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REGULAR MEETING OF THE  
MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE  
Tuesday, October 25, 2016 4:00 P.M. 

100 North Garfield Avenue, Pasadena, Council Chambers 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

3. NEW BUSINESS 
 

4. INFORMATION ITEMS 

A. Economic Development Electric Rate Update 
B. Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project Update* 
C. Water Supply Reliability* 
D. GT-5 Repowering Project Status Report* 
E. Receive and File Annual Commission Reports for Fiscal Year July 2015 through June 2016 and 

Work Plans for Fiscal Year 2016 – 2017: 
1. Historic Preservation Commission* 
2. Planning Commission* 
 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

*Attachment 

 
NEXT MEETING 
November 8, 2016     
 
  
 
       Margaret McAustin, Chair 
       Municipal Service Committee
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MEMORANDUM 
October 25, 2016 

 
To: Municipal Services Committee 
 
From: Gurcharan S. Bawa  
 Interim General Manager  
  
Subject: Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project Update 
 
 
This item is for information only.  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

Alternate Route Study 
On February 22, 2016, the City Council certified the Environmental Impact Report 
(“EIR”) for the Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project (“Project”) and directed staff to 
return to City Council with additional analysis for two alternative pipeline routes prior to 
awarding any contracts for the Project. During the public comment period, residents of 
Pasadena expressed concerns of the impacts of the pipeline construction along the 
planned route, including potential damage to existing trees and the temporary issues of 
noise, traffic, dust and limited access to properties along the pipeline route during 
construction of Phase 1 of the Project.  
 
Pasadena Water and Power (“PWP”) and the consultant responsible for the design of 
the Project have completed the evaluation of the two alternative pipeline routes 
suggested by the residents. The criteria for comparing the alignments included 
environmental impacts such as air quality, traffic, recreation, biological and cultural 
resources, impacts to trees based on a tree survey conducted by a certified arborist, 
geohazard conditions, construction challenges, project capital cost (including a 
construction cost estimate provided by a pipeline contractor), operation and 
maintenance costs, impacts to schedule and potential loss of state grant funding.  
 
The evaluation indicates that both originally approved (“Approved”) and alternative 
(“Alternative”) routes pose “less than significant” environmental impact. The 
evaluation concluded the Approved routes are superior to the Alternative routes mainly 
in terms of cost and project duration.  Approved routes posed low potential impact to 
trees including Canary Island Pine trees on Laurel Street. 
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Grant and Low Interest Application 
 
In December 2015, PWP submitted an application for state funding. The Project was 
placed on an eligibility list to receive up to 35% of the Project cost in a state grant and 
up to 65% in state loans. At this time PWP has satisfied all of the State’s application 
requirements and is awaiting final confirmation of the funding award. Any changes to 
the approved EIR, such as implementing Alternative routes, would likely jeopardize this 
funding as the total demand by applicants exceed the funding available for grants. 
 
PWP is proceeding with the proposed routes in the EIR Phase 1 Alignment.   
 
Next Steps 

• PWP will hold two public meetings, one in each affected district and will accept 
public comments.   

• Staff will make a recommendation to the City Council through the Municipal 
Services Committee. 

• Staff will continue to pursue grant and low interest application. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

Phase 1 of the Project includes approximately five miles of new 20-inch diameter 
pipeline, installed below ground beginning at Scholl Canyon Landfill in Glendale to the 
west side of Pasadena within residential areas along Linda Vista Avenue, Laurel Street, 
Parkview Avenue, Arroyo Boulevard, and Rose Bowl Drive among other streets, and 
ending at PWP’s Sheldon Reservoir site on Arroyo Boulevard. See attached map. 
 
During the public comment period and at the February 22nd City Council public hearing 
for the EIR, two groups of residents expressed concerns with the pipeline alignment. 
Pasadena residents on the west side of the Arroyo Seco were concerned that pipeline 
construction could potentially impact mature Canary Island Pine trees that line both the 
north and south sides of Laurel Street and suggested the pipeline be relocated from 
Linda Vista Avenue, Laurel Street and Parkview Avenue (“Approved West Route”) to 
Salvia Canyon and West Drive (“Alternative West Route”). They also emphasized that 
temporary construction impacts to residents associated with noise, traffic, dust and 
access restrictions would be minimized along the Alternative West Route.  
 
Residents in the vicinity of the Sheldon Reservoir stated their preference for the pipeline 
alignment to be changed from North Arroyo Boulevard and Rose Bowl Drive (“Approved 
East Route”) to Rosemont Avenue (“Alternative East Route”) to minimize temporary 
construction impacts to the residents.  
 
PWP expanded the scope of work for the Project consultant, RMC Water and 
Environment, responsible for the design of the Phase 1 Project to evaluate the 
Alternative routes suggested by the residents, compare them to the Approved 
Alignments, and prepare a report with the findings. Since the Approved Alignments on 
the west and east sides of the Arroyo are independent, the evaluation of these sections 
were analyzed independent of each other. 
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The criteria for comparing the alignments included environmental impacts such as air 
quality, traffic, recreation, biological and cultural resources, impacts to trees based on a 
tree survey conducted by a certified arborist, geohazard conditions, construction 
challenges and change order risk, project capital cost (including a construction cost 
estimate provided by a pipeline contractor), operation and maintenance costs, schedule 
delay and potential loss of state grant funding. 
 
Environmental Impacts  
The evaluation concluded that the environmental impacts resulting from all of the routes 
considered would be less than significant. The Alternative West Route will have a 
greater impact on recreational users near the Rose Bowl along West Drive or Rosemont 
Avenue; whereas the Approved West Route will have a greater impact on residents. 
These impacts are temporary, occurring only for the duration of the construction, and 
can be mitigated to less than a significant level. Construction of the 5-mile long pipeline, 
the reservoir at Sheldon, the pressure reducing station and other facilities is estimated 
to take approximately 18 months. The construction in front of each home is estimated to 
take from 1 to 3 days. Work in streets is estimated to be from 80 to 200 feet per day and 
1 to 3 weeks per street. The streets will be re-opening at the end of each workday. 
 
If either of the Alternative routes were selected, a subsequent Negative Declaration or a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (“ND/MND”) would need to be prepared, advertised for 
public review and approved by the City. The time to complete the ND/MND process 
would be approximately four to five months. The timing impact will be a significant factor 
with the approval for grant and loan financing for the Project, as completion of the 
environmental process is required for completion of the application. Until the ND/MND is 
approved the environmental package for the state funding application will be 
incomplete.  
 
The environmental impacts are important to the City and its residents, but because the 
environmental impacts for all routes are only temporary and construction related, this 
criterion is given a medium priority. 
 
Potential Impact to Trees 
The findings of the certified arborist include a summary of the trees along the routes 
with root zones potentially located within the pipeline trench. Each tree is rated with a 
low, medium or high probability of roots being encountered in the trench zone based on 
a number of observable factors such as the distance of the tree’s canopy to the pipeline 
(roots are generally believed to extend to the edge of the canopy), exposed surface 
roots, cracking or lifting of soil or pavement, and substantial tree leaning towards the 
direction of the pipeline.  
 
In general, the Approved routes have more trees with roots potentially extending into 
the trench zone than the Alternative routes; however, tree roots within roadways are 
typically limited due to soil compaction, water and oxygen availability. The pipeline will 
be installed near the center of the street or at the edge of the tree canopy (and 
anticipated root zone) to the greatest extend possible. It is expected that roots 
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encountered within the pipeline routes would be small, up to 2 inches in diameter and 
would make up a very small portion, up to 3% of the trees’ total root mass. Structural 
roots are typically 4 inches in diameter and larger. The pipeline on Laurel Street has 
been designed to be installed between existing underground pipes in the street, at 10 
feet from the curb close to the centerline of the street, and approximately 12-18 feet 
from the trunks of the Canary Island Pines with the smallest encroachment within the 
canopies as possible. During construction a certified arborist will be present and 
responsible for minimizing the potential to impair the structural integrity of the trees. 
 
The potential to encounter structural tree roots is low and the trees can be adequately 
protected during construction using the measures described in the arborist report, but 
because trees are very important to the City and the residents this criterion is given a 
high priority in considering the alignments.  An artist rendering of Laurel Street with the 
existing underground utilities is attached.  
 
Geohazard Conditions 
The Alternative routes would require longer lengths of pipeline installed in areas 
identified as potentially liquefiable zones compared to the Approved routes. Soil 
liquefaction is a phenomenon where saturated, loose, sandy soils substantially lose 
strength and stiffness usually due to an earthquake, causing it to behave like a liquid. 
Liquefaction-induced ground settlement historically has been a major cause of 
earthquake damage in southern California.  According to the American Lifelines Alliance 
Seismic Guidelines for Water Pipelines when feasible, pipeline engineers should 
attempt to locate the pipeline facilities away from potential liquefaction hazards.  
 
Under current groundwater conditions liquefaction and seismically induced settlement 
potential is considered low, and subsequently this criterion would be given a low priority 
in considering the alignments. However, if groundwater rises as a result of planned 
water storage behind Devil’s Gate Dam in the future, this criterion would be given a high 
priority. As a result of the unknown future condition, RMC recommends this criterion be 
given a medium priority. 
 
Construction Challenges  
Construction challenges and change order risk were assessed for each route based on 
existing buried utility congestion and service connection crossings, existing trees and 
the extent of root protection that may be required, and impacts from digging in 
previously repaired slopes. Change orders for unforeseen work during construction can 
add significant costs to the Project; therefore, this criterion was given more weight than 
some of the other criteria when evaluating the alignments. 
 
The Approved West Route has heavier utility congestion, potentially more tree 
protection measures and higher risks of change orders and impact to trees than the 
Alternative West Route. On the east side both alignments have similar utility congestion 
and trees, and are equal in terms of construction challenges and change order risk.  
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Project Capital Costs  
A licensed contractor with extensive pipeline construction experience provided 
construction cost estimates for the four alignments. These costs were found to be two 
million dollars higher for the Alternative routes, with an estimated 82% cost increase for 
the Alternative West Route and 67% increase for the Alternative East Route, as 
summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1: Capital Costs for Pipeline Alignments 

 Proposed West 
Route 

Salvia Canyon 
West Route 

Proposed East 
Route 

Rosemont Ave 
East Route 

Total Cost $1.32 million $2.41 million $1.5 million $2.5 million 
Difference  + 1.09 million  + $1 million 
Schedule 

Delay 
 + 5 months  + 5 months 

 
Operation and Maintenance Costs 
The Approved routes are shorter and considered superior to the Alternative routes. This 
criterion has a low ranking because generally the incremental Operation and 
Maintenance (“O&M”) costs for pipelines are relatively low and one pipeline route in 
comparison to the other did not reveal any significant differences. 
 
Project Schedule and Grant Funding  
In December 2015, PWP submitted applications for grant and loan funding under the 
State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”) Proposition 1 and State Revolving 
Loan, and Title XVI under the United States Bureau of Reclamation. In June 2016, PWP 
was informed that the Title XVI grant was not approved due to a higher priority placed 
on projects that were shovel-ready. In July 2016, SWRCB informed staff that the Project 
was potentially eligible to receive up to 35% of the project cost in grant funding with a 
potential for 65% loan funding pending submittals of additional information and 
documentation. PWP has fulfilled all required submittals as requested by the SWRCB 
and is awaiting final approval.  
 
The Approved Alignments are part of the Project included in the certified EIR and 
tentatively approved for state funding. The construction is anticipated to begin in late 
2017 and be completed by mid-2019. Selecting the Alternative routes would require 
substantial redesign, environmental work, and add additional time for completion of the 
funding application, thus jeopardizing the grant funding opportunities. 
 
Table 2 summarizes the results of the evaluation. The alignment in the EIR is shown 
below as Approved East or West route; the alignment recommended by the residents is 
shown as Alternative West or East route. 
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Table 2 - Alignment Evaluation Summary 

Criteria 
 

Priority/ 
Importance 

 Linda Vista Community  Sheldon Reservoir 
Community 

Approved 
West 
Route 

Alternative 
West 
Route  

Approved 
East Route 

Alternative 
East Route 

Environmental Impacts Medium Equal Equal Equal Equal 
Impacts to Trees 
(including the Canary 
Island Pine Trees) 

High Low Lower  Equal Equal 

Geohazard Conditions Medium Low Higher  Low Higher  
Construction 
Challenges  High Higher  Lower  Equal Equal 

Capital Cost Impacts High Lower Higher Lower Higher 
Operations and 
Maintenance  Cost Low Lower  Higher Lower Higher 

Schedule Impact High Lower Higher Lower Higher 
Potential Loss of State 
Funding High Lower Higher Lower Higher 

  The Low(er) and High(er) ranking in the Table 2 are relative.  
 
 
Project Next Steps  

• Finalize the alternative route evaluation report - 10/2016 
• Conduct public meetings with Linda Vista and Sheldon communities - 11/2016 
• Submit permit applications - 12/2016  
• Obtain state funding - 12/2016 
• Obtain permits - 2016 – 2017 
• Obtain federal grant – 2017  
• Begin construction - late 2017 

 
Summary  
The evaluation of the various pipeline routes confirmed the original analysis in the EIR 
that environmental impacts would be less than significant under either the Approved or 
Alternative routes. The evaluation concluded that, taking into account overall 
construction challenges, change order risk, operations and maintenance cost, capital 
costs, and risk of schedule delay and loss of funding, the Approved routes are superior 
to the Alternative routes.  
  
Timely completion of the state funding application has placed the Project in a good 
position to receive the grant and loans, which are distributed on a first-come first served 
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basis. The total amount of all applications received by the State exceed the available 
funding by approximately $50 million. Continuing to move the Project forward with the 
Approved routes will maintain PWP’s position in the funding queue and therefore 
increase the chance of securing the grant funding and the low interest loans from the 
State. 
 
 
Attachments  

Attachment 1: Map of Pipeline Routes 
Attachment 2: Map Rendering on Laurel Street 

  



PASADENA NONPOTABLE WATER PROJECT
Map of Approved and Alternative Routes

Alternative East
Route

Approved East
Route

Approved West
Route

Alternative
West Route



   Rendering on Laurel Street Looking East
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MEMORANDUM 
 

October 25, 2016 
 

To: Municipal Services Committee 
 
From: Gurcharan S. Bawa 
 Interim General Manager  
 
Subject: Water Supply Reliability 
 
 
This report is for information only. 
 
Executive Summary: 
 
In May 2016, Pasadena Water and Power (“PWP”) presented the 2015 Urban Water 
Management Plan (“2015 UWMP”) to Municipal Services Committee for approval. The 
UWMP is a compliance document, prepared every five years, that requires water 
utilities to demonstrate sufficient water supply over a twenty year period under specified 
conditions and assumptions. The plan is not intended to demonstrate any particular 
water supply reserve margins or other reliability metrics. This report is to address 
questions raised by committee members regarding the City’s water supply reliability 
during the presentation. 
 
On an annual and long-term basis, PWP has very reliable available water supply plus 
emergency conservation mechanisms to address supply disruptions. As the lowest-cost 
available supply, PWP first draws upon local groundwater supplies that typically meet 
40% of annual demand. All additional needs are purchased from the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California (“MWD”), which is committed to meeting 100% of its 
water demands by member agencies under all but the most extraordinary 
circumstances. Due to capacity, operational, water quality, and annual water right 
limitations, PWP cannot meet 100% of its customer demand on an annual or short-term 
basis using only local water resources; however, PWP can meet 100% of its customer 
demand using only imported water from MWD when necessary. As long as MWD has 
the ability to deliver its water to PWP, the City’s water customers will be served. 
 
MWD is committed to make necessary investments to improve and maintain its core 
resources and emergency supplies to provide the highest level of reliability for its 
member agencies.  MWD partners with local, state, and federal agencies in 
groundwater storage and banking programs, transfers and leases, surface water 
treatments, conservation programs, and financial assistance for local projects.  MWD 
supports policies that apply adaptive management programs because water resources 
are vulnerable to issues such as climate change, regulatory uncertainties, and fiscal 
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constraints.  The policies also promote opportunities for use of advanced technology or 
alternative resources such as recycling and saltwater desalination. 
 
Despite MWD’s robust portfolio of resources, supply interruptions, generally lasting 
more than ten days, represent a serious potential threat for PWP’s reliability, as daily 
demands may exceed PWP’s distribution capacity and some local sources cannot be 
used without supplemental MWD water for blending. On three occasions, PWP has 
successfully implemented the most severe of its water shortage plans to maintain 
supply reliability during scheduled MWD pipeline outages lasting up to ten days. 
Through the process of future updates to PWP’s Water Integrated Resource Plan 
(“WIRP”) and Water System Master Plan, PWP will assess its vulnerabilities and 
potential alternatives to enhance short-term water reliability during severe or total 
curtailments to imported water supplies. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Local Water Supplies and Programs 
 
PWP’s local supply is predominantly groundwater which the City has a pumping right of 
10,304 acre-feet per year (“AFY”).  PWP also spreads stream water from the Arroyo 
Seco and Eaton Canyons converting it to pumping credits.  On average, PWP receives 
an additional 2,400 AFY in pumping credits.  
 
The 2010 WIRP recommended Hybrid 1, a water portfolio consisting of 7 projects 
developing over 20 years, which focuses in areas such as storm water capture, recycled 
water, groundwater storage and conservation.  Currently PWP is pursuing projects that 
are consistent to the goals of the WIRP.  The department will also update the Water 
System Master Plan that will further the development of future projects.  The following 
briefly describes projects under development. 
 
1. Conservation 

PWP actively engages in conservation as a long-term solution for curbing water 
demands.  These efforts include passive (code based) and active conservation such 
as rebates (commercial and residential), water savings incentive programs (onsite 
recycled water), and education outreach (California Friendly Landscaping classes 
and Large Landscape Audits).  Active conservation programs installed in 2015, 
such as the multi-family, turf removal, and rain barrels, contributed over 400 AF in 
demand reductions, and cumulative savings of prior programs continue to reduce 
demands. 
 

2. Arroyo Seco Canyon Project 
PWP spreads surface water from the Arroyo Seco and Eaton Canyons for 
groundwater recharge, and a portion of the recharge is converted to additional 
pumping credits.  Historical pumping credits average 2,400 AFY.  However, due to 
the present condition of the Arroyo Seco intake system, PWP is preparing to make 
improvements to the structure for increasing the capacity and effectiveness for 
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groundwater recharge.  This project when completed will contribute an average of 
600 AFY raising the total average to 3,000 AFY.   

 
3. New Wells & Storage Programs 

PWP is planning for new groundwater wells and rehabilitating older wells to 
increase pumping capacity.  Although new wells do not increase water supplies it 
provides operational flexibility and opportunities in groundwater storage programs 
and for leasing groundwater from other water agencies.   

 
The Raymond Basin aquifer serves as an ideal reservoir or bank to store water. In 
the early 1990s, PWP participated with MWD on a storage program whereby PWP 
stored water on behalf of MWD in the aquifer which could be extracted later. 
Recently, MWD requested of PWP to begin drawing down the account.  The goal is 
to pump an average of 750 AFY and it will take approximately 20 years to draw 
down the balance.  Although current well capacity allows for the drawdown, there 
are constraints to pumping additional water when opportunities occur such as 
leasing water from other agencies or during very wet years resulting in greater than 
average spreading credits. 

 
PWP is working with the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (“NASA”) 
to construct a new well, and the extracted water will be treated at the Monk Hill 
Treatment Plant for removal of perchlorate and volatile organic compounds.  
Currently due to low groundwater levels and nitrate it is more challenging for PWP 
to extract its full decreed rights and spreading credits, which often leads to storing 
the excess groundwater, leasing it to other agencies, and pumping it from other 
wells that are less efficient.  With this new well added to the system, pumping 
capacity increases to more effectively draw both the decreed rights and spreading 
credits resulting an average increase of 1,000 AFY. 

 
As new wells come online it helps to mitigate risk when water demands cannot be 
met due to reduced or interrupted flows of imported water supplies.  Generally, 
PWP plans for a new or rehabilitated well to increases pumping capacity by an 
average of 1,700 gallons per minute or 2.4 million gallons per day (“MGD”) of 
additional water.  Depending which distribution system the additional water is 
pumped into may further increase overall system pumping capacity because wells 
sitting idle due to water quality constraints maybe activated by blending with the 
additional water.  The new NASA well will allow a third well to turn on increasing 
capacity an additional 2.4 MGD for a total of 4.8 MGD.  These new wells provide 
benefits in short-term needs during service interruptions from MWD and for long-
term supply reliability when opportunities become available in groundwater storage 
programs and leasing groundwater from other agencies.  

 
4. Non-Potable Project 

PWP entered into contract with the City of Glendale to provide funding for 
expanding Glendale’s recycled water distribution system from the Los Angeles 
Glendale Water Reclamation Plant.  The terminus of the distribution system is near 
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the borders of Glendale and Pasadena.  PWP is proposing a recycled water system 
by connecting to Glendale’s system and serving non-potable water to Pasadena’s 
customers.  Recently the environmental report for the project was approved and 
PWP is pursuing financial opportunities for moving the project forward.  The Non-
Potable Project will be build-out in six phases providing 3,100 AFY of a very reliable 
and stable water resource. 

 
Imported Water Supply 
 
Imported water from MWD typically addresses 60% of the City’s water demand.  The 
City is a founding member of MWD since 1928 and PWP relies on the clean and reliable 
water from the agency.  This partnership is important because southern California is 
highly dependent on the current and future success of MWD, and therefore its 26 
member agencies continue to invest in MWD. 
 
Since 2003, PWP has entered into long-term purchase water agreements with MWD.  
The agreement identifies a fixed volume of water at the lowest cost known as the Tier 1 
rate.  The fixed volume or Tier 1 volume for PWP is 22,965 AFY.  The contract does not 
limit PWP from purchasing more than the fixed volume, but the cost increases to the 
Tier 2 rate.  The last time PWP exceeded this volume and purchased Tier 2 water was 
in 2008.  The current term of the contract expires in December 2024, however, it is very 
likely the current method for long-term purchases will continue into the foreseeable 
future providing a steady and reliable supply.   
 
Water Shortage Plans 
 
For most situations, local water supplies in conjunction with conservation will mitigate 
for short-term regional or local supply interruptions. In some circumstances, however, it 
may not suffice and under these situations the City has an additional tool to curb 
demands.  In Chapter 13.10 of the City’s Municipal Code, the City may determine a 
water shortage condition and implement one of four levels in the Water Waste 
Prohibition and Water Supply Shortage Plan (“Shortage Plan”).  Each level is 
progressively stricter with the use of water.  The plan also establishes thirteen 
mandatory restrictions to prevent water waste.  The Shortage Plan, along with 
aggressive public outreach and education, has been effective with reducing water 
demands. 
 
Pasadena’s Supply Reliability 
 
PWP’s 2015 UWMP projected water demands to 2040.  The demand analysis factored 
into a build-out condition of the City.  The basis of the demand projections was derived 
using historical water usage data.  Careful selection of the historical period accounted 
for reduced demands due to the 2008 economic crisis and the recent extraordinary 
conservation measures under the Governor Brown’s executive orders.  Without 
compensating or accounting for these recent demand shocks would have resulted in a 
much lower demand projections.  The projected demands did account for passive 
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conservation but it did not include future active conservation.  The following table 
compares projected demand versus supply for the next 25 years. 
 

Average Supply and Demand Comparison (Acre Feet) 
Calendar Year 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Decreed Groundwater 10,304 10,304 10,304 10,304 10,304 
Spreading Credits 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 

Arroyo Seco Canyon Project 600 600 600 600 600 
MWD Storage1 & New Wells 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,000 

Recycled Water 700 1,100 2,280 2,670 3,060 
Imported MWD Tier 1 Water 22,965 22,965 22,965 22,965 22,965 

Total Supply 38,719 39,119 40,299 40,689 40,329 
Total Demand2 32,586 32,611 32,719 32,981 33,000 

Difference (Surplus) 6,133 6,508 7,580 7,708 7,329 
Surplus vs. Total Demand 19% 20% 23% 23% 22% 

1. Draw down of MWD’s storage account will conclude prior to 2040. 
2. Total Demand only includes passive conservation and not active conservation. 

 
The surplus averages 22% with greater supply than projected demand for the next 25 
years.  In addition the Imported MWD Water was capped at the Tier 1 volume of 22,965 
AF, however, MWD purchases are not limited by this volume and PWP may purchase 
more imported supplies if the need arises.  The reality, however, is that any supply 
amount that is greater than the projected demand results in reduced MWD imported 
purchases and/or storing of excess groundwater for future needs. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
PWP has multiple sources of water to meet current and future demands.  The City’s 
water supply is a combination of local and imported MWD water.  PWP is working to 
increase local supply through investments in the Non-Potable Project, Arroyo Seco 
Canyon Project, and new wells, which will increase supply by 4,700 AF in 2040.  PWP 
is also actively involved with the community through conservation and education 
programs.  Imported water plays a crucial role since it accounts for 60% of the City’s 
supply chain.  Since 2003, PWP has entered into long-term purchase contracts with 
MWD, which allow PWP to purchase up to 22,925 AF per year at the lowest Tier 1 rate.  
The contract has no limit on the purchase volume available to PWP. 
 
The projected local supplies, including new projects coming on-line, and imported 
supplies from MWD will be adequate to meet future demands.  Surplus supply will 
average 22% of the projected demand and ranges between 6,100 to 7,300 AF.  In 
addition PWP continues to make investments in local resources and conservation to 
ensure greater reliability for years to come. 
 
There are short-term risks if imports from MWD are interrupted.  Local supplies and the 
City’s shortage plan will mitigate the risk, but it will not eliminate it entirely. Future 
updates to the Water System Master Plan and the WIRP will assess the water supply 
vulnerabilities and identify potential solutions. 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
October 25, 2016 

 
To: Municipal Services Committee 
 
From: Gurcharan S. Bawa  
 Interim General Manager  
  
Subject: Glenarm Repowering Project Status Report 
 

 
This item is for information only. 
 

The attached report provides an update to the Municipal Services Committee (“MSC”) on the current 
activities and status of the Glenarm (“GT-5”) Repowering Project. The status report lists current 
activities, major issues, concerns, project pictures, schedule, financial summary, health and safety 
record, local workforce utilization, and Pasadena First Buy Local activities.  

The GT-5 gas turbine construction is complete and is in the final stages of testing. Air emissions 
testing is underway and expected to resume when gas fuel supply is restored to the facility.  
Commercial operation date (“COD”) is scheduled for November 7, 2016. PWP has applied for and 
obtained a variance from the South Coast Air Management District (“SCAQMD”) to extend the 
allowable commissioning period.  

 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

Attachment 1 – October 2016 Glenarm Repowering Project Status Report 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

  

 Status Report October 2016 

Glenarm Repowering Project 
Combined Cycle Power Plant (GT-5) 

 Greater reliability of Power 

 Most advanced technology 

 Most efficient in its class 

 Least emissions in its class 

 Help integrate solar and wind power  

 Preserve historic buildings on site 

Attachment 1 – Glenarm Repowering Project Status Report 
 

Glenarm Plant Mid-1950s  

Rendering of GT-5  

Plant Aerials 

 



City of Pasadena Water and Power Department 
Glenarm GT5 Repowering Project Status Report 

October 25, 2016 
 

The following major activities have occurred since the last update. 
 

 Budget 
o City Council approved increase of the project budget by $5 million from $131.9 million to 

$136.9 million on September 30, 2014 to provide allowance for potential contingencies.  
o City Council granted the City Manager authority to use $4 million as contingency for the six 

major repowering contracts.  
o At this time, Pasadena Water and Power (“PWP”) anticipates completing the project within 

the revised budget. 
 

 Current Status 
o SoCalGas Outage started October 12, 2016 
o Commissioning is expected to resume October 26, 2016 

 Cumulative hours of generation: 521:20 hours 
o Emissions tuning 

 

 Look Ahead 
o Complete plant tuning 
o Complete emissions tuning 
o Perform necessary emissions testing 
o Functional testing 
o Perform noise guarantee testing 
o Thermal Performance guarantee testing 
o Reliability testing 

 
Major Potential Issues 
 

Resolved 
o General Electric (“GE”) continues to work to achieve emissions compliance. Testing 

necessary to verify and satisfy Air District requirements is expected to start when 
commissioning resumes at the end of the gas outage.  

 
Ongoing  

o ARB has stated that they intend to try and recover costs for delays caused by City supplied 
equipment.  

o Contra Costa, an ARB subcontractor, has filed a stop payment notice. ARB and Contra 
Costa continue to meet in an effort to resolve their dispute.  
 
 

 

 Schedule 
o As of October 4, 2016 the project schedule has been revised with the following milestones.  

 CEMS Certification November 4, 2016 
 Substantial Completion / Commercial Operation Date November 7, 2016 
 Final Completion November 7, 2016 



 

 
 

Reporting Through September 30, 2016 

(June Preliminary)
Approved Budget

Revised Budget 

(9/29/14)

Commitment 

With 

Contingencies

A B C D E F G H I K L M N

Description Approved Budget

Revised Budget 

(9/29/14)

Increased by $5 M

Base Contract 

Amounts

Approved 

Revisions to Base 

Contract

Contractual 

Contingency

Total Awarded   

Contract Amount   

(C + D + E)

Potential 

Changes

Total Awarded  & 

Potential Changes   

(F + G)

Contractual 

Contingency

Total of Contractual 

and Project 

Contingency Used

(I + J)

Total Awarded, 

Potential Changes 

& Contingency

(H + J)

Savings 

Available at 

Closure of 

Contracts/PO's

Positive If Approved 

Budget Amount Higher 

Than Potential Contract 

Amount and Project 

Contingency

(B - L + M)

Major Contracts $1,000,000

$1,000,000

(To be used after 

first $1 M is 

committed)

$1,000,000

(To be used after 

first $2M is 

committed)

$800,000 

(To be used after 

first $3M is 

committed)

PIE Contract - GE Packaged Power 65,843,230$                  65,843,230$                  60,494,529$               0$                         1,376,000$            61,870,529$                  61,870,529$               298,217$                   0$                      0$                        298,217$                 61,870,529$             3,972,701$                       

GE Packaged Power Liquidatated Damages (2,550,000)$             2,550,000$                       

PM/CM Contract - PROU 3,325,800$                    3,325,800$                    3,004,000$                 300,000$               3,304,000$                    3,304,000$                 0$                              0$                      0$                        0$                            3,304,000$              21,800$                           

Air Permit -Worley Parsons 400,000$                       400,000$                       235,000$                    75,500$                 20,000$                 330,500$                       330,500$                    0$                              0$                      0$                        0$                            330,500$                 69,500$                           

CEQA/EIR - PCR Services 400,000$                       400,000$                       61,590$                      150,407$               21,110$                 233,107$                       233,107$                    21,110$                     0$                      0$                        21,110$                   233,107$                 166,893$                         

BOP Contract - ARB 45,232,388$                  45,232,388$                  55,661,973$               0$                         0$                         55,661,973$                  648,930$          56,310,903$               0$                              1,000,000$         1,000,000$           975,000$             350,420$             3,325,420$              59,636,322$             (14,403,934)$                    

OE Contract - Power Engineers 3,000,000$                    3,000,000$                    3,000,000$                 0$                         3,000,000$                    3,000,000$                 0$                              0$                        25,000$               25,000$                   3,025,000$              (25,000)$                          

Subtotal: Major Contracts 118,201,418$                118,201,418$                122,457,092$             225,907$               1,717,110$            124,400,109$                648,930$          125,049,039$             319,327$                   1,000,000$         1,000,000$           1,000,000$          350,420$             3,669,746$              125,849,458$           0$                     (7,648,040)$                     

Project Contingency  balance after subtracting 

approved  + potential change orders
651$                        (651)$                               

Other Contracts and Miscellaneous 

PWP & Other Dept. PO's 0$                                 0$                                 1,752,200$                 91,847$                 1,844,047$                    1,844,047$                 1,844,047$              614,329$           (1,229,718)$                     

Legal Expenses  277,799$                    25,000$                 302,799$                       302,799$                    302,799$                 0$                     (302,799)$                        

Natural Gas Pipeline/Meter Upgrades - 

Southern Caliornia Gas Company
1,288,545$                 128,855$               1,417,400$                    1,417,400$                 1,417,400$              (1,417,400)$                     

Art Funding 885,407$                       885,407$                       424,211$                    424,211$                       424,211$                    424,211$                 461,196$                         

Local Hire/Buy Local - CBA 0$                                 0$                                 10,000$                      74,999$                 84,999$                         84,999$                      84,999$                   5,554$              (79,445)$                          

AQMD Fees 1,500,000$                    1,500,000$                    87,790$                      74,999$                 162,789$                       162,789$                    162,789$                 1,337,211$                       

PWP Labor and Materials 1,892,400$                    1,892,400$                    1,892,400$                 1,892,400$                    1,892,400$                 1,892,400$              0$                                    

Commssioning Costs -$                              527,805$                 (527,805)$                        

Subtotal: Other Contracts and Miscellaneous 4,277,807$                    4,277,807$                    5,732,945$                 266,845$               128,855$               6,128,645$                    0$                    6,128,645$                 6,656,450$              619,883$           (1,758,760)$                     

Project Subtotal 122,479,225$          122,479,225$          128,190,037$       492,752$          1,845,965$       130,528,754$          648,930$      131,177,684$       319,327$              1,000,000$    1,000,000$      1,000,000$      350,420$         3,669,746$         132,506,559$     619,883$      (9,407,451)$               

Contingency 9,424,958$                    14,424,958$                  5,017,506$                       

Totals 131,904,183$          136,904,183$          128,190,037$       492,752$          1,845,965$       130,528,754$          648,930$      131,177,684$       319,327$              1,000,000$    1,000,000$      1,000,000$      350,420$         3,669,746$         132,506,559$     619,883$      0$                              

Contingency Reconciliation
 Approved 

Budget 
Used Potential Remaining

Budget Contingency 9,424,958$          9,407,451$        5,017,506$    

Project Contingency 3,000,000$        648,930$       651$              

Table 1 - Repowering Project Budget Summary

EXHIBIT - 1: Financial Summary

Glenarm Repowering Project (GT-5) Status Report For MSC on October 25, 2016

Updated: October 19, 2016

Contracted Commitments
Potential Contract

Commitments

Variance Between Budget and 

Potential Contract Amount & 

Project Contingency Used

How Much Contingency Has Been Used?

14,424,958$            

4,000,000$              

 Revised Budget 

(9/29/14) 
Comments

 Reflects approval of change order ARB-PC-015 for $325,701, potential change 

order ARB-PC-016 for $369,145 routed for approval and a decrease to expected 

future change orders in the amount of $298,295. 

Committed Project Contingency, 

$4,000,000

Council Approved June 1, 2015

J

Reflects a net increase of $908,779 due to (1) a credit of $900,000 charged to 

GE for liquidated damages for the month of September; (2) decrease in 

commissioning costs of $18,983; and (3) a net increase of $10,200 in PWP & 

Other Dept. PO's due to a new FY 2017 PO and savings from closures of FY 

2016 PO's. 



 

 

Reporting Through September 30, 2016 (June Preliminary)

Remaining 

Commitments 

With 

Contingencies

O P Q R S

Description

Total Awarded, 

Potential Changes 

& Project 

Contingency 

Applied minus 

Savings realized

(L - M)

 Spent or 

Liquidated 

Damages Received 

through 9/30/16 

(June Preliminary) 

Amount Spent 

Between Last Report 

Period (9/27/16 

and 10/25/16)

 % Of Total 

Awarded and 

Approved Contract 

Amount

(P ÷ F) 

 Pending 

Invoices 
Reporting Through September 30, 2016 (June Preliminary)Contracted Used

Remaining

(T - U)

 Approved 

Committed 

Change Orders 

Used
Remaining

(W - X)

Contracted 

and Allotted

(T + W)

Used

(U + X)

Remaining

(Z - AA)

Major Contracts Major Contracts T U V W X Y Z AA AB

PIE Contract - GE Packaged Power 61,870,529$            50,698,469$           0$                              81.9% 4,582,887$       PIE Contract - GE Packaged Power 1,376,000$         298,217$         1,077,784$           0$                   1,376,000$      298,217$            1,077,784$          

GE Packaged Power Liquidatated Damages (2,550,000)$            

PM/CM Contract - PROU 3,304,000$             2,569,761$             0$                              77.8% 175,210$         PM/CM Contract - PROU 300,000$            0$                   300,000$              0$                   300,000$        0$                      300,000$             

Air Permit -Worley Parsons 330,500$                307,172$                0$                              92.9% 0$                    Air Permit -Worley Parsons 20,000$              0$                   20,000$                0$                   20,000$          0$                      20,000$               

CEQA/EIR - PCR Services 233,107$                233,107$                (0)$                             100.0% 0$                    CEQA/EIR - PCR Services 21,110$              21,110$          -$                     0$                   21,110$          21,110$              -$                    

BOP Contract - ARB 59,636,322$            57,147,905$           (0)$                             102.7% 1,703,827$       BOP Contract - ARB 3,325,420$      3,325,420$      0$                   3,325,420$      3,325,420$         -$                    

OE Contract - Power Engineers 3,025,000$             2,993,504$             (0)$                             99.8% 3,894$             OE Contract - Power Engineers 25,000$          25,000$          0$                   25,000$          25,000$              -$                    

Subtotal: Major Contracts 125,849,458$          113,949,917$         (2)$                             91.6% 6,465,817$       Subtotal: Major Contracts 1,717,110$         319,327$         1,397,784$           3,350,420$      3,350,420$      0$                   5,067,530$      3,669,746$         1,397,784$          

651$                       

Other Contracts and Miscellaneous 

PWP & Other Dept. PO's 1,229,718$             1,163,681$             (0)$                             63.1% 0$                    

Legal Expenses  302,799$                277,799$                0$                              56,000$           

Natural Gas Pipeline/Meter Upgrades - 

Southern Caliornia Gas Company
1,417,400$             1,288,545$             0$                              90.9% 0$                    

Art Funding 424,211$                79,156$                 0$                              18.7% 0$                    

Local Hire/Buy Local - CBA 79,445$                  79,445$                 0$                              93.5% 0$                    

AQMD Fees 162,789$                124,190$                15,007$                      76.3% 0$                    

PWP Labor and Materials 1,892,400$             1,412,916$             77,734$                      74.7% 0$                    

Commssioning Costs 527,805$                

Subtotal: Other Contracts and Miscellaneous 6,036,567$             4,425,732$             92,741$                      72.2% 56,000$           

Project Subtotal 131,886,676$    118,375,649$    92,739$                90.7% 6,521,817$  

Totals 131,886,676$    118,375,649$    92,739$                90.7% 6,521,817$  

EXHIBIT - 1: Financial Summary

Glenarm Repowering Project (GT-5) Status Report For MSC on October 25, 2016

Table 3 - Repowering Project Contingency 

Updated: October 19, 2016

Table 2 - Repowering Project Payments

EXHIBIT - 1: Financial Summary

Glenarm Repowering Project (GT-5) Status Report For MSC on October 25, 2016

Updated: October 19, 2016

Contract + Project ContingencyContract Contingency Project Contingency ($4 million)

Payments
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