal is asking for 
$500K to potentially weaken water quality objectives, rather than improving our water quality. 
Funds should instead be spent on multi-benefit stormwater capture projects.  The Safe, Clean 
Water Program is not the right funding source for this study because this study does not support 
many of the goals of the Safe, Clean Water Program or its Scientific Studies Program.  There 
are other potential ways to achieve this type of recalculation, including working with the State 
Water Resources Control Board.  
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Thank you all for the considerable time and effort that you have contributed to the 
implementation of the Safe, Clean Water Program. We look forward to continuing our 
collaborative work with each of you, with the County of Los Angeles, and with our communities 
to most efficiently and effectively reinvest in our water future.  Many of us, including WASC 
members, recognize that this is a complex process, and we would be remiss not to stop and 
strongly re-evaluate the context for making these critically important funding recommendations. 
OWLA core team members want to work with you to be part of the solution for meeting water 
quality standards by implementing multi-benefit projects.  Thank you for your consideration of 
these recommendations. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
OWLA Core Team 
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ATTACHMENT 1  
 
Safe, Clean Water Program Implementation Ordinance: Section 18.04 SCW Program 
Goals. 
 
A. Improve water quality and contribute to attainment of water-quality requirements. 
 
B. Increase drought preparedness by capturing more Stormwater and/orUrban Runoff to store, 
clean, reuse, and/or recharge groundwater basins. 
 
C. Improve public health by preventing and cleaning up contaminated water, increasing access 
to open space, providing additional recreational opportunities, and helping communities mitigate 
and adapt to the effects of climate change through activities such as increasing shade and 
green space. 
 
D. Leverage other funding sources to maximize SCW Program Goals. 
 
E. Invest in infrastructure that provides multiple benefits. 
 
F. Prioritize Nature-Based Solutions. 
 
G. Provide a spectrum of project sizes from neighborhood to regional scales. 
 
H. Encourage innovation and adoption of new technologies and practices. 
 
I. Invest in independent scientific research. 
 
J. Provide DAC Benefits, including Regional Program infrastructure investments, that are not 
less than one hundred and ten percent (110%) of the ratio of the DAC population to the total 
population in each Watershed Area. 
 
K. Provide Regional Program infrastructure funds benefiting each Municipality in proportion to 
the funds generated within their jurisdiction, after accounting for allocation of the one hundred 
and ten percent (110%) return to DACs, to the extent feasible. 
 
L. Implement an iterative planning and evaluation process to ensure adaptive management. 
 
M. Promote green jobs and career pathways. 
 
N. Ensure ongoing operations and maintenance for Projects. 
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