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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD or “District”), in coordination with the partner agencies of
Orange County Flood Control District (OC Flood), City of Irvine, City of Tustin, California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and the Transportation Corridor Agency (TCA), are
collectively seeking a cost-effective solution for the collection, transport and treatment of nuisance
groundwater and surface water flows with high nitrate and selenium concentrations that discharge
into Peters Canyon Channel. The Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline
(“proposed project”) would divert such flows to Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) for
treatment and reuse to protect and maintain local water quality and to augment local water supply.
Currently, these high nitrate and selenium waters are discharged into either Peters Canyon Channel
or into IRWD’s sewer system under a temporary special discharge permit. High selenium
groundwater currently discharging into Peters Canyon Channel is no longer allowed pursuant to
the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) Order No. R8-2004-0041. Discharges to
IRWD’s sewer system must also be discontinued because the water is recycled and the treatment
process is not designed to remove selenium.

The proposed project would install infrastructure that would capture nuisance groundwater and
surface water flows from the Caltrans’ Ground Water Treatment Facility (GWTF), Como Channel,
and the Edinger and Valencia storm drains, for discharge to OCSD’s 60-inch sewer located in
Main Street in Irvine. The proposed project would install a water pipeline conveyance system with
diversion structures and associated appurtenances in the cities of Tustin and Irvine (refer to

Figure 1, Project Location Map). The proposed pipeline system begins at the existing Caltrans
GWTF in Fustin Irvine, collects flow from three proposed diversion structures located at Como
Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain, and discharges into a proposed IRWD
manhole that discharges to OCSD’s Main Street sewer for treatment (refer to Figure 2, Aerial
Project Limits Map).

This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) evaluates the potential effects on the
environment from constructing and operating the proposed new facilities.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 1-1 ESA / Project No. 130993
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1.1 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance

IRWD is the lead agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and is
responsible for analyzing and approving the proposed project CEQA document. OC Flood, cities
of Irvine and Tustin, Caltrans, TCA, and OCSD are responsible agencies under CEQA. Responsible
agencies include all public agencies, other than the lead agency, which have discretionary approval
power over the project. IRWD, in consultation with OC Flood, cities of Irvine and Tustin,
Caltrans, and TCA, has determined that an MND is the appropriate environmental document to be
prepared in compliance with CEQA. This finding is based on the Initial Study Environmental
Checklist (Section 3.0 of this Draft ISSMND). As provided for by CEQA Section 21064.5, an
MND may be prepared for a project subject to CEQA when the project will result in significant
environmental impacts that can be mitigated to below a level of significance.

This Draft IS'MND has been prepared by IRWD, in conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15070(a), to determine the potential significant impacts associated with construction and operation
of the proposed project, and incorporate mitigation measures, as necessary, to reduce or eliminate
the significant or potentially significant effects.

1.2 Existing Documents Incorporated by Reference

The following is incorporated by reference in this document according to the CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15150:

. RBF Consulting, Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Final Concept
Feasibility Study, January 25, 2013. (“Concept Feasibility Study”)

o Tetra Tech, Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline, Basis of Design
Memorandum, July, 2014.

1.3 Findings

IRWD finds that the proposed project would not have a significant adverse effect on the
environment based on the results of the Initial Study Environmental Checklist, as described in
Section 3.0. Some potentially significant effects have been identified and mitigation measures
have been incorporated into the project to ensure that these effects remain at less-than-significant
levels. An MIND is therefore proposed to satisfy the requirements of CEQA (California Public
Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.; 14 CCR 15000 et seq.). The Initial Study Environmental
Checklist is used to review the potential environmental effects of the proposed project for each of
the following areas:

. Aesthetics o Land Use and Planning

° Agriculture and Forest Resources o Mineral Resources

. Air Quality o Noise

° Biological Resources o Population and Housing

o Cultural Resources o Public Services

. Geology and Soils o Recreation

° Greenhouse Gas Emissions o Transportation/Traffic

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 1-5 ESA / Project No. 130993
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1. Introduction

° Hazards and Hazardous Materials o Utilities and Service Systems
. Hydrology and Water Quality o Energy
o Mandatory Findings of Significance

1.4 Public Review and Comment

In accordance with CEQA, a good-faith effort has been made during the preparation of this
IS/MND to contact trustee and responsible agencies and persons and organizations who may have
an interest in this project. Reviewers of this document should focus on the analysis of impacts and
proposed mitigation measures for potentially significant effects. Responsible agency comments
should be limited to those project activities that are within the responsible agency’s area of
expertise or that are required to be carried out or approved by the responsible agency or that will
be subject to the exercise of powers by the responsible agency.

Comments may be made on this IS/MND in writing before the end of the comment period.
Written comments should be sent to Jo Ann Corey at IRWD at the following address by
4:00 p.m., February 13, 2015.

Irvine Ranch Water District

Attn: Jo Ann Corey

Water Resources & Environmental Compliance
15600 Sand Canyon Avenue

Irvine, California 92618

Phone: 949-453-5300

1.5 Final IS/MND and Certification

Following the close of the public comment period, IRWD will consider this IS'MND and
comments thereto in determining whether to approve the proposed project. Certification of this
CEQA document and project approval will occur by the IRWD Board of Directors. Date and time
information for the meeting where this document will be considered can be obtained from IRWD’s
website (www.irwd.com) or by contacting the IRWD Board Secretary at 949-453-5300.

In addition, the responsible agencies will also consider this IS'MND and comments thereto in
determining whether to approve the proposed project.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 1-6 ESA / Project No. 130993
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CHAPTER 2

Project Description

2.1 Project Overview

The proposed project would install infrastructure for the collection and transport of nuisance
groundwater and surface water flows with high nitrate and selenium concentrations to OCSD for
treatment. The proposed project would divert flows from four sources; Caltrans GWTF, Como
Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain. The proposed project would include
installation of a pipeline conveyance system with diversion structures and ancillary support
infrastructure in the cities of Irvine and Tustin. The proposed pipeline system would begin at the
existing Caltrans’ GWTF, located near the Walnut Avenue bridge crossing over Peters Canyon
Channel in Fustin Irvine, then would connect to the three proposed storm drain diversion
structures at Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain, then would connect to
IRWD’s existing gravity sewer line at a proposed new manhole west of San Diego Creek near
Main Street in Irvine. The existing IRWD gravity sewer line discharges to OCSD’s sewer in Main
Street (refer to Figure 2, Aerial Project Limits Map). The project generally consists of the
following elements:

e Pressurized collection system;

e Collection pipeline that follows an alignment alongside, but not within Peters Canyon
Channel and San Diego Creek;

e Tie-in from Caltrans GWTF;

e Three new diversion structures with small pump stations (wet-well type with submersible
pumps) at tie-ins for Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain;

e Bridge crossings over Peters Canyon at Walnut Avenue and at Barranca Parkway;

e Street crossings along Peters Canyon Channel involving open trenching for pipeline
installation at Warner Avenue, Barranca Parkway, Alton Parkway, Edinger Avenue and
Moffett Drive;

e A channel and railroad crossing requiring jack and bore construction methods at Como
Channel and Achison Topeka & Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railroad;

¢ New manhole and connection to IRWD’s 60-inch gravity sewer near Main Street; and

o Discharges to OCSD 60-inch sewer in Main Street.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 2-1 ESA / Project No. 130993
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2. Project Description

No storage reservoir for off-peak discharge is required. The OCSD Dry Weather Urban Runoff
Program allows for acceptance of dry weather urban runoff throughout the year on days when it is
not raining, including flows from stormwater pump stations and storm channels. Diversions from
the Caltrans GWTF would likely be sent to OCSD year round, regardless of weather conditions.
To be eligible for its Dry Weather Urban Runoff Program, OCSD may not accept the nuisance
groundwater and surface flows from the Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia
Drain during wet weather conditions. Thus, pump stations at the Como Channel, Edinger Circular
Drain, and Valencia Drain would be shut down during OCSD-defined wet weather conditions,
allowing flows to bypass diversion facilities and flow into the Peters Canyon Channel.

2.2 Project Location

Newport Bay Watershed

The project is located in the Newport Bay Watershed, which encompasses all waters draining to
Newport Bay. Newport Bay Watershed drains approximately 152.02 square miles to the Pacific
Ocean within southern Orange County. This watershed has been divided into four subwatersheds:
Lower Bay, Upper Bay, Santa Ana Delhi Channel, and San Diego Creek/Peters Canyon Channel.
The project area is located within San Diego Creek/Peters Canyon Channel subwatershed, which
is the largest subwatershed within the Newport Bay Watershed. San Diego Creek/Peters Canyon
Channel and its tributaries collectively drain into the northeastern end of Upper Newport Bay.

The San Diego Creek/Peters Canyon Channel watershed is divided into two main tributaries:
Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek. Peters Canyon Channel drains Peters Canyon,
Rattlesnake Canyon, and Hicks Canyon, which have their headwaters in the foothills of the Santa
Ana Mountains. The Lower Peters Canyon Channel area, where the project is located, is in the
heart of the historical Swamp of the Frogs, and is characterized by dry weather baseflows
supported by seeping groundwater, via seeps, weepholes and through the bottom of the unlined
channel, that contributes the majority of selenium loadings for the entire watershed. The main
channels that drain into lower Peters Canyon Channel include Santa Ana-Santa Fe Channel,
Como Channel, Valencia Drain, and Warner Channel (RBF, 2013).

Peters Canyon Channel is tributary to San Diego Creek. Reach 1 of San Diego Creek is located
downstream of Jeffrey Road and Reach 2 of San Diego Creek lies upstream of Jeffrey Road to the
headwaters. Reach 2 of San Diego Creek receives flows from Bee Canyon, Round Canyon,
Marshburn Channel, Agua Chinon Wash, Borrego Canyon Wash, and Serrano Creek. Reach 1 of
San Diego Creek provides habitat to a large number of bird and fish species due to slow moving
water and abundant vegetation. Main drainage channels along Reach 1 of San Diego Creek
include Peters Canyon Channel, Barranca Channel, Lane Channel, San Joaquin Channel, Sand
Canyon Channel, and Bonita Channel (RBF, 2013).

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 2-2 ESA / Project No. 130993
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2. Project Description

Drainage

The proposed project area is located adjacent to and alongside Peters Canyon Channel and San
Diego Creek. The proposed project area includes the section of Peters Canyon Channel running
from the channel’s intersection with Walnut Ave in Fustin Irvine to the channel’s intersection
with Main Street in Irvine (Figure 2). Peters Canyon Channel is fed by multiple drainages through
this section. Figure 3 shows all drainages, along with their tributaries. The channel eventually
terminates at its confluence with San Diego Creek near the intersection of Barranca Parkway and
Peters Canyon Trail. San Diego Creek continues to flow southwest, passing by the IRWD San
Joaquin Marsh and UC Reserve. The channel then passes under Highway 73 and discharges into
the Upper Newport Bay, which drains into the Lower Newport Bay and eventually into the
Pacific Ocean.

2.3 Purpose and Need

A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is the regulatory process in which an allowable limit for
a particular pollutant in a waterbody is set at a level, or load, for all sources of that pollutant, such
that the beneficial uses of the waterbody are protected. To address nutrient issues in the Newport
Bay Watershed, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) adopted an
amendment to the Basin Plan in 1998 to establish a TMDL for nutrients. In 2002, the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) issued TMDLs for 14 toxic pollutants,
including selenium, for San Diego Creek watershed and Newport Bay (USEPA, 2002). The
TMDL for selenium was based primarily on exceedances of the California Toxics Rule (CTR)
chronic criterion for selenium in freshwater (5 pg/L).

In 2003, when the RWQCB renewed the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit (Order No. R8-2003-0061), the Newport Bay Watershed was specifically
excluded from its terms and conditions due to concerns that elevated levels of selenium and
nitrogen in short-term groundwater-related discharges had the potential to adversely affect
surface waters and would not comply with the adopted TMDLSs in the Watershed. The RWQCB
subsequently developed and issued a separate general NPDES permit specific to the Newport Bay
Watershed - Order No. R8-2004-0021, which was amended by R8-2007-0041 and R8-2009-0045
(collectively Order); NPDES No. CAG998002, General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Short-Term Groundwater-Related Discharges and de minimus Wastewater Discharges to Surface
Waters within the San Diego Creek/Newport Bay Watershed (General Dewatering Permit). This
order was necessitated by the TMDLs and the recognition that groundwater-related discharges
had the potential to contribute selenium to the Watershed. The Order acknowledged that while
current groundwater levels exceeded the CTR limit of 5 ug/L for selenium, a feasible treatment
technology did not exist to lower the levels in the discharges to the CTR standard. Therefore, the
Order incorporated an alternative compliance approach by authorizing the formation of a
Nitrogen and Selenium Management Program (NSMP) Working Group and the implementation
of a Work Plan to develop a comprehensive understanding of and management plan for
groundwater-related selenium and nitrogen discharges in the Watershed. The NSMP Work Plan
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2. Project Description

tasks included monitoring, testing and evaluation of best management practices (BMP), and
development of a BMP Strategic Plan (BecemberRBF, 2013), an offset and trading program,
TMDLs and site-specific water quality objectives (SSOs), among others. The proposed project is
included in the NSMP’s BMP Strategic Plan.

The proposed project diverts nuisance discharges to Lower Peters Canyon Channel, within the
historical Swamp of the Frogs, where nitrate- and selenium-laden shallow groundwater enters the
storm drain and surface water system via seeps, weepholes, and through the bottom of the unlined
channel. These groundwater associated flows constitute the principal source of selenium in the
sub-watersheds. These groundwater flows are also the most-likely primary source of nitrogen,
originating from historical agricultural land uses. Selenium is a naturally occurring element
necessary for life at low levels, but becomes toxic at slightly higher levels. Nitrogen is an
essential nutrient for plants, but it can cause harmful algal blooms when nitrogen levels are
excessive (County of Orange, 2014a).

IRWD and the City of Irvine each operate facilities that contribute high selenium and nitrogen
laden, nuisance groundwater to Peters Canyon Channel. The City of Irvine is currently
discharging high selenium groundwater from its dewatering operations at the Culver Drive and
Jeffrey Road grade separation facilities to Como Channel, which is tributary to Peters Canyon
Channel. It is anticipated that these discharges to Peters Canyon Channel would no longer be
permitted by the RWQCB after December 10, 20462019, and the City needs to find an alternate
discharge solution. High selenium groundwater from the Caltrans GWTF can no longer be
discharged to IRWD’s sewer system because the flow is recycled and the treatment process is not
designed to remove selenium. In addition, IRWD is participating in the project in order to receive
nitrogen and selenium credits that can be used throughout the San Diego Creek watershed in
order to offset infrequent discharges with high nitrogen and selenium associated construction
activities, non-potable water supply operations and Natural Treatment System operations
including the IRWD San Joaquin Marsh.

Various treatment and disposal alternatives have been studied over the past several years by
IRWD and the partner agencies through participation in the NSMP. Together the agencies
completed the Final Concept Feasibility Study in 2013 (RBF, 2013) to evaluate the conditions
and costs associated with the proposed project. IRWD and the partner agencies are proposing this
project to implement a preferred solution to address these identified high priority discharges. In
developing the proposed project concept, analyses for various project elements were performed.
These include comparing gravity versus pressure flow in the pipeline, pipe sizing, analysis of
several alternative pipeline alignments, consideration of right-of-way issues, and pump station
hydraulics. Refer to the Concept Feasibility Study (RBF, 2013) for additional information
regarding various alternatives considered.
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2.4 Project Objectives
The objectives of the proposed project are to:

e To divert nuisance groundwater and surface water flows with high nitrate and selenium
concentrations to OCSD for treatment and reuse.

e To establish compliance with the NPDES Permit issued by the Santa Ana RWQCB by
reducing or eliminating selenium and nitrogen loads from groundwater dewatering
discharges.

2.5 Project Components

The proposed project would install a water pipeline conveyance system with diversion structures,
including pump stations and other appurtenant structures, as described in detail below.

Pipeline Conveyance System

The proposed pipeline conveyance system consists of approximately 17,300 lineal feet of
pressurized pipeline. The pipeline would be sized eight-inch to 16-inch in diameter and would be
designed to convey a maximum of 1,621 gallons per minute (gpm) of pumped flow at the OCSD
Main Street sewer connection point. The pipeline would be constructed primarily within OC
Flood and City of Tustin property and right-of-way (ROW). The OC Flood ROW along Peters
Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek extends from the top of the channel to an outer boundary
defined by a wall or fence line. The pipeline would be installed approximately four to nine feet
from the outer wall or fence. The pipeline conveyance system would be constructed in the
following pipeline segments, as described further below and shown in Figure 2: Main Street to
Alton Parkway; Alton Parkway to Barranca Parkway; Barranca Parkway to Warner Avenue;
Warner Avenue to Como Channel; and Como Channel to Walnut Avenue.

Main Street to Alton Parkway

Approximately 3,271 feet (or 0.62 mile) of linear pipe would be installed on the west side of the
San Diego Creek, between the junction of IRWD’s and OCSD’s 60-inch sewer lines in Main
Street just west of San Diego Creek (see Section 2.5.4 below) and Alton Parkway within the City
of Irvine. The pipeline would be installed within the OC Flood ROW, which is approximately

19 feet wide. The proposed pipeline would be buried deeper (approximately 5 feet of cover) than
the existing area drain pipes located in this segment. The ROW in this segment is characterized
by a gravel access road, which is not accessible to the public.

Alton Parkway to Barranca Parkway

Approximately 2,555 feet (or 0.48 mile) of linear pipe would be installed along the west side of
San Diego Creek, between Alton Parkway and Barranca Parkway within the City of Irvine. Peters
Canyon Channel joins with San Diego Creek just south of Barranca Parkway, and the proposed
pipeline would cross Peters Canyon Channel by hanging on the north side of the Barranca Bridge.
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Tetra Tech has completed preliminary structural analyses of the Barranca Bridge (Tetra Tech,
2014) and determined the Barranca Bridge would support the proposed pipeline on the north side,
between the exterior girder and first interior girder. The portion of pipeline not on the bridge is
anticipated to be constructed within the OC Flood ROW, which is approximately 23 feet wide.
The ROW in this segment is characterized by a gravel access road, which is not accessible to the
public. The proposed pipeline would be buried deeper than existing area drain pipes (about nine
feet of cover).

Barranca Parkway to Warner Avenue

Approximately 2,672 feet (or 0.51 mile) of linear pipe would be installed on the east side of
Peters Canyon Channel from Barranca Parkway to Warner Avenue within City of Irvine. The
proposed pipeline would be constructed within the OC Flood ROW, which is approximately

20 feet wide. There is a reinforced concrete box (RCB) at the end of the Warner Channel, north of
Warner Avenue. The proposed pipeline would cross the Warner Channel RCB with a depth to top
of pipe of approximately three feet. There is an existing bike path and walking trail within the
project area between Barranca Parkway and Warner Avenue, which is maintained by the City of
Irvine. The existing bike path would be detoured during construction to Harvard Avenue from
Barranca Parkway.

Warner Avenue to Como Channel

Approximately 5,940 feet (or 0.97 mile) of linear pipe would be installed on the east side of
Peters Canyon Channel, from Warner Avenue to Como Channel, within City of Tustin limits. The
proposed pipeline would be constructed within the OC Flood ROW, which is approximately

40 feet wide, and installed approximately four feet to seven feet from the existing residential
walls along the east side of Peters Canyon Channel. The proposed depth of the pipeline would
allow for a minimum of three feet cover to subgrade.

Within this segment, the pipeline would cross Moffet Drive, Edinger Avenue, Como Channel,
and the AT&SF railroad. Moffet Drive is currently a residential feeder street, allowing traffic
from Harvard Avenue to residential developments. Moffett Drive ends at Peters Canyon Channel.
There are proposed diversion structures at Moffett Drive for the Valencia Storm Drain, at Edinger
Avenue for the Edinger Circular Drain, and at Como Channel, as detailed in Section 2.5.3 below.
Como Channel and the railroad are coincidentally located, along with a sewer siphon. Jack and
bore construction methods would be used to allow the proposed pipeline to cross all three features
without disturbance, as detailed further in Section 2.6.

Como Channel to Walnut Avenue and GWTF

Approximately 2,182 feet (or 0.41 mile) of linear pipe would be installed on the east side of
Peters Canyon Channel, from Como Channel to Walnut Avenue, on property owned by OC
Flood. This segment of the pipeline alignment is characterized by a maintenance road and bike
path. Overall the maintenance road varies in width from 18 to 30 feet from the top of the channel
and the existing bike path is 12 feet wide. This pipeline segment would run adjacent to Harvard
Park and residential land uses. There is fencing running along the top of slope of the Peter
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Canyon Channel side walls and fencing along the boundary of Harvard Park, which is 10 feet
lower than the maintenance road.

The proposed pipeline would cross Peters Canyon Channel by hanging on the south side of
Walnut Bridge. The proposed pipeline would connect to the downstream side of Caltrans GWTF
pumps west of Peters Canyon Channel. Preliminary structural analyses of the Walnut Bridge have
determined the Walnut Bridge would support the proposed pipeline under the south overhang
(Tetra Tech, 2014.).

Caltrans Ground Water Treatment Facility

The Caltrans GWTF is owned and operated by Caltrans and is located near the corner of
Jamboree Road and Walnut Avenue. Currently, groundwater that contains high selenium and
nitrogen concentrations is pumped at State Route 261 to protect the roadway from high
groundwater levels. At the GWTF, this pumped flow is diverted into a pipeline that discharges to
IRWD’s sewer system. (As a result, there is no treatment of flows at the GWTF.) A new
discharge pipeline would be required to divert 1.1 cfs (491 gpm of flow) from the existing
Caltrans GWTF Pump Station into the proposed pipeline. The Caltrans GWTF existing pumps are
rated for 800 gpm at 82 feet head, which is adequate for the proposed project (RBF, 2013). No
pumping modifications to the Caltrans GWTF are anticipated. Refer to Figure 4 for the proposed
design of the diversion structure at Caltrans GWTF.

Diversion Structures

In addition to the Caltrans GWTF, the reuse pipeline would have three inflow connections, Como
Channel, Edinger Circular Drain and Valencia Drain. All diversion structures would include a
wet well with submersible pumps, valve, and flow meter. Once installed, these diversion
structures components would be below ground.

The only aboveground components would be electrical cabinets, antennas, transformers, and
service panels. IRWD has consulted with Southern California Edison (SCE), which has
determined that new electrical utility facilities would be required to bring power to the proposed
diversion structures. New transformers would be required at each diversion structure, to be
located alongside the other proposed electrical cabinets and service panels. SCE has stated a
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preliminary plan to run new electrical conduit from each transformer to existing SCE electrical
facilities in Harvard Avenue. This would require installation of conduit along the roadway right-
of-way within Moffett Drive, Edinger Avenue, and the existing bike trail along Como Avenue.

These aboveground appurtenant structures would be clustered together, adjacent to each diversion
structures. Electrical cabinets would have a footprint of approximately 15 square feet with a
height of approximately 7.5 feet; electrical panels would have a footprint of approximately

8 square feet with a height of approximately 6 feet; the SCE transformer would have a footprint
of approximately 16 square feet with a height of approximately 4 feet; the antennas would have a
height of up to 25 feet.

Como Channel

Como Channel is an open, rip-rap-lined channel that drains into Peters Canyon Channel and is
adjacent to the AT&SF Railroad. Flow at Como Channel would be diverted using a grated drop
inlet structure that would capture and convey the flow to be diverted. The drop inlet structure
would be approximately two-foot by four-foot and would be surrounded by an existing reinforced
concrete apron. The inlet structure would be located in the channel invert just upstream of the
existing Como Channel outlet structure, about 68 feet upstream of the confluence with Peters
Canyon Channel. The inlet would lead to an underground desilting basin, which would connect to
a wet well via an 18-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP). The wet well would contain two
submersible pumps to move the water from the wet well to the pipeline. There would be two

20 horse power (hp) pumps sized for a total flow 1.1 cfs (492 gpm). Refer to Figure 5 for the
proposed design of the diversion structure at Como Channel.

Edinger Circular Drain

The Edinger Circular Drain system’s outlet is located just downstream of the Edinger Avenue
bridge for Peters Canyon Channel. The proposed diversion of flow at the 96-inch Edinger
Circular Drain would require a modified junction structure to divert water to the wet well. The
junction structure would be located approximately 136 feet upstream of the confluence with
Peters Canyon Channel such that a manhole shaft in Edinger Avenue would be provided. An 18-
inch RCP would connect to the proposed wet well with two submersible 7.5-hp pumps designed
to capture and divert the required 0.3 cfs (123 gpm) of flow. Refer to Figure 6 for the proposed
design and potential alternative locations of the diversion structure at Edinger Circular Drain.

Valencia Drain

Flow at Valencia Drain would be diverted using a two-foot by four-foot grated drop inlet
structure that would be located within the existing Valencia Channel. The inlet structure would be
located approximately 197 feet upstream of the confluence with Peters Canyon Channel such that
a manhole shaft in Moffett Drive would be provided. A proposed 18-inch RCP would connect to
the proposed wet well with two submersible 20-hp pumps sized for total flow of 1.2 cfs (515
gpm). Refer to Figure 7 for the proposed design of the diversion structure at Valencia Drain.
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2. Project Description

OCSD Main Street Connection

The southwestern terminus of the proposed pipeline would be located at a new manhole where
the 16-inch project pipeline would join with IRWD’s 60-inch gravity sewer line, just upstream of
the connection to OCSD’s 60-inch sewer line in Main Street. This connection point would also
require ancillary meter and backpressure vaults (Figure 8).

2.6 Project Construction

The majority of the project area is within paved or gravel access roads and bike paths. The only
portion of the pipeline alignment that is not an access road or bike path is the pipeline segment
from Warner Avenue to Como Channel. This area is expected to be paved in 2016 as part of the
planned Peters Canyon Channel widening associated with the Tustin Legacy Project. Where
feasible, the pipeline would be constructed via open-cut sloped trenches. Vertical trenching may
be required along certain portions of each pipeline segment. The pipeline would be constructed
with a minimum cover of approximately four feet and deeper in several places. In addition,
installation of electrical conduit from the diversion structures to existing electrical service in
Harvard Avenue also may require trenching in places where there are no existing ducts to run the
lines.

Jack and bore construction methods would be required under Como Channel, the railroad and the
sewer siphon. Como Channel, the railroad, and the sewer siphon are coincidentally located, such
that jack and bore methods would allow for one pipeline crossing of all three features without
disturbance. Pits would be deep enough to go under the sewer siphon. The receiving pit would be
located on the north side of Como Channel and the bore pit on the south of Como Channel and
the railroad. Based on past experience, groundwater infiltration is anticipated and would require
dewatering during construction.

Pipeline suspension on bridge structures would also be required for the proposed pipeline to cross
Peters Canyon Channel at Walnut Avenue and Barranca Parkway. The bridge suspension method
would allow for channel crossing without disturbance.

The majority of pipeline installed would be polyvinyl chloride (PVC) eight-, 12-, and 16-inch
pipelines. For the bridge crossings, the pipeline would be either welded steel pipe or ductile iron.
Up to 4,000 cubic yards of sand would be imported to backfill around the pipeline. Native soils
could be used as backfill from 12 inches above the pipe surface.

The construction areas along the proposed pipeline alignment would vary in width, as described
in Section 2.5 above. The available width of the construction area influences the equipment
staging method during trenching, which influences the rate of pipeline installation. Where
possible, trenching would utilize a two-train (or side-by-side) construction technique, enabling
hauling vehicles and excavation equipment to pass each other within the work area. Two lane
construction typically requires approximately 25 feet of width when adjacent to a wall, or 20 feet
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2. Project Description

in width when there is no obstruction at the end of the work area. Any work areas of 20 feet or
less width would require single-train construction technique, and would require hauling vehicles
to back up to the area of excavation for loading. Single-train construction slows the rate of
pipeline installation relative to two-train construction.

Construction will be required at the Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain
diversions to the pipeline. Construction methods will include deep shoring, open cut trenching,
concrete, rebar placement, piping, mechanical, pavement placement, and landscape restoration.

During construction within city streets, one (1) open lane (15-foot width minimum) would be
maintained between the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. and two (2) lanes at all other times.
Trench plating would be recessed when lanes are opened up after construction work hours,
especially in areas with high traffic speeds such as Edinger Avenue. A K-rail would be utilized if
there would be overnight lane closures. The existing bike paths would be detoured to Harvard
Avenue during construction of the proposed project, in accordance with recommendations from
the City of Irvine.

Once construction is complete, all surface areas disturbed to install underground facilities would
be restored to pre-construction conditions, including paving or graveling of roadways and
reseeding or replanting vegetation.

Construction Schedule

The estimated construction start date is Spring Summer 2015. Construction is expected to
progress at a rate of 100 linear feet to 250 linear feet of pipeline per day, with a completion date
estimated at the end of 2015. Diversion structures would be constructed concurrent with the
construction of the proposed pipeline. Jack and bore of the pipeline under the railroad, Como
Channel, and the sewer siphon may take approximately five to six months. The maximum number
of workers expected to be on-site at any given time is 24 persons. Construction equipment is
expected to include excavators, cement trucks, dewatering equipment, air compressors, backhoes,
drill rigs, compactor, dumpers, loaders, pavers, tractors, and off-highway trucks. Construction
access would be provided through the existing OC Flood access points along the channel; all
staging and stockpiling would occur in the area between the top of the channel and the existing
fence or walls along the outer boundary, between access points.

The pipeline would be constructed from access point to access point beginning at Main Street
(e.g., Main Street to Alton Parkway; Alton Parkway to Barranca Parkway; Barranca Parkway to
Warner Avenue; Warner Avenue to Moffett Drive; Moffett Drive to Edinger Avenue; Edinger
Avenue to Como Channel; and Como Channel to Walnut Avenue). Diversion structures are
expected to be constructed in the summer while flow is low in the channels.

OC Flood conducts silt removal yearly from Walnut Avenue to a point upstream of Edinger
Avenue. The pipeline construction in this area would need to schedule around this annual work.
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2.7 Project Operation and Maintenance

The proposed project would be designed to convey a maximum flow of 1,621 gpm (3.7 cfs) to the
OCSD Main Street sewer connection point, including dry weather flow from Como Channel,
Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain and year-round flow from the Caltrans GWTF.
Currently, the Caltrans GWTF does not discharge to Peters Canyon Channel. Therefore, total dry
weather flow diverted from Peters Canyon Channel as a result of the proposed project would be
approximately 1,130 gpm (2.6 cfs), including 492 gpm, 123 gpm, and 515 gpm (1.1 cfs, 0.3 cfs,
and 1.2 cfs) from Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain, respectively.

A major component of the proposed project is the ability for IRWD, the cities of Tustin and
Irvine, and OC Flood to discharge to OCSD under the terms and conditions of OCSD’s Dry
Weather Urban Runoff Program. This Runoff Program provides treatment of urban runoff at no
cost as long as discharges are discontinued during a wet weather event when OCSD does not have
excess treatment capacity. As a result, the proposed project would discontinue diversions from
Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain during OCSD-designated wet
weather events, allowing all storm flow to bypass the diversion structures. Caltrans’ groundwater
discharges from the GWTF would be diverted to OCSD 365 days a year.

Some routine maintenance for the diversion structures and pumps would be required to keep them
clear of minor accumulations of grit and small debris on a regular basis. Upon initial installation,
maintenance could occur as frequently as once per month, and could include a visual check,
debris clearing, and/or equipment repair. One inspection and cleaning at the beginning of the
rainy season, and a second annual inspection after the rainy season would be expected until
performance history of the diversion structures is established. For the Como Channel diversion
structure, maintenance may require temporary detour of the bike path along Como Avenue and
Peters Canyon Channel to Harvard Avenue.

2.8 Project Approvals and Discretionary Actions

IRWD would use this IS'MND and supporting documentation in its decision to certify this
IS/MND and approve the project. The Responsible Agencies would similarly use this IS'MND
and supporting documentation to support additional discretionary actions, such as:

e City of Irvine: Encroachment Permit (including Barranca Parkway Bridge crossing, and
Walnut Avenue Bridge crossing)

o City of Tustin: Encroachment Permit-(including-Walnut-Avenue Bridge-erossing)
e Orange County Flood Control District: Encroachment Permit; Right of Entry Permit

¢ Orange County Sanitation District: Dry Weather Urban Runoff Diversion Permit,
Special Purpose Discharge Permit

e State Water Resources Control Board: Notice of Intent to comply with NPDES General
Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity
(Construction General Permit) and associated Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
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e Regional Water Quality Control Board: Waste Discharge Requirements for dewatering
discharges

e Private Property Owners/Homeowner Associations: Easements and/or Encroachment
Permits

e California Department of Transportation: Encroachment permit
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CHAPTER 3

Initial Study Environmental Checklist

1. Project Title:

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:

4. Project Location:

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

6. General Plan Designation(s):

7. Zoning Designation(s):

8. Description of Project:
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
10. Other public agencies whose approval

is required:

11. Discretionary Actions:

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and
Reuse Pipeline Project

Irvine Ranch Water District
15600 Sand Canyon Avenue
Irvine, CA 92618

Ray Bennett
(949) 453-5300

Cities of Irvine and Tustin, Orange County, CA
Irvine Ranch Water District

15600 Sand Canyon Avenue

Irvine, CA 92618

Recreation (City of Irvine); MCAS Tustin
Planned-Community Specific Plan (City of
Tustin)

1.5 Recreation (City of Irvine); MCAS Tustin
Specific Plan District, Regional Riding and
Hiking Trail (City of Tustin)

See Chapter 2, Project Description.

Recreation; Residential; Industrial

See Chapter 2, Section 2.8.

See Chapter 2, Section 2.8.
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3. Environmental Checklist

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.

I:l Aesthetics D Agriculture and Forestry Resources |:| Air Quality

Iz Biological Resources |Z| Cultural Resources |z Geology, Soils and Seismicity

I:l Greenhouse Gas Emissions & Hazards and Hazardous Materials & Hydrology and Water Quality

D Land Use and Land Use Planning I:] Mineral Resources & Noise

I:l Population and Housing D Public Services |:| Recreation

Transportation and Traffic D Utilities and Service Systems Mandatory Findings of Significance
D Energy

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial study:

[] Ifind that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

IX] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[] 1find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[] Ifind that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect
1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

[] Ifind that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required.

o 9o )rs
_ §lgn&{ ure — Date '
Jaj%m/ @4@7 JAND

7/

Printed Name For

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 3-2 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigaled Negative Declaralion April 2015



3. Environmental Checklist

Environmental Checklist
3.1 Aesthetics

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

1.
a)

b)

)

d)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

[] []
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, |:| |:|
[] []
[] []

Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area?

AESTHETICS — Would the project:

X [
[ X
X [
[ X

Discussion

a)

b)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located in the cities of Tustin and
Irvine. The natural setting around the project site provides a combination of mountains,
hills, and flatlands. Located in central Orange County, Irvine and Tustin are bound by the
City of Orange to the north, Santa Ana to the west, the San Joaquin hills to the south, and
the Cleveland National Forest to the east. The proposed project would result in the
construction of new pipeline facilities along Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek
(Figure 2). Some of the construction equipment would be visible from surrounding
streets; however introduction of such equipment into the visual landscape would be
temporary. There are no designated scenic vistas within the City of Tustin or City of
Irvine (City of Tustin, 2008; City of Irvine, 2006). Therefore, temporary placement of
construction equipment would have no impact on scenic vistas.

In addition, once constructed, the proposed water conveyance pipeline would generally
be located below ground, with the exception of pipeline segments suspended from
existing bridges. The diversion structures would require some ancillary above ground
structures such as electrical cabinets, antennas, transformers, and service panels. With the
exception of the antennas, these would be relative small and low-lying features (up to 7.5
feet tall), no taller than a single-story building. Although the antennas could be up to 25
feet in height, they would be thin and would not be new dominant features that could
have a significant effect on a scenic view. The antennas also would be in areas directly
adjacent to roadways, roadway overpasses and bridges, and channelized flood control
channels where views from public vantage points are primarily industrial in nature.
Impacts would be less than significant.

No Impact. The cities of Tustin and Irvine do not contain any state-designated scenic
highways within their jurisdictional limits, as designated by the California Department of
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Transportation (Caltrans) under the California Scenic Highway Program (Caltrans, 2014).
Accordingly, both cities do not have any associated state scenic highway corridors, which
are defined as the land generally adjacent to and visible by motorists from a scenic
highway. In addition, the proposed facilities would not impact rock outcroppings or
historic buildings. Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed project would
have no impact to scenic resources within a state scenic highway corridor. There would
be no impact.

Less than Significant Impact. The project proposes to construct a water conveyance
pipeline that follows an alignment alongside but not within Peters Canyon Channel and
San Diego Creek, along with diversion structures and ancillary support infrastructure in
the cities of Irvine and Tustin. The pipeline would be installed primarily underground, or
suspended from existing roadway bridges, and the area of disturbance restored to pre-
construction conditions. As such, there would be no changes to visual character of the
pipeline alignment or its surroundings. There would be no impact.

The diversion structures, including the wet wells and pumps, would be located below
ground. Similar to pipeline installation, any surface disturbance would be restored to pre-
construction conditions, with the exception of necessary manholes or other access
structures. The diversion structures would require some ancillary aboveground
components such as electrical cabinets, antennas, transformers, and service panels. These
aboveground structures could affect visual character as described below.

The Como Channel diversion structure would be located near the Peters Canyon Channel
and AT&SF railroad bridge crossing, within an existing landscaped area adjacent to the
bike path. Multi-family residential units are located adjacent to the proposed site of the
diversion facilities and supporting aboveground facilities. The site for the electrical
cabinet, antenna, transformer, and service panel is shielded from view and separated from
the residential units by vegetation and an existing 10-foot masonry wall. Given the
surroundings include the flood control channel and neighboring railroad, the proposed
facilities would not substantially alter the visual character of the site and surroundings.
Impacts would be less than significant.

The Edinger Circular Drain diversion structure would be located near the Peters Canyon
Channel and Edinger Avenue intersection, generally within Edinger Avenue and part of
an adjacent roadside landscaped area, adjacent to the entrance to the bike path. Multi- and
single-family residential units are located adjacent to the proposed work area on both
sides of Edinger Avenue. The site for the electrical cabinet, antenna, transformer, and
service panel would be shielded from view and separated from neighboring residences by

an existing 6-foot masonry wall. Given the surroundings include the adjacent roadway,
flood control channel, chain-link fence enclosure for the bike path, and bridge overpass,
the proposed facilities would not substantially alter the visual character of the site and
surroundings. Impacts would be less than significant.
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d)

The Valencia Drain diversion structure would be located near the Peters Canyon Channel
and Moffett Avenue intersection, where the road ends and beyond the existing roadside
landscaping, in an area that appears vacant and unimproved. Single family residential
units are located adjacent to the proposed work area; however, the proposed facilities
would be shielded from view and separated from these properties by an existing 8-foot
masonry wall. Given the surroundings include the adjacent roadway and flood control
channel, the proposed facilities would not substantially alter the visual character of the
site or surroundings. Impacts would be less than significant.

The existing Caltrans GWTF would require only minor modifications to connect to the
proposed project. The existing Caltrans GWTF would largely remain visually the same;
any minor changes would be compatible with the existing facility. As such, there would
be no changes to the visual character of the GWTF site or surroundings. There would be
no impact.

No Impact. Construction of the proposed project facilities would be limited to daytime
hours, generally from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., in accordance with the cities of Irvine and
Tustin and IRWD policies. As a result, there would be no need for nighttime construction
lighting, and the project would have no affect to light or glare during construction.

No new permanent nighttime security lighting is necessary for the proposed project. The
majority of facilities are below ground. No additional lighting would be required at the

Caltrans GWTF. Therefore, operation of the proposed project would not require lighting
that would affect neighboring land uses due to light or glare. There would be no impact.
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3.2 Agricultural and Forest Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES —
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or ] ] ] X
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a ] ] ] X
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning |:| |:| |:| |X|

of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(qg)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of ] ] ] X

forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment ] ] ] X

which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Discussion

a/b) No Impact. According to the maps prepared for the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resource Agency (CRA), the project area does not include
agricultural resources. The project sites are not designated as Prime, Unique or Important
Farmland. The proposed project sites are designated as Urban and Built-Up Land and
have already been developed (Department of Conservation, 2011). None of the proposed
project components are located on lands that are subject to a Williamson Act contract
(CDOC, 2004). Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with a Williamson Act
contract. There would be no impact.

c/d) No Impact. The project site does not contain forest land or timberland. The project area is
located adjacent to and alongside Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek and is
completed developed in an urban context. The portion of project site passing through
Irvine is zoned as Recreation; the section of channel in Tustin is zoned as a regional
riding and hiking trail under the MCAS Tustin Specific Plan District. Therefore,
implementation of the project would not result in any conflicts with existing zoning or
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cause rezoning of forest land or timber land. The proposed project would not convert
existing forest land to non-forest uses. There would be no impact.

e) No Impact. Existing and designated land uses within and adjacent to the project area do
not include agricultural land, forest land or timberland. Thus, implementation of this
project would not result in changes in the environment, which would result in the
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use. No impacts related to agricultural or forest lands would occur from implementation

of the project.
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3.3 Air Quality

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

3.

a)

b)

)

d)

e)

AIR QUALITY —

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Would the project:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] ] X ]
applicable air quality plan?

Violate any air quality standard or contribute ] ] X ]
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of |:| |:| |Z| |:|
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is

non-attainment under an applicable federal or state

ambient air quality standard (including releasing

emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for

0zone precursors)?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial ] ] X ]
number of people?

[
[
X
[

Discussion

a)

Less than Significant Impact. A significant air quality impact may occur if a project is
not consistent with the applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) or would in
some way obstruct the implementation of the policies or obtainment of the goals of that
plan. The proposed project is located within the cities of Tustin and Irvine in Orange
County, California. These cities are located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which
is within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). The SCAQMD is the agency principally responsible for comprehensive air
pollution control in the Basin. To that end, the SCAQMD, a regional agency, works
directly with the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), county
transportation commissions, local governments, and cooperates actively with all state and
federal government agencies. The SCAQMD develops rules and regulations, establishes
permitting requirements, inspects emissions sources, and enforces such measures though
educational programs or fines, when necessary. SCAQMD and SCAG are responsible for
preparing the AQMP, which addresses federal and state Clean Air Act (CAA)
requirements. Pursuant to these requirements, the SCAQMD is required to reduce
emissions of criteria pollutants for which the Basin is in non-attainment. The AQMP
details goals, policies, and programs for improving air quality in the Basin.

The 2012 AQMP is currently the most recent plan for the Basin, and was adopted by the
SCAQMD Governing Board on December 7, 2012. The 2012 AQMP was prepared to
accommodate growth, to reduce the high levels of pollutants in the Basin, to meet federal
and state air quality standards, and to minimize the fiscal impact that pollution control
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b)

measures have on the local economy. It builds on the approaches taken from the previous
2007 AQMP and sets forth a comprehensive and integrated program that will lead the
Basin into compliance with the federal 24-hour PM, 5 air quality standard, and to provide
an update to the Basin’s commitments towards meeting the federal 8-hour ozone
standards. SCAG, which is the regional metropolitan planning organization for the
Southern California area, has established the assumptions for growth, in terms of
demographic growth and associated air quality impacts, and these assumptions are
utilized in SCAQMD’s AQMP.

Since the forecasted growth in SCAQMD’s AQMP for the Basin relies on SCAG’s
regional growth forecasts, and because SCAG’s growth forecasts are based upon, among
other things, land uses specified in city general plans, a project that is consistent with the
land use designated in a city’s general plan would also be consistent with the AQMP
growth projections. As discussed in Chapter 2 (Project Description), the proposed project
would install infrastructure for the collection and transport of nuisance groundwater
surface water flows with high nitrate and selenium concentrations from the Peters
Canyon Channel to OCSD for treatment. Specifically, the proposed project would include
the installation of a pipeline conveyance system and diversion structures alongside and in
proximity to Peters Canyon Channel. Given that the proposed project is an infrastructure
project that serves only to divert groundwater and surface waters to OCSD for treatment
and reuse to comply with the NPDES Permit issued by the Santa Ana RWQCB,
implementation of the proposed project would not result in any additional population or
housing growth in the project area that has not been accounted for in the general plans of
the cities of Tustin and Irvine. Consequently, as no growth-inducing development or land
use would occur under the project, implementation of the project would not conflict with
or obstruct the implementation of SCAQMD’s AQMP.

In addition, SCAQMD regional significance thresholds were designed to assist
SCAQMD in determining if a project would worsen air quality conditions in the Basin.
The determination of AQMP consistency is primarily concerned with the long-term
influence of the proposed project on air quality in the Basin. As discussed under Question
3(b) below, the proposed project would not result in significant regional construction
emissions and would not interfere with the attainment of air quality standards. Thus, the
project’s construction activities would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
AQMP. Overall, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact
related to the AQMP.

Less than Significant Impact. A project may have a significant impact where project-
related emissions would exceed federal, state, or regional standards or thresholds, or
where project-related emissions would substantially contribute to an existing or projected
air quality violation. As the proposed project consists of the installation of a pipeline
conveyance system and diversion structures in the cities of Irvine and Tustin along the
Peters Canyon Channel, potential air quality impacts associated with the project would
only occur during the construction phase as the operation of construction equipment
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would result in additional air emissions in the region. Once construction activities have
been completed, operation of the proposed project would not involve any direct pollutant
emissions sources onsite. The operation of the diversion pumps would be powered
through electricity obtained from the regional grid, and would not result in any direct
pollutant emissions. In addition, while vehicle emissions would be generated by worker
trips to and from the project area for routine maintenance of the diversion structures and
pumps, these trips are anticipated to occur only once a month. As such, the mobile
emissions generated during project operations would be negligible and would not exceed
SCAQMD’s applicable regional thresholds. Thus, this analysis focuses on the potential
air quality impacts that could result from construction of the proposed project.

Construction of the proposed project’s pipeline conveyance system would occur in
multiple pipeline segments spanning a length of approximately 17,300 lineal feet.
Construction of the pipeline would mostly involve the open-trench method, while one
location would require use of the jack and bore construction methods. Construction
activities at each open-trench or jack and bore site would generate pollutant emissions
from the following construction activities: (1) site preparation, excavation, and pipe
installation; (2) construction workers traveling to and from the construction site;

(3) delivery and hauling of construction supplies and debris to and from the construction
site; (4) the fuel combustion by onsite construction equipment; and (5) restoration of the
work site. Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state
governments have established ambient air quality standards for outdoor concentrations to
protect public health. These standards are designed to protect the most sensitive persons
from illness or discomfort. Pollutants of concern include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrous
oxides (NOx), particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter and 2.5 microns or
less in diameter (PM;y and PM, 5), sulfur oxides (SOx), and reactive organic gasses
(ROQG). Construction activities associated with the project involving site preparation and
excavation would primarily generate respirable particulate matter (PM;,) emissions.
Mobile source emissions (use of diesel-fueled equipment onsite, and traveling to and
from the construction site) would primarily generate oxides of nitrogen (NOXx) emissions.
The amount of emissions generated on a daily basis would vary, depending on the
amount and types of construction activities occurring at the same time.

It is mandatory for all construction projects in the Basin to comply with SCAQMD
Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) for controlling fugitive dust emissions. Specific Rule 403
control requirements include, but are not limited to, applying water in sufficient
quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust plumes, applying soil binders to
uncovered areas, reestablishing ground cover as quickly as possible, and maintaining
effective cover over exposed areas. Site watering and application of soil binders would
reduce the particulate matter from becoming airborne, while washing of transport vehicle
tires and undercarriages would reduce re-entrainment of construction dust onto the local
roadway network. According to SCAQMD, compliance with Rule 403 would reduce
PM, s and PM,, emissions associated with construction activities by approximately

61 percent.
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The analysis of daily construction emissions has been prepared utilizing the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). CalEEMod was used to determine whether
short-term construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants associated with the
proposed project would exceed SCAQMD’s applicable regional thresholds and where
mitigation would be required. Modeling was based on project-specific data, when
available. Where project-specific information was not available, default model settings
were used to estimate criteria air pollutant and ozone precursor emissions. For the
purpose of this analysis, the construction emissions occurring on a peak (worst-case) day
over the entire project construction period were estimated and evaluated against the
applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds. Based on project information provided by
IRWD, it was determined that a worst-case construction day for the proposed project
would involve the concurrent construction activities at both an open-trench site and a jack
and bore site.

The estimated daily emissions that are estimated to occur on peak construction days for
the proposed project are shown in Table 3-1. These calculations take into account that
appropriate dust control measures under SCAQMD Rule 403 would be implemented by
the project during each phase of construction.

TABLE 3-1
PROJECT PEAK DAY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Pounds Per Day

Emissions Source ROG NOx CO SOy« PMjo PM;s

Open-Trench Site®

Off-Road Equipment 4.07 38.55 24.66 0.04 2.40 2.26
On-Road Vehicles 0.14 0.19 211 0.005 0.39 0.11
Fugitive Dust - . - . i b
Subtotal Emissions 4.21 38.74 26.77 0.05 2.79 2.37
Jack and Bore Site®
Off-Road Equipment 4.07 38.50 24.62 0.04 2.40 2.26
On-Road Vehicles 0.14 0.19 211 0.005 0.39 0.11
Fugitive Dust - . - . - -4
Subtotal Emissions 4.21 38.69 26.73 0.05 2.79 2.37
Total Peak Daily Emissions 8.42 77.43 53.50 0.10 5.58 4.74
Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No

The peak daily construction emissions for each pollutant for an open-trench site would occur during the work site restoration phase.
Although fugitive emissions would be generated primarily during the excavation phase associated with project construction, the peak day
PM; and PM, s emissions at an open-trench site were determined to occur during the work site restoration phase. As such, the fugitive
dust emissions generated during the excavation phase are not shown in this table.

The peak daily construction emissions for each pollutant for a jack and bore site would occur during the work site restoration phase.
Although fugitive emissions would be generated primarily during the excavation phase associated with project construction, the peak day
PM;, and PM, s emissions at a jack and bore site were determined to occur during the work site restoration phase. As such, the fugitive
dust emissions generated during the excavation phase are not shown in this table.

NOTE: See Appendix A for CalEEMod output.
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d)

As shown in Table 3-1, the peak daily regional emissions generated during project
construction would not exceed the SCAQMD daily significance thresholds for ROG,
NOx, CO, SOx, PM, sand PM,,. Since construction emissions would not exceed the
SCAQMD thresholds, the regional impacts related to air quality during project
construction activities would be less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. With respect to air quality, a significant impact may occur
if the project would add a considerable cumulative contribution to federal or state non-
attainment pollutants. As the Basin is currently classified as a state nonattainment area for
ozone, PM,o, and PM, 5, cumulative development consisting of the proposed project
along with other reasonably foreseeable future projects in the Basin as a whole could
violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation. With respect to determining the significance of the proposed project’s
contribution to regional emissions, the SCAQMD neither recommends quantified
analyses of cumulative construction emissions nor provides methodologies or thresholds
of significance to be used to assess cumulative construction impacts. Instead, the
SCAQMD recommends that a project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts
should be assessed utilizing the same significance criteria as those for project specific
impacts. Furthermore, SCAQMD states that if an individual development project
generates less than significant construction or operational emissions then the
development project would not generate a cumulatively considerable increase in
emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment (SCAQMD, 2003).

As discussed under Question 3(b) above, the proposed project would not generate
construction emissions that would exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds.
Once construction activities have been completed, operation of the proposed project
would not involve any direct pollutant emissions sources onsite as the new diversion
pumps would be powered through electricity obtained from the regional grid. In addition,
because mobile emissions generated from worker trips to and from the project area for
routine maintenance of the diversion structures and pumps are anticipated to only occur
once a month, the mobile emissions generated would be negligible. As such, project
operations would not generate substantial pollutant emissions that would exceed
SCAQMD’s applicable regional thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project would not
generate a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions of the pollutants for which the
Basin is in nonattainment, and impacts would be less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project were to
generate pollutant concentrations to a degree that would significantly affect sensitive
receptors. Sensitive receptors are populations that are more susceptible to the effects of
air pollution than are the population at large. The SCAQMD identifies the following as
sensitive receptors: long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent
centers, retirement homes, residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, and
athletic facilities. The nearest and most notable off-site sensitive receptors to the project
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would be the existing residential uses that are currently located adjacent to and along the
Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek.

Localized Construction Emissions

Emissions from construction activities have the potential to generate localized emissions
that may expose sensitive receptors to harmful pollutant concentrations. The SCAQMD
has developed localized significance thresholds (LSTs) that are based on the amount of
pounds of emissions per day that can be generated by a project that would cause or
contribute to adverse localized air quality impacts. These localized thresholds, which are
found in the mass rate look-up tables in the Final Localized Significance Threshold
Methodology document prepared by the SCAQMD, apply to projects that are less than or
equal to five acres in size and are only applicable to a project’s on-site emissions for the
following criteria pollutants: NOx, CO, PM,,, and PM, s. LSTs represent the maximum
emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of
the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards, and are
developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor
area (SRA) within the Basin. The project area, which consists of an approximately 3-mile
stretch along Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek, traverses the cities of Tustin
(SRA 17) and Irvine (SRA 20).

The LSTs developed by SCAQMD are provided for the following distances from the
source of emissions: 25 meters, 50 meters, 100 meters, 200 meters, and 500 meters.
Additionally, the LSTs at these distances also vary based on the size of the project site.
The SCAQMD has provided LSTs for sites that are 1-acre, 2-acre, and 5-acre in size. As
the total construction work area for an open-trench or jack and bore site would be
approximately 1.4 acres, the LSTs for a 1-acre site is used for this analysis. The nearest
and most notable off-site sensitive receptors that could potentially be subject to localized
air quality impacts associated with construction of the proposed project would be the
existing residential uses located adjacent to and along Peters Canyon Channel and San
Diego Creek. Given the proximity of these sensitive uses to the construction areas where
the proposed conveyance pipeline would be installed, the LSTs for a one-acre site with
receptors located within 25 meters (82.02 feet) are used to address the potential localized
air quality impacts associated with the project’s construction-related NOx, CO, PM;,, and
PM, 5 emissions.!

As discussed in Question 3(b) above, it was determined that a worst-case construction
day for the proposed project would involve the concurrent construction activities at both
an open-trench site and a jack and bore site along the approximately 3-mile pipeline
alignment. However, whereas the construction emissions analysis conducted under
Question 3(b) pertained to the project’s total daily mass emissions, the LST analysis is

1 Although some of the existing sensitive uses (i.e., residential uses) located along Peters Canyon Channel would be
located closer than 25 meters from the project’s construction areas where open-trench and jack and bore sites would
operate, the SCAQMD’s LST methodology indicates that projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to
the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.
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concerned with a project’s localized air quality impacts. While construction activities at
both an open-trench site and a jack and bore site would occur concurrently during the
project’s peak construction day, the geographic location of these two construction sites
are anticipated to be far enough apart on the proposed pipeline path such that the
construction emissions generated at each site would only affect their respective localized
sensitive receptors. As such, the LST analysis for the proposed project evaluates the
construction emissions generated at a single open-trench site and a jack and bore site
separately.

The peak daily emissions generated at an open-trench and jack and bore site during
construction activities were estimated using CalEEMod and are shown in Table 3-2. As
LSTs are only concerned with a project’s on-site emissions, the emissions shown in Table
3-2 only account for off-road equipment operating at an open-trench site and a jack and

bore site.
TABLE 3-2
LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
Pounds Per Day
Construction phase NOx Cco PMjo PM_s

Open-Trench Site
Site Preparation 12.04 9.07 3.25 1.35
Excavation and Shoring and

Pipeline Installation 29.64 20.77 334 1.94
Work Site Restoration 38.57 24.94 2.40 2.26
Peak Day Localized Emissions 38.57 24.94 3.34 2.26
City of IrVIge Localized Significance 92 647 4 3
Threshold
Exceed City of Irvine Threshold? No No No No
City of Tustin Localized Significance
Threshold® 81 485 4 3
Exceed City of Tustin Threshold? No No No No
Jack and Bore Site
Site Preparation 12.04 9.07 3.25 1.35
Excavation and Shoring 22.38 16.83 2.74 1.36
Pipeline and Casing Installation 23.36 16.83 151 1.43
I|§it§moval of Jacking and Receiving 16.16 11.02 0.96 0.89
Work Site Restoration 38.57 24.94 2.40 2.26
Peak Daily Localized Emissions 38.57 24.94 3.25 2.26
City of Irvige Localized Significance 92 647 4 3
Threshold
Exceed City of Irvine Threshold? No No No No
City of Tustin Localized Significance
Threshold” 81 485 4 3
Exceed City of Tustin Threshold? No No No No

NA = non-applicable. See Appendix A for CalEEMod output.
@ LSTs for a 1-acre site located in SRA 20.°  LSTs for a 1-acre site located in SRA 17.
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As shown in Table 3-2, the peak daily emissions generated at either an open-trench or
jack and bore site during project construction activities would not exceed the applicable
construction LSTs. Therefore, localized air quality impacts from the project’s
construction activities on the surrounding off-site sensitive receptors would be less than
significant.

Localized Traffic-Related Emissions

Construction of the proposed project pipeline alignment is not anticipated to result in
substantial air quality impacts to the public with respect to traffic congestion. The
proposed project limits the construction of the pipeline to within existing access roads or
within access roads planned as part of the future channel widening for the Tustin Legacy
development. For work within city streets, the proposed project would require that phased
pipeline construction must maintain one (1) open lane (15-foot width minimum) between
the hours of 9 A.M. to 3 P.M. and two (2) lanes at all other times. Additionally, the
proposed project would require that trench plating be recessed due to high traffic speeds
at Edinger Avenue when lanes are opened up after construction work hours. Furthermore,
the proposed project would be required to implement all applicable traffic control
standards established by the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) to
minimize traffic disruption as part of the proposed project’s Traffic Control Plan. Overall,
the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to localized,
traffic-related pollutant concentrations during construction.

Toxic Air Contaminants

A substance is considered toxic if it has the potential to cause adverse health effects in
humans. A toxic substance released into the air is considered a toxic air contaminant
(TAC). TACs are identified by state and federal agencies based on a review of available
scientific evidence. In the State of California, TACs are identified through a two-step
process that was established in 1983 under the Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and
Control Act. This two-step process of risk identification and risk management was
designed to protect residents from the health effects of toxic substances in the air.

Construction of the proposed project would result in short-term diesel exhaust emissions
from off-road heavy-duty equipment. Diesel exhaust is considered a TAC. Construction

would result in the generation of diesel exhaust emissions from the use of off-road diesel
equipment required for site preparation and excavation, and other construction activities.

The dose to which sensitive receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine
health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the
environment and the extent of exposure that person has with the substance. Dose is
positively correlated with time, meaning that a longer exposure period would result in a
higher exposure level for the maximally exposed individual. Thus, the risks estimated for
a maximally exposed individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period
of time. According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA),
health risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic
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emissions, should be based on a 70-year exposure period; however, such assessments
should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the proposed project.
Although construction of the entire project would occur over approximately a seven
month period, the project’s construction activities during that time would be separated
into different open-trench sites and one jack-and-bore site located along the proposed
pipeline alignment. As such, the project’s construction activities would not be
permanently stationed at any one location but instead would occur in a linear fashion
along the proposed pipeline alignment. The construction period for each open-trench or
jack-and-bore site would be approximately three to four months. Once the construction
activities at an active site are completed, the construction activities would move to
another location along the approximately three-mile pipeline alignment. Thus, the
duration of the proposed construction activities at any one open-trench or jack and bore
site would only constitute a small percentage of the total 70-year exposure period. Thus,
diesel particulates from construction activities would not be anticipated to result in the
exposure of sensitive receptors to levels that exceed applicable standards, and impacts
would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if objectionable odors
occur which would adversely impact sensitive receptors. According to the SCAQMD
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints typically
include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical
plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. As the proposed
project consists of the installation of infrastructure for the collection and transport of
nuisance groundwater and surface water flows from the Peters Canyon Channel to OCSD
for treatment, the proposed project is not a type of use identified by the SCAQMD as
being associated with odors. Thus, the proposed project would not result in objectionable
odors during operations, and this impact would be less than significant.

During construction of the proposed project, exhaust from equipment may produce
discernible odors typical of most construction sites. Such odors would be a temporary
source of nuisance to adjacent uses, but would not affect a substantial number of people.
As odors associated with project construction would be temporary and intermittent in
nature, the odors would not be considered to be a significant environmental impact.
Therefore, impacts associated with objectionable odors would be less than significant.
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3.4 Biological Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] X ] ]
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] X ] ]
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally ] ] X ]
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any ] X ] ]
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances ] X ] ]
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)y  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat ] X ] ]
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

Discussion

The analysis provided below is based on the Biological Resources Technical Report included in
Appendix B and Reduced Discharge Technical Study included in Appendix C.

A biological reconnaissance survey was conducted by ESA biologists on February 19, 2014,
within the limits of the area of potential effect (APE) for project construction, namely the area of
ground disturbance plus areas that are approximately 500 feet from the APE boundary. In
addition, a biological survey was conducted on April 1, 2014 within and downstream of the
construction APE for purposes of evaluating the operational effects of the project diversions. For
purposes of this analysis the operational or downstream APE includes all areas downstream of the
three project diversion points, including Peters Canyon Channel, San Diego Creek, and the IRWD
San Joaquin Marsh. Descriptions of existing baseline conditions in the downstream APE are
included in Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality under Item 9(f).

a) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation.
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Construction Impacts to Special-Status Plants: Table 1 in the Biological Resources

Technical Report (Appendix B) lists special-status plant species identified as having the
potential to occur within the construction APE and immediate vicinity. This table
contains detailed information on each of the species’ habitat requirements and potential
for occurrence within the project area. One special-status plant species, Coulter’s Matilija
poppy (Romneya coulteri), was observed within the immediate vicinity of the
construction APE during project surveys; however, no individuals were identified within
the proposed limits of project construction. Additionally, southern tarplant (Centromadia
parryi ssp. australis) and mud nama (Nama stenocarpum) have been previously recorded
in close proximity to the construction APE. These two species were determined to have a
high potential to occur within the project area because of the nearby known occurrences
and the presence of suitable habitat. If present, Coulter’s Matilija poppy, southern
tarplant, and mud nama could be impacted during the installation of the proposed pipeline
and diversion structures. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-5 include
preconstruction surveys and measures to avoid impacts to these species to the greatest
extent feasible. Construction-related impacts to special-status plants would be less-than-
significant with mitigation.

Construction Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife: Table 2 in the Biological Resources

Technical Report (Appendix B) lists special-status wildlife species identified as having
the potential to occur within the project site and immediate vicinity. This table contains
detailed information on each of the species’ habitat requirements and potential for
occurrence within the project area. Three special-status avian species; western burrowing
owl (Athene cunicularia), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and California horned lark
(Eremophila alpestris actia); may overwinter or nest adjacent to the project site.
Additionally, several other resident or migratory birds and raptors protected under
California Fish and Game Code and/or the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), including
great blue heron (Ardea herodias), have the potential to forage and/or nest within the
immediate vicinity of the project area as well. While most potentially-occurring special-
status wildlife species were not observed during the field reconnaissance, suitable habitat
does exist and the construction of the project could result in adverse effects if a protected
species were to be present during construction. Swallows (Hirundinidae) are known to
nest under bridges within the project area, based on the observation of old mud nests. In
order to avoid impacts to bird nests, it is recommended that construction of the project be
conducted outside of the nesting season, which is generally recognized as February 1
through August 31. The MTBA and the California Fish and Game Code Section 3503
and 3503.5 consider the loss of active nests (i.e., nests with eggs or young) of all native
bird species as unlawful. Consequently, the loss or abandonment of active bird nests as a
result of construction-related activities would be considered a significant impact. Impacts
to nesting birds are potentially significant; however, implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant
levels.
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Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) has the potential to roost, particularly underneath concrete
bridges in the area, as well as forage over the watercourses located within and adjacent to
the project site. Construction activities, particularly noise and vibration, could result in
roost abandonment. The abandonment of a roost as a result of construction-related
activities would be considered a significant impact. As indicated in Mitigation Measure
BI0O-6, it is recommended that construction near bridges occur outside of the roosting
season, which is recognized as April 1 through July 31; otherwise, avoidance measures
should be implemented. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce these
impacts to less-than-significant levels.

The western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) has a high potential to occur within Peters
Canyon Channel, San Diego Creek, and associated tributaries when water is present.
Construction activities will not directly impact Peters Canyon Channel or San Diego
Creek; however, indirect impacts to western pond turtle may occur, if present, through
increased siltation or release of pollutants by construction equipment and construction
activities adjacent to the channels. However, compliance with the Statewide Construction
General Permit would require implementation of erosion and sediment controls best
management practices to reduce the discharge of sediment to the maximum extent
practicable into the channels. Impacts to western pond turtle could be potentially
significant during construction; however, Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and B1O-4,
which include guidance for relocating turtles if found, would reduce these impacts to
less-than-significant levels.

Operational Impacts to Special-Status Plants: Operation of the proposed project would
reduce existing dry weather flow in Peters Canyon Channel downstream of the diversion
structures and in San Diego Creek downstream of the confluence with Peters Canyon
Channel. Table 1 in the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix B) lists
special-status plant species identified as having a high potential to occur within the
downstream APE and immediate vicinity, including southern tarplant, mud nama,
Coulter’s Matilija poppy, and white rabbit-tobacco (Psuedognaphalium leucocephalum).

Peters Canyon Channel downstream of the project diversions is a trapezoidal flood
control channel, comprised of a relatively wide, sandy bed with rip-rap or concrete banks
and generally lacking any notable riparian habitat. There is little in-stream vegetation or
aquatic habitat under existing conditions since the channel is managed for flood control
and is periodically cleared through either planned maintenance activity or scour floods.
There are no special-status plant species or natural communities; thus project operation
would have no effect on resources in this area. Similarly, there are no special-status plant
species or natural communities in the portion of San Diego Creek between the confluence
with Peters Canyon Channel and approximately the [-405 Freeway bridge crossing.

Downstream of the 1-405 bridge, within San Diego Creek, there are three Sediment
Basins that are operated and maintained by OC Flood. These basins are characterized by
riparian and freshwater marsh vegetation and as such have the potential to support
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special-status plant species. Riparian and aquatic habitat within the Sediment Basins
reach is generally of higher quality than the project area reaches upstream, having more
wetted and open water habitat, more emergent vegetation (e.g., cattails), and a riparian
corridor/buffer (approximately 40 feet wide) that is maintained along the east bank area
of the basins. The sediment basin downstream of Campus Drive has not been recently
maintained and the channel bottom supports a significant area of riparian habitat. As
described in the Reduced Discharge Technical Study prepared for the project (Appendix
C), operation of the proposed project would reduce flow in these Sediment Basins;
however, even during the driest of years, such as 2013, flow would not be completely
eliminated in the basins. Even though flow may be temporarily reduced relative to
historic baseline conditions, surface flow and groundwater would remain available to
support in-channel vegetation. In addition, the wetted perimeter of the channel and the
extent of riparian vegetation would not likely change substantially due to the shape of the
sediment basins and their operation and maintenance. Modifications to flow through the
basins are buffered as basins fill before spilling over to the next basin. The Reduced
Discharge Technical Study demonstrated that as a result of project operation, average
depth in the sediment basins would be reduced by 0.44, 0.45, and 0.40 feet for basins 1,
2, and 3, respectively. This represents an average depth reduction of approximately 16
percent during dry season months (April through September, Water Years (WY) 2009-
2013). Such a reduction in depth would not have a significant adverse effect on special-
status plant species or natural communities that may be present within downstream
portions of San Diego Creek.

For the IRWD San Joaquin Marsh, as reported in the Reduced Discharge Technical Study
(Appendix C), the proposed project would reduce the average annual daily flow available
at the IRWD San Joaquin Marsh inlet from approximately 7.5 cfs to 5.3 cfs and would
reduce the San Joaquin Marsh influent from approximately 5.7 cfs to 4.6 cfs, a 19 percent
reduction (see Item 3.9(f) below). This would result in a reduction in annual influent to
the marsh by approximately 260 MGY, from 1,345 MGY under existing conditions to
1,085 MGY under project conditions. This analysis represents a conservative assessment
of project effects during low-flow conditions since the existing baseline includes drought
conditions that exacerbate low flows during dry weather periods. During normal to wet
climatic periods, operation of the proposed project may have no effect on inflow to the
San Joaquin Marsh.

The reduction in inflow would potentially affect pond water levels within the San Joaquin
Marsh, which could affect water availability for special-status plant species. However,
this would only occur if the volume of water cycling through the marsh was less than the
volume of water consumed within the marsh due to evaporation or other processes (e.g.,
transpiration). For WY 2009-2013, average dry season evaporative losses under baseline
conditions represent only about 13 percent of total San Joaquin Marsh input. Therefore,
since inflow to the marsh would still far exceed the estimated losses within the marsh, the
water levels are unlikely to be affected by the proposed project, as is the extent of
vegetation, including special-status plant species. As a result, operation of the proposed
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project is not anticipated to effect special-status plant species. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Operational Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife: Generally, operation of the proposed

project has the potential to benefit wildlife due to improvements to water quality through
removal of selenium and nitrogen in upstream diversions and reductions in the
concentrations of these constituents downstream. Selenium can be bioaccumulated, from
water and aquatic sediments, through uptake by benthic invertebrates. Elevated selenium
levels in dietary items can cause reproductive toxicity to wildlife and especially to some
species of birds. The project would reduce the loading of selenium downstream in Peters
Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek by 32 to 35 percent, and the San Joaquin Marsh
by 22 percent, and thus reduce the potential for such negative effects to wildlife to occur.

More specifically, in Peters Canyon Channel downstream of the project diversion points,
there is no habitat or natural communities that would support special-status wildlife
species; thus project operation would have no effect on resources in this area. Similarly,
there is no habitat or natural communities to support special-status wildlife in the portion
of San Diego Creek between the confluence with Peters Canyon Channel and
approximately the 1-405 Freeway bridge crossing. Downstream of the [-405 bridge, there
is riparian vegetation, freshwater marsh, and some open water that could potentially
support special-status wildlife species as identified in Table 2 of the Biological Resources
Technical Report (Appendix B). Such special-status wildlife species include, but may not
be limited to, western pond turtle, great blue heron, southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii extimus), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), yellow breasted
chat (Icteria virens), California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni) and California
black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus). As described above, operation of the
proposed project would reduce flow in this portion of San Diego Creek, which includes

the three Sediment Basins. Even though flow may be temporarily reduced relative to
historic baseline conditions, surface flow and groundwater would remain available to
support in-channel vegetation, although the wetted perimeter of the channel and the
extent of riparian vegetation may temporarily change. Therefore, operation of the project
is not anticipated to impact habitat for special-status wildlife species that may be present
within downstream portions of San Diego Creek.

As reported in the Reduced Discharge Technical Study (Appendix C) and described
above, operation of the project is not expected to affect water levels in the ponds in San
Joaquin Marsh and thus the extent of riparian features and natural communities such as
Southern Willow Scrub, Southern Riparian Scrub, Southern Cottonwood Riparian Forest,
and Cattail Marsh would not be affected. However, project operation is anticipated to
result in increased residence time of water flowing through the ponds. The increase in
residence time, however, may induce undesirable conditions, such as increased water
temperature, increased algae production, and a sustained reduction in dissolved oxygen
(DO) levels during drought and summer dry conditions. These reduced water quality
conditions if sustained may impact the benthic and fish community in the marsh. For
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b)

example, in the event that algal mats develop and die off as a result of reduced circulation
and increased retention time, diurnal fluctuations in dissolved oxygen may result in
anoxic conditions (dissolved oxygen of 0-2). Sustained low oxygen conditions can
impact benthic communities, potentially result in fish kills, and create odor problems.
These adverse effects could significantly impact the foraging base for special-status
wildlife. Therefore, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 requires implementation of an
Impact Avoidance Framework (IAF) to ensure water quality in the San Joaquin Marsh is
maintained. With implementation of the IAF, during critical dry weather periods, adverse
impacts to water quality would be avoided or mitigated by ensuring water quality
parameters, such as dissolved oxygen concentrations, remain within an acceptable
established range. Indirect impacts to special-status wildlife species (e.g., western pond
turtle, great blue heron, southwestern willow flycatcher, least Bell’s vireo, yellow
breasted chat, and California black rail) would be considered less than significant with
mitigation.

Operation of the proposed project would not impact any designated critical habitat. The
closest critical habitat to the project site and downstream APE is that for coastal
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), which is identified
approximately two miles south.

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The City of Irvine General Plan
and City of Tustin General Plan include provisions designed to protect riparian and water
resources within the respective plan area (City of Irvine, 2013; City of Tustin, 2014).
Peters Canyon Channel, San Diego Creek, and associated tributaries are considered water
resources, and support cattail marsh, a CDFW Sensitive Natural Community, within
portions of the immediate vicinity of the project site. Construction of the proposed project
is not expected to impact riparian habitat, including cattail marsh. Installation of
diversion structures may impact portions of Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and
Valencia Drain, which are considered water resources as described within the City of
Irvine General Plan and City of Tustin General Plan. Impacts to these areas could be
considered significant during construction; however, implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-1, including the installation of sediment and erosion control measures,
would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.

During project operation, reduced discharges would affect dry weather flow downstream
of the project diversions. As discussed above under Item 3.4(a), within the downstream
APE there is no riparian habitat in Peters Canyon Channel or in the portion of San Diego
Creek between the confluence with Peters Canyon Channel and approximately the I-405
Freeway bridge crossing. Downstream of the [-405 bridge, there is riparian vegetation
and freshwater marsh vegetation in the Sediment Basins. The Reduced Discharge
Technical Study (Appendix C) documents the potential for average water depth in the
Sediment Basins to be reduced by up to 16 percent during dry weather periods due to
reductions in flow. This reduction in average depth would not significantly change the
wetted perimeter of the channel or extent of riparian vegetation due to the shape of the
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Sediment Basins and their operation and maintenance. In addition, operation of the
proposed project is not expected to affect water levels in the San Joaquin Marsh, and
therefore the extent of riparian features and natural communities such as Southern
Willow Scrub, Southern Riparian Scrub, Southern Cottonwood Riparian Forest, and
Cattail Marsh would not be affected. Impacts would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. Although a formal delineation of federal wetlands was
not conducted, no federal wetlands are anticipated to occur within the APE during
construction, due to the limited presence of hydrophytic vegetation and lack of mapped
hydric soils. However, it is likely that federal, state, and local agencies (e.g., CDFW,
USACE, RWQCB, County of Orange, City of Irvine, and/or the City of Tustin) would
apply jurisdiction over Peters Canyon Channel, San Diego Creek, Como Channel,
Edinger Circular Drain, Valencia Drain, and San Joaquin Marsh. If any direct impacts to
potentially jurisdictional areas occur as a result of the project, including those associated
with the installation of diversion structures, acquisition of a Clean Water Act Section 404
permit, Section 401 Water Quality Certification, and Streambed Alteration Agreement
may be required. IRWD would be required to comply with the terms and conditions of
such permits, which may include preparing a wetland delineation or
mitigation/compensation measures to reduce any potentially significant impacts to
jurisdictional features. Compliance with permit conditions would ensure impacts to
jurisdictional features are less than significant. No additional mitigation is required.

Operation of the proposed project would affect the San Joaquin Marsh due to a reduction
in flow available to divert into the marsh. The San Joaquin Marsh is likely to be
considered federal wetlands, due to the presence of extensive hydrophytic vegetation and
perennial inundation. Peters Canyon Channel San Diego Creek, Como Channel, Edinger
Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain are all considered perennial drainages and relatively
permanent waters. San Diego Creek flows to Newport Bay and thus a significant nexus
with the Pacific Ocean exists; therefore, these perennial drainages would be considered
non-wetland waters of the U.S under the jurisdiction of the USACE. The limits of
USACE jurisdiction would extend between the identified Ordinary High Water Mark
(OHWM) on both banks of the drainages. These drainages transport water to the San
Joaquin Marsh, and thus a significant nexus with the Pacific Ocean exists.

As described in the Reduced Discharge Technical Study (Appendix C), operation of the
project is anticipated to result in a reduction in dry weather flows within Peters Canyon
Channel and San Diego Creek. However, this reduction is not anticipated to cause a
reduction in the OHWM as the project will not affect wet weather flows which generally
characterize the OHWM. Additionally, as described above in Item 3.4(b), the project is
not expected to have significant adverse effects on riparian habitat located within Peters
Canyon Channel or San Diego Creek. In addition, operation of the proposed project is not
expected to affect water levels in the San Joaquin Marsh, and therefore the extent of
wetland features would not be affected. Impacts would be less than significant.
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d)

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. Both the Peters Canyon Channel
and San Diego Creek are likely utilized by local wildlife populations for small-scale (i.e.,
non-migratory) movements and dispersal. The San Joaquin Marsh is a recognized
stopover location for migratory birds travelling along the Pacific Flyway. Many of the
birds that utilize the marsh could wade and forage within Peters Canyon Channel and San
Diego Creek (and associated tributaries) when water is present. San Diego Creek and
Peters Canyon Channel can be considered movement corridors for these wading bird
species, as well as many other common or rare species dependent on water or moisture,
such as fish species, amphibians, and certain reptiles (e.g., pond turtles). As described
above, operation of the project has the potential to affect water quality in the San Joaquin
Marsh, during critical dry years and dry weather periods. Such potential impacts to the
marsh would be mitigated through implementation of the IAF as required by Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-1, ensuring that available habitat at the San Joaquin Marsh is
maintained. Thus, the ability of the marsh to function as a migratory stopover also would
be maintained with implementation of the IAF. Potential impacts to wildlife movement
and habitat linkages associated with the operation of the project would be considered less
than significant with mitigation.

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The City of Tustin General Plan
calls for the protection of imported trees, including eucalyptus trees (City of Tustin,
2013). Surveys conducted for the project identified several eucalyptus trees within the
project area and immediate vicinity, particularly in the upstream portion of the pipeline
alignment. Eucalyptus trees present within the project area may be impacted during the
installation of the proposed pipeline. Trees may be trimmed or removed during
construction activities; therefore, measures are recommended to avoid impacts. The
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BI1O-5 include avoidance measures
and preconstruction surveys to avoid impacts to identified protected trees to the greatest
extent feasible, and would reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels.

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. Portions of San Diego Creek and
the San Joaquin Marsh potentially affected by operation of the proposed project are
within the Orange County NCCP/HCP, mapped as Non-reserve Open Space (County of
Orange 1995b). Specifically, special-status species, including Coulter’s Matilija poppy
and least Bell’s vireo, and plant communities, including riparian and coastal marsh
habitats are covered under the NCCP/HCP. As discussed above, the reduction in dry
weather flows associated with the operation of the project is not anticipated to have a
significant impact upon special-status biological resources within San Diego Creek,
including those covered under the Orange County NCCP/HCP. However, operation of
the project is anticipated to result in increased residence time for flows through the San
Joaquin Marsh during certain dry weather periods. As described above, increased
residence time may affect water quality, which in turn could potentially affect biological
resources covered by the NCCP/HCP. With implementation of the IAF as required by
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1, however, potential impacts would be reduced to less
than significant levels.
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Mitigation Measures

BIO-1: The following Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented during
construction:

Sediment and erosion control measures should be developed and implemented in
accordance with Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Construction General
Permit requirements in order to reduce the potential for the project to result in increased
siltation of, or release of pollutants into, Peters Canyon Channel, San Diego Creek, and
their tributaries.

The footprint of disturbance should be limited to the maximum extent feasible, such as
limiting access to the project area via pre-existing access routes to the greatest extent
possible. Parking areas, staging, storage, excavation, and disposal site locations should be
confined to the smallest areas possible and be positioned at previously disturbed areas to
the greatest extent practical.

To prevent inadvertent entrapment of animals during construction, all excavated, steep-
walled holes or trenches more than two-feet deep should be covered with tarp, plywood
or similar materials at the close of each working day to prevent animals from being
trapped. Ramps may be constructed of earth fill or wooden planks within deep walled
trenches to allow for animals to escape, if necessary. Before such holes or trenches are
backfilled, they should be thoroughly inspected for trapped animals. If trapped animals
are observed, escape ramps or structures should be installed immediately to allow escape.
If the trapped animal is injured and cannot use escape ramps or structures, a qualified
biologist should be contacted to identify the appropriate next steps.

All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures that are stored at a construction site
for one or more overnight periods should be thoroughly inspected for burrowing owls and
nesting birds before the pipe is subsequently buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved.
An option is to cap the ends of any stored pipes to prevent any animals from entering. If
an animal is discovered inside a pipe, that section of pipe should not be moved until the
project biologist or designated representative has been consulted and the animal has
either moved from the structure on its own accord or until the animal has been captured
and relocated out of harm’s way by an approved biologist.

BIO-2: A pre-construction survey shall be conducted for burrowing owls 14 to 30 days prior to
initiation of ground disturbance by a qualified biologist in accordance with the most recent

CDFW protocol, currently the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). Surveys
shall cover suitable burrowing owl habitat disturbed by construction including a 500-foot buffer.
The survey would identify adult and juvenile burrowing owls and signs of burrowing owl
occupation. If occupied burrowing owl habitat is detected on the proposed project site, measures
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts shall be incorporated into the proposed project and shall
include, but not be limited to, the following:

Construction monitoring will occur throughout the duration of ground-disturbing
construction activities to ensure no impacts occur to burrowing owl. The frequency of
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monitoring will be determined by IRWD through consultation with the qualified
biologist.

Construction exclusion areas shall be established around the occupied burrows in which
no disturbance shall be allowed to occur while the burrows are occupied. Buffer areas
shall be determined by IRWD through consultation with a qualified biologist based on
the recommendations outlined in the most recent Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (CDFW 2012).

If burrow avoidance is infeasible, a qualified biologist should implement a passive
relocation program in accordance with the Example Components for Burrowing Owl
Artificial Burrow and Exclusion Plans of the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing
Owl Mitigation (CDFW, 2012).

B10O-3: Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the following are recommended to

minimize potential impacts to nesting birds.

If construction is scheduled to commence outside of the nesting season (i.e., generally
September 1 to January 31), no preconstruction surveys or additional measures are
required. Potential nesting habitat should be removed prior to the bird nesting season.

Otherwise, within 15 days of ground disturbing activities, a qualified biologist shall
conduct a preconstruction migratory bird nesting survey. The biologist must be qualified
to determine the status and stage of nesting by migratory birds and all locally breeding
raptor species without causing intrusive disturbance. The survey shall include species
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The survey shall cover all reasonably
potential nesting locations for the relevant species on or closely adjacent to the project
area of disturbance.

If active nests are found during surveys then IRWD through consultation with a qualified
biologist shall determine whether construction activities have the potential to disturb the
nest(s) and determine appropriate construction limitations, which may include but are not
limited to erection of sound barriers, full-time monitoring by a qualified biologist or
establishment of no-construction buffers (usually 300 ft for nesting song birds and 500 ft
for nesting raptors and special-status bird species). In addition, a qualified biologist shall
serve as the construction monitor during those periods when construction activities will
occur near the active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts to the nest occur. If
necessary, limits of construction to avoid active nest shall be established in the field with
flagging, fencing, or other appropriate barriers and construction personnel shall be
instructed on the sensitivity of the nest areas.

Bl10O-4: Any western pond turtles observed within the boundaries of construction impact areas
should be collected and relocated outside of the project area by a qualified biologist with
possession of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and Scientific Collection Permit (SCP)
from the CDFW Relocation procedures and communication responsibilities should be carried out
in accordance with the requirements of both the MOU and SCP. Generally, western pond turtles
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should be relocated only if they do not move out of the construction area on their own accord
within one-day following the observation.

B10O-5: Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the following are recommended to
minimize impacts to special status plant species:

e  Where vegetation is present within the project area of disturbance, a qualified biologist
shall conduct a preconstruction survey no more than 30 days prior to the commencement
of ground-disturbing activities to identify any special-status or locally protected plant
species. The biologist should have knowledge of the identification and life history of
target species.

e Ifa special-status plant species is observed within the project impact area, the qualified
biologist should clearly delineate the individuals with flagging so that the area can be
avoided. The flagging will retain a buffer of at least five feet around any herbaceous
protected plant. If any protected trees are located, temporary fencing should be installed
to delineate an appropriate buffer around the tree as determined by the biologist, typically
five feet from the dripline or 15 feet from the trunk of the tree, whichever distance is
greater. The biologist will notify construction crews of the buffer areas and educate them
on the importance of avoiding these resources.

e Ifa special-status plant species is identified within an area of impact and cannot be avoided,
then the qualified biologist should notify IRWD. IRWD, in consultation with the qualified
biologist, shall determine whether consultation with regulatory agencies (e.g., CDFW, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS], U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE], City of
Irvine, City of Tustin) is appropriate to determine mitigation requirements.

B10O-6: Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the following are recommended to
minimize impacts to special-status bat species:

o If construction is proposed outside of the bat roosting season (i.e., generally April 1 to
July 31), no focused surveys for bats are recommended. If construction is proposed
within the bat roosting season, a qualified biologist should conduct focused day and night
emergence surveys of all suitable roosting habitat within the project area. Surveys should
be conducted no more than 14 days prior to construction activities. If an active roost is
found, a suitable buffer should be established around active roosts as determined by
IRWD through consultation with the qualified biologist. No construction or intrusion into
the buffer should be allowed until a qualified biologist has determined that the roost is no
longer active. Encroachment into the buffer may occur at the discretion of a qualified
biologist. Moreover, nighttime lighting should be avoided to the greatest extent feasible if
an active roost is found to avoid impacts to the roost, as well as, to avoid impacts to
juvenile bats that may be foraging within the watercourses.

HYDRO-1: See Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.
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3.5 Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] X ] ]
significance of a historical resource as defined in
8§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] X ] ]
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] X ] ]
resource or site or unigue geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred ] X ] ]
outside of formal cemeteries?
Discussion

The information in this section is based on the following technical reports included in
Confidential Appendix D: Archaeological Survey Report for the Peters Canyon Channel Water
Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project, Irvine and Tustin, Orange County, California (Vader et al.,
2014) and Paleontological Resource Report: Irvine Ranch Water District Peters Canyon Channel
Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline, Cities of Tustin and Irvine, California (Siren and Aron,

2014).

a)

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. A records search at the
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), a review of the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Historic Highway Bridge Inventory, a historic
map review, Native American scoping, a geoarchaeological review, and a pedestrian
cultural resources survey were conducted to identify cultural resources within the project
area (Vader et al., 2014). The records search indicated that 77 cultural resources studies
have been conducted within a %2-mile radius of the project area. Of these 77 previous
studies, 21 appear to include portions of the project area. The entire project area has been
surveyed as part of the previous cultural resources studies. Furthermore, the records
search indicated that a total of seven cultural resources have been previously recorded
within the /2-mile record search study area. Of the seven resources, two (CA-ORA-195
and -508) are prehistoric archaeological sites, two (P-30-176663/176664 and -176837)
are historic built resources, two (P-30-100190 and -100350) are prehistoric isolates, and
one (P-30-100351) is a historic-period isolate.

Resource CA-ORA-195: This resource, located about 0.50 miles from the project area,
was recorded in 1967 and was described as a prehistoric archaeological site dating to the
early horizon that exhibits signs of aboriginal occupation. Artifacts described in the site
record include manos, a pestle, broken projectile points, chert debitage, a chert scraper,
hammerstones, a plummet fragment, a knife and shell fragments. The site was largely
destroyed by the construction of the Jamboree Road on-ramp.
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Resource CA-ORA-508: This resource, located approximately 0.60 miles from the
project area, was originally recorded in 1975 and was described as a large prehistoric
milling stone site covering 30 acres. Cultural constituents included three manos, two
metate fragments, one hammerstone, two cores, five flakes, and one Polinices shell. The
site was subject to testing in 1978 and the site record updated in 1979. The update
describes the site as a lithic and shell scatter with no midden soil that covers an area of 20
meters by 50 meters. Artifacts identified in the update include five projectile points, two
bifaces, three scrapers, seven hammerstones, two chopping tools, eleven manos, nine
metate fragments, and two possible groundstone fragments.

Resource P-30-100190: This resource, located about 0.20 miles from the project area,
was recorded in 2013 during monitoring of grading activities and was described as an
isolated sandstone bowl fragment consisting of approximately 50 percent of the original
item.

Resource P-30-100350: This resource, located within 150 feet of the project area, was
recorded in 2004 during construction monitoring and is described as an isolated andesite
mortar bowl.

Resource P-30-100351: This resource, located within 150 feet of the project area, was
recorded in 2004 during construction monitoring and is described as an isolated array of
Six pipes.

Resource P-30-176663/176664: This resource, which bisects the northern portion of the
project area, is a historic built resource consisting of a segment of the former ATSF
Railroad right-of-way, later known as the BNSF or Metrolink right-of-way. The right-of-
way originally dates to the 1880s; however, the existing tracks and associated features are
mostly modern and show no particular historical characteristics.

Resource P-30-176837: This resource, located about 0.85 miles from the project area, is
a historic built resource that consists of two buildings located on the ground of the
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin (MCAS Tustin). The buildings include: the Reserve
Center, an irregularly shaped concrete block building with brick veneer, built in 1963;
and the Organizational Maintenance Shop, a concrete block, brick veneered structure on a
concrete slab foundation with a composite roof, constructed in 1974.

Two bridges are also located within the project area, the Walnut Avenue over Peters
Canyon Channel Bridge (Caltrans Bridge No. 55C0342L; 55C0342R) and the Barranca
Parkway over Peters Canyon Channel Bridge (Caltrans Bridge No. 55C0439L;
55C0439R). A review of the Caltrans Historic Highway Bridge Inventory was conducted
to identify whether these bridges constitute historical resources under CEQA. The review
revealed that both bridges are listed as not locally designated or otherwise identified as
significant in a local survey meeting the Office of Historic Preservation’s standards
(Category 5).
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The historic map review indicated that a moderate degree of development occurred
within the vicinity of the Project area, but did not become large scale until the mid-20"
century when much of the area was developed for military, industrial, commercial, and
suburban uses. Prior to development, the vicinity around the Project area was used
primarily for agricultural purposes.

A Sacred Lands File Search for the project performed by the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) on January 10, 2014 indicated that no documented sites of Native
American traditional/cultural significance are located within or immediately adjacent to
the project area. Follow-up correspondence was conducted with all individuals and
groups indicated by the NAHC as having affiliation with the project area to solicit
information on the whereabouts of resources in the project vicinity. To date, two
responses have been received, one from John Tommy Rosas of the Tongva Ancestral
Territorial Tribal Nation, and one from Rebecca Robles, of the United Coalition to
Protect Panhe. Mr. Rosas stated that the project is located in a culturally sensitive area
and requested that Orange County Sanitation District and Caltrans tribal liaisons be made
available for tribal coordination. Additionally, Mr. Rosas inquired as to the kind of
permitting the project required. Ms. Robles stated that she knows of no resources located
within the project area, but requested that if the SCCIC records search indicated that the
project area is sensitive for cultural resources that an archaeological and Native American
monitor be retained to monitor project-related ground disturbing activities.

The geoarchaeological review indicated that the age of deposition of near-surface
sediments fits within the early-Holocene/late-Pleistocene timeframe of the arrival and
florescence of people within southern California (circa 12,000 years ago). The depth of
ground disturbance anticipated within the project is likely to occur within deposits of the
correct geological age to contain archaeological resources. Surface prehistoric
archaeological sites and subsurface isolates have been recorded within %2-mile of the
project area, at both ends and on each side of the project area, suggesting there may be a
high probability for additional archaeological resources, including buried archaeological
sites within the vicinity.

On February 12, 2014, a cultural resources survey of the project area was conducted. The
project area is highly urbanized containing paved and gravel roads, bike paths, and
walkways, as well as residential and commercial properties and landscaped areas. Due to
the urbanized nature of the project area, survey methods included a reconnaissance-level
survey focused on areas of visible ground surfaces with minimal disturbance in order to
identify the presence of surface cultural resources. Five percent of the project area
contained visible, undisturbed surfaces that were subject to intensive inspection. Aside
from the single previously recorded resource (P-30-176663/176664 [BNSF and
Metrolink right-of-way]), which was relocated within the project area by surveyors, no
other surface evidence of cultural resources was encountered.
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b)

Although resource P-30-176663/176664 bisects the northern portion of the project area,
jack and bore methods will be used to install the pipeline segment bisecting the resource.
Resource P-30-176663/176664 will be avoided by the project and no impact to this
resource is anticipated.

The record search and geoarchaeological review suggest a high probability for
archaeological resources, including buried archaeological sites, within the vicinity of the
project. Resources CA-ORA-195 and -508, both located within about a 2-mile of the
project area, indicate substantial prehistoric habitation of the area. Moreover, the three
previously recorded isolates were documented as part of construction monitoring
suggesting that the project area may contain subsurface archaeological resources.
Additionally, the historic map review suggests that the project area had been used for
agricultural purposes since at least the mid-20"™ century and because the project area has
been continuously used since at least the mid-20" century, there exists the possibility that
historic-period archaeological resources may be impacted by the project. Although the
project area is highly urbanized and has been disturbed by development that has largely
occurred during the latter half of the 20th century, the project involves ground-disturbing
activities that may extend into undisturbed soils. Therefore, the project may encounter
buried archaeological resources and could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5. Impacts to historical
resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the incorporation of
Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2.

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed above under
impact statement (a), no archaeological resources were identified within the project area;
however, there is a high probability for archaeological resources, including buried
archaeological sites, within the vicinity of the project. The proposed project involves
ground-disturbing activities that may extend into undisturbed soils. These actions have
the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5. Impacts to unique archaeological resources
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the incorporation of Mitigation
Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. A paleontological study for the
project was undertaken to evaluate the paleontological resource sensitivity of the project
area (Siren and Aron, 2014). The study included a review of regional geological maps
and relevant reports, a literature search, a paleontological database check, and a review of
previous paleontological investigations in the area and documented fossil-bearing
localities. The geologic map review indicated that modern artificial fill, as well as
Quaternary young axial-channel and alluvial fan deposits (Qya and Qyf, respectively)
underlie the project. Moreover, the Quaternary young deposits are presumed to be
underlain by older Quaternary deposits (Qopf) mapped nearby. Modern artificial fill
underlies existing, man-made structures (e.g., roadways and buildings), and due to the
fact that these deposits are modern in nature, they contain no fossils, and thus have a low
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paleontological sensitivity. The near-surface, unconsolidated Quaternary young deposits
are Holocene in age (less than 10,000 years old) and consist of sedimentary deposits
derived from the hills to the northeast. These deposits usually do not contain significant
vertebrate fossils, at least in the uppermost layers. The Quaternary older deposits are
associated with the Santa Ana River, lower Santiago Creek, and Peters Canyon Wash and
include late Pleistocene to Holocene floodplain and stream terrace deposits. These
deposits consist of unconsolidated to poorly consolidated, non-marine mixtures of sand,
silt, and gravel. The Pleistocene-age (less than 500,000 years old) deposits are considered
to have a high sensitivity for the presence of paleontological resources and could produce
significant vertebrate fossils. The depth to these deposits below the surface of the project
area is not known.

According to the literature search and database check, there are no documented fossil
localities within a 1-mile radius of the project. However, the Natural History Museum of
Los Angeles County (LACM) indicated previously recorded fossil localities from
Pleistocene-age sedimentary deposits from areas in the general vicinity outside of the 1-
mile study radius. Such deposits have yielded the fossilized remains of Ice Age
mammals, among others. These fossil localities include LACM 1066, 1068-1069, 1086,
1240, 3407, 3877, 4426, and 6732, located east of Upper Newport Bay, approximately
2.25 miles southwest of the project. An additional locality, LACM 7867, was discovered
25 feet below the ground surface in the northwestern portion of the former EI Toro
Marine Corp Air Station (MCAS), located approximately 4.1 miles east of the project.
Moreover, a report prepared for the Irvine Business Complex, located just to the south of
the project, indicated that significant vertebrate fossils have been found 8 to 25 feet
below the surface during city-required paleontological monitoring. These fossils were
associated with sediments that have been encountered between 6 to 25 feet below the
modern surface over a wide area of Irvine. Separate construction projects carried out
approximately 3.5 miles southwest and 2.5 miles south of the project area, respectively,
revealed numerous Pleistocene vertebrate fossils located 12 to 16 feet below the ground
surface.

The project area is comprised of Holocene-aged Quaternary young deposits at surface,
presumably overlying Pleistocene-age Quaternary old deposits at depth. The
paleontological sensitivity of the Pleistocene-age deposits is considered to have high
sensitivity for the presence of paleontological resources. Excavations into undisturbed
Pleistocene-age deposits may unearth scientifically significant fossils during
construction. It is anticipated that ground disturbing activities, particularly at depth,
could encroach into these Pleistocene-age deposits of high paleontological sensitivity and
have the potential to directly or indirectly destroy paleontological resources. Impacts to a
unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with the incorporation of Mitigation Measures CUL-3 and
CUL-4.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 3-32 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



3. Environmental Checklist

d) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No human remains are
known to exist within or adjacent to the project area and it is unlikely that the project
would disturb unknown human remains. However, because the project involves ground-
disturbing activities, it is possible that such actions could unearth, expose, or disturb
previously unknown human remains. With the incorporation of Mitigation Measure
CUL-5, which requires compliance with California Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, impacts to human remains would be
reduced to a less-than—significant level.

Mitigation Measures

CUL-1: Prior to earth moving activities, a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology shall conduct cultural resources
sensitivity training for construction personnel. Construction personnel shall be informed of the
proper procedures to be enacted in the event of an inadvertent discovery of archaeological
resources or human remains.

CUL-2: IRWD shall contract with a qualified professional archaeologist to be available
“on-call” throughout the duration of the ground-disturbing activities. In the event that
prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are discovered during ground-disturbing
activities, all work within 50 feet of the resources will be halted and IRWD will consult with the
qualified archaeologist to assess the significance of the find according to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5. If any find is determined to be significant, IRWD and the archaeologist will
meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other appropriate mitigation. IRWD
will make the final determination. All significant cultural materials recovered will be, as
necessary and at the discretion of the consulting archaeologist, subject to scientific analysis,
professional museum curation, and documentation according to current professional standards.

CUL-3: Prior to the commencement of construction activities, an Orange County Certified
(OCC) Paleontologist shall be retained to review project design plans and geotechnical
investigations in order to ascertain where excavation will exceed five (5) feet in depth, or the
depth of documented artificial fill, and could impact highly sensitive sediments. Based on this
information the OCC Paleontologist will determine, in consultation with IRWD, when and where
paleontological monitoring is required during construction. Paleontological resource monitoring
shall be performed by qualified paleontological monitors under the direction of the OCC
Paleontologist. Based on observations of subsurface soil stratigraphy or other factors, monitoring
may be reduced or discontinue if the OCC Paleontologist determines that the possibility of
encountering fossiliferous deposits is low. When onsite, monitors shall prepare logs, and the OCC
Paleontologist shall prepare a final monitoring report to be submitted to IRWD.

The OCC Paleontologist shall also contribute to any construction worker cultural resources
sensitivity training either in person or via a training module provided to the qualified
archaeologist. The training session shall focus on the recognition of the types of paleontological
resources that could be encountered within the project area and the procedures to be followed if
they are found.
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CUL-4: In the event of the discovery of paleontological resources, the contractor shall
immediately cease all work activities within 50 feet of the discovery, and IRWD shall be
contacted immediately. The OCC Paleontologist shall evaluate the significance of the find and if
it is determined that the discovery constitutes a significant resource under CEQA, the OCC
Paleontologist in cooperation with IRWD shall determine appropriate procedures to follow before
construction can resume at the location of the find. If the OCC Paleontologist determines that
avoidance of the find is not feasible, then a Paleontological Resources Treatment Plan shall be
prepared and submitted to IRWD for review and approval. The Treatment Plan shall be
implemented by a qualified paleontologist

CUL-5: In the unlikely event that human remains are encountered, CA Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the county coroner has made a
determination of origin and disposition pursuant to CA Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.
The county coroner shall be notified immediately if any human remains are found. If the remains
are determined to be prehistoric, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage
Commission, which will determine and notify the most likely descendant. With the permission of
IRWD or an authorized representative, the most likely descendant may inspect the site of the
discovery. IRWD will meet and confer with the most likely descendant regarding their
recommendations prior to disturbing the site by further construction activity.
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3.6 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
6. GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY —

Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as ] ] ] X
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)
ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? |:| |:| |z| |:|
iiiy Seismic-related ground failure, including ] X ] ]
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? ] ] ] X
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] ] X ]
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, ] ] X ]
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in |:| |z| |:| |:|
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use ] ] ] X
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?
Discussion
a.i) No Impact. The southern reach of the project site is located 8.2 miles northwest of a
section of the Newport-Inglewood Fault. There are no known active faults cross the
project sites, and the project sites are not located within or immediately adjacent to an
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CDOC, 1986), which are regulatory zones that
encompass surface traces of active faults that have a potential for future surface fault
rupture (CDOC, 2013). Therefore, the project site would not be subject to surface fault
rupture. There would be no impact.
a.ii)  Lessthan Significant Impact. The City of Irvine is located within Uniform Building
Code Seismic Zone 4, which represents the highest seismic intensity in the United States.
The project site is located in Seismic Response Area (SRA) 1, defined by the City of
Irvine General Plan as an area with soft or loose soils and high groundwater, indicating a
greater potential for liquefaction than the other seismic response areas (City of Irvine,
2012). The City of Tustin General Plan identifies the City as being located within a
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a.iii)

a.iv)

b)

seismically active area (City of Tustin, 2008). Therefore, the project sites would be likely
subject to ground shaking, and could be seriously damaged if not properly designed.
According to Division 9, Chapter 1 of the Irvine Municipal Code and Article 8, Chapter 1
of the Tustin Municipal Code, project design and construction would be required to
comply with California Building Code (CBC) standards. CBC standards involve the most
stringent building design requirements for Seismic Zone 4. According to the Irvine
Seismic Land Use Compatibility Matrix, the project (categorized as a flood control
facility) would be a highly compatible land use within SRA 1 (City of Irvine, 2012).
Compliance with applicable CBC requirements and relevant General Plan policies would
reduce impacts related to ground shaking to less than significant.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project is located in
a liquefaction zone as identified by the California Geological Survey (CDOC, 2001), and
is located within the City of Irvine designated SRA 1, identified as an area with a higher-
than-average risk of liquefaction (City of Irvine, 2012). In addition, the proposed project
is located within an area identified as high liquefaction potential by the City of Tustin
(City of Tustin, 2008). The project design would be subject to stringent CBC standards
due to its location in Seismic Zone 4 in the cities of Irvine and Tustin. The project would
be required to comply with the CBC, the cities’ seismic standards, and other applicable
standard engineering practices and design criteria. Prior to implementation of the
proposed project, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would require preparation of a
geotechnical report that would evaluate the soils in the project area and recommend
design features to incorporate into the project to mitigate for any potential risks
associated with geological hazards, including liquefaction. Impacts associated with
liquefaction would be less than significant with mitigation.

No Impact. Landslides are mass movements of the ground that include rock falls,
relatively shallow slumping and sliding of soil, and deeper rotational or transitional
movement of soil or rock. The project site is not located on a hill or adjacent to a hillside.
In addition, the project is not located in a landslide zone, as designated by the California
Geological survey (CDOC, 2011). The project site is a flat location and implementation
of the project would not result in hillside or other conditions that could create landslides.
As a result, implementation of the project would not result in impacts related to
landslides.

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is comprised of mostly paved ground.
Construction of the project facilities would require pavement and concrete breaking,
excavation and trenching, which would expose and loosen bare soil and could contribute
to its loss via erosion from wind and rain. However, construction of the project would be
subject to the requirements of the Construction General Permit, which requires the
preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
The SWPPP would be prepared by a qualified professional and would identify the
appropriate erosion and sediment control best management practices (BMPs) to be
implemented on-site during construction. Examples of such erosion and sediment control
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d)

BMPs include scheduling and installation of fiber rolls and storm drain protection
measures. In particular, OC Flood would allow pipeline construction along Peters
Canyon Channel during the dry season and during the wet season in accordance with
conditions to be specified in the County-issued encroachment permit. Such conditions
may include, for example, requirements for the contractor to plate any open trenches and
remove any vehicles and equipment from the ROW when rain is forecasted or present.
OC Flood may require the contractor to prepare a Flood Contingency Plan to demonstrate
the steps to be taken to prevent discharge from the construction area and allow access to
OC Flood vehicles and equipment during a rain event. With implementation of these
BMPs, impacts to loss of topsoil during construction would be less than significant. Upon
installation of the proposed facilities, the majority of the disturbed area would be
repaved, thereby reducing the possibility of topsoil loss. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Less than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 3.6(a.iii) and (a.iv), regarding
liquefaction and landslides. Lateral spreading is associated with landslides on a gentle
slope (USGS, 2012); as stated previously, the project is expected to have less than
significant impacts related to landslides and would therefore have less than significant
impacts related to lateral spreading. The term “collapse” is most commonly linked to
sinkholes in geologic context. The project site is not considered an area prone to collapse
sinkholes (USGS, 2014). Impacts related to collapse would be less than significant.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Expansive soils are soils that
exhibit moderate to high shrink/swell potential and may cause damage to components,
including underground utilities, pipelines, foundations, and infrastructure. The project
area is composed mainly of Chino silty clay loam and Omni clay (NRCS, 2014). Soils
containing clay tend to have a high expansion potential. However, the project design
would be subject to stringent CBC standards and the cities’ seismic standards, and other
applicable standard engineering practices to mitigate for expansive soils, such as the use
of engineered fill to backfill around underground infrastructure. Sand would be used to
backfill around the proposed pipeline. Engineered fill would be required at the base of all
concrete structures. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would ensure that
the project geotechnical report would evaluate the potential for expansive soils to damage
project facilities and would recommend design features to mitigate for such effects.
Therefore, impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant with
mitigation.

No Impact. The proposed project consists of a water pipeline conveyance system and
diversion structures for nuisance groundwater and surface water flows; no septic systems
are proposed as part of the project. There would be no impact regarding soils incapable of
supporting septic systems.
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Mitigation Measures

GEO-1: During the design phase of the proposed project, a geotechnical report shall be prepared
that evaluates soils and seismic and geologic hazards in the project area, including the potential
for expansive soils and liquefaction to occur. The geotechnical report shall make
recommendations related to protecting the proposed facilities from structural damage due to
seismic and geologic hazards, and such recommendations shall be incorporated into the project
design.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 3-38 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



3. Environmental Checklist

3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or ] ] X ]

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation ] ] X ]
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Discussion

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGs) because they
capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, much like a
greenhouse does. The accumulation of GHGs has been implicated as a driving force for global
climate change. Definitions of climate change vary between and across regulatory authorities and
the scientific community, but in general can be described as the changing of the earth’s climate
caused by natural fluctuations and anthropogenic activities, which alter the composition of the
global atmosphere.

Prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,),
nitrous oxide (N,O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), perfluorocarbons
(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF¢). Carbon dioxide is the “reference gas™ for climate change,
meaning that emissions of GHGs are typically reported in “carbon dioxide-equivalent” (CO,e)
measures. There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have
and will continue to contribute to global warming, although there is uncertainty concerning the
magnitude and rate of the warming. Potential global warming impacts in California may include,
but are not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more
high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years. Secondary effects are likely to
include global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, and changes in
habitat and biodiversity.

In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, Governor
Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which sets forth a series of target dates by
which statewide emission of GHG would be progressively reduced, as follows:

e By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
e By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and
e By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.
In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill

No. 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32),
which requires CARB to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures,
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such that feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by

2020.

On March 18, 2010, the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) submitted
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions, as required by Public Resources Code
section 21083.05. These CEQA Guideline amendments provide guidance to public agencies
regarding the analysis and mitigation of the effects of GHG emissions in draft CEQA documents.

The amendments are relatively modest changes to various portions of the existing CEQA
Guidelines.

a)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would primarily contribute to
global climate change as a result of emissions of GHGs, primarily CO,, emitted during
construction activities associated with the installation of a pipeline conveyance system
and diversion structures. Once construction activities have been completed, operation of
the proposed project would only generate minimal GHG emissions sources from vehicle
emissions associated with worker trips to and from the project area for routine
maintenance of the diversion structures and pumps. However, because these trips would
only occur once a month, these GHG emissions would be negligible. However, operation
of the newly installed diversion pumps would be powered through electricity obtained
from the regional grid distributed by Southern California Edison (SCE). The consumption
of electricity for operation of the diversion pumps would represent an indirect source of
GHG emissions that would be generated offsite.

GHG impacts are considered to be exclusively cumulative impacts (CAPCOA, 2008);
there are no non-cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate change perspective.
Thus, the purpose of this GHG analysis is to determine whether the contribution of GHG
emissions by the proposed project would be cumulatively considerable.

IRWD has not adopted any significance criteria or guidelines for GHG analysis. While
SCAQMD has issued proposed standards and guidelines, there is no adopted state or
local standard for determining the cumulative significance of the proposed project’s GHG
emissions on global climate change. SCAQMD has currently adopted a 10,000 metric ton
per year (MT/year) CO,e threshold for industrial projects for which it is the lead agency.
Additionally, SCAQMD has proposed, but not adopted, a 3,000 MT/year CO,e threshold
for mixed use developments, a 3,500 MT/year CO,e threshold for residential
developments, and a 1,400 MT/year CO,e threshold for commercial developments. These
draft threshold options are being evaluated through the GHG Thresholds Working Group
and have not been adopted as of this writing (SCAQMD, 2010).

In the absence of an adopted threshold that is applicable to the proposed project, which is
a water conveyance infrastructure project that would primarily generate GHG emissions
during construction, the use of a screening threshold would be appropriate to determine
whether the project would require further analysis and mitigation with regard to climate
change. The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) has
recommended a conservative screening criterion of 900 MT/year CO,e for determining
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which projects would require further analysis and mitigation with regard to climate
change. For the purpose of this analysis, the project’s total annual GHG emissions
resulting from construction activities and electricity consumption to power the newly
installed diversion pumps have been quantified and evaluated against the 900 MT/year
CO,e screening criteria.

As was conducted for the proposed project’s air quality analysis in Question 3 (Air
Quality), the project’s construction-related GHG emissions were estimated for equipment
exhaust, truck trips, and worker commute trips using CalEEMod. The construction of the
entire project is anticipated to occur over approximately a seven month period. During
this construction period, installation of the proposed pipeline and ancillary support
infrastructure would proceed in a linear fashion along the approximately 3-mile proposed
pipeline alignment. For the purpose of this analysis, the project’s annual construction
GHG emissions and operational GHG emissions generated from electricity consumption
were estimated and evaluated against the 900 MT/year CO,e screening criteria.

The project’s estimated annual GHG emissions during are shown in Table 3-3. With
respect to construction GHG emissions, SCAQMD recommends that the total emissions
for a project be amortized over a 30-year period and added to its operational emission
estimates (SCAQMD, 2008). To determine the total construction emissions that would be
generated from the project’s water conveyance system, the annual GHG emissions
estimated for a single pipeline segment under a worst-case construction scenario was
taken and increased by seven-fold to conservatively represent the total emissions that
would be generated from construction of the seven pipeline segments. Total construction-
related GHG emissions was calculated to be 1,033 CO,e MT/yr. Amortized over 30
years, the proposed project construction-related GHG emissions would be 34 CO,e
MT/yr. With respect to operational emissions, the indirect GHG emissions generated by
the proposed project as a result of electricity consumption to power the newly installed
diversion pumps were estimated in this analysis by determining the amount of electrical
power required to operate the pumps and then applying SCE emissions factors for the
GHG components (i.e., CO,, CHy4, and N,0) obtained from the CalEEMod model. Based
on information provided by IRWD, the proposed project would require a maximum
annual electricity use of 600 megawatt hours (MWh).
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b)

TABLE 3-3
ESTIMATED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS

Proposed Project
Emission Source EmissionsCOe (MT/yr)

Construction

Annual Project Construction (Amortized over 30 yrs)? 34
Operation

Energy Consumption 172
Total Annual Emissions 206
CAPCOA Screening Threshold 900
Significant Impact? No

NOTES: CO.e= carbon dioxide equivalent; MT/yr = metric tons per year; see Appendix A for CalEEMod
model outputs.

The total project construction GHG emissions were derived by estimating the peak annual

construction GHG emissions for a single pipeline segment and then increasing that amount by

seven-fold to represent the GHG emissions generated from construction of all seven proposed

pipeline segments. Total project construction GHG emissions = 1,033 CO,e MT/yr. Amortized over

30 years, annual project construction GHG emissions = 34 CO,e MT/yr.

a

As shown in Table 3-3, the proposed project’s total annual GHG emissions resulting from
construction activities and project operation would be approximately 206 MT CO,e per
year. Thus, the project’s total annual GHG emissions would not exceed the 900 MT of
COze per year screening threshold recommended by CAPCOA. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in the generation of substantial levels of GHG emissions and
would not result in emissions that would adversely affect the statewide attainment of
GHG emission reduction goals of AB 32. This impact would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would generate temporary
construction-related GHG emissions and minimal GHG emissions during operations. As
the proposed project only involves the installation of water conveyance infrastructure,
implementation of the project would not result in, or induce, growth in the project area
that has not been accounted for by the cities of Tustin and Irvine. Consequently, no
growth-inducing development or land use that would generate GHG emissions would
occur under the project. The proposed project would not conflict with any adopted plan’s
goals of reducing GHG emissions.

Overall, implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS —
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] X ]
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] X ]
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ] ] X ]
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of ] ] X ]
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan ] ] ] X
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, ] ] ] X
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with ] X ] ]
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, ] ] 4 ]
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
Discussion
a/b) Less than Significant Impact. Materials hazardous to humans and wildlife would be
present during project construction; the proposed project would involve the transport of
various hazardous materials to and from the project site on an as-needed basis by
equipment service trucks. These materials may include diesel fuel, gasoline, equipment
fluids, concrete, cleaning solutions and solvents, lubricant oils, and adhesives. Therefore,
potential exists for direct impacts to human health from accidental spills of small
amounts of hazardous materials from construction equipment during construction.
Existing federal and state law regulates the handling, storage and transport of hazardous
materials and hazardous wastes. Pursuant to the federal Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. § 5101 et seq., the United States Department of
Transportation promulgated strict regulations applicable to all trucks transporting
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d)

hazardous materials. Occupational safety standards have been established in federal and
state laws to minimize worker safety risks from both physical and chemical hazards in the
workplace, including construction sites. The California Division of Occupational Safety
and Health has primary responsibility for developing and enforcing standards for safe
workplaces and work practices in California in accordance with regulations specified in
CCR Title 8. For example, under Title 8 CCR 5194 (Hazard Communication Standard),
construction workers must be informed about hazardous substances that may be
encountered, and under Title 8 CCR 3203 (Injury Illness Prevention Program) workers
must be properly trained to recognize workplace hazards and to take appropriate steps to
reduce potential risks due to such hazards. This is particularly important where
previously unidentified contamination or buried hazards may be encountered. If
additional investigation or remediation is determined to be necessary, compliance with
standards for hazardous waste operations (Title 8 CCR 5192) would be required for those
individuals involved in the investigation or cleanup work. Thus, during construction
contractors handling, storing or transporting hazardous materials or wastes must comply
with regulations that would reduce the risk of accidental release and provide protocols
and notification requirements should an accidental release occur. Compliance with these
existing regulations would ensure impacts during construction would be less than
significant.

Operation of the proposed project would not involve the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials. The purpose of the project is to prevent existing flows
containing high levels of nitrate and selenium from discharging into Peters Canyon
Channel and affecting downstream water quality. When concentrated, nitrate and
selenium can have a negative effect on aquatic ecosystems; however these substances
occur naturally in soil and water and are not considered hazardous to the public nor the
environment. Impacts would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. Although the project site is located approximately 0.2
mile from Creekside High School, the proposed project includes installation of a water
pipeline conveyance system and diversion structures and is not anticipated to generate
hazardous emissions or require the routine use of hazardous materials that could be
accidentally released into the environment. All hazardous materials utilized on-site
during construction and during operations would be handled in accordance with existing
federal and state laws, as described in Response 3.8(a) and 3.8(b) above. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. ESA performed a regulatory agency database search for
the project area using the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
GeoTracker and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
Envirostor databases (SWRCB, 2014; DTSC, 2014) in addition to review of other
hazardous site lists maintained by the State (Cal EPA, 2013). The project site is not
located on a listed hazardous site. There are some contaminated sites located in the
project vicinity. The Moffet Trenches Landfill, an open military cleanup site, is located
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g)

adjacent to the Peters Canyon Channel near the Edinger Avenue bridge crossing.
Additionally, three leaking underground storage tank (LUST) open cleanup sites are
located within the project vicinity; Sunset Property services and C&W are located
approximately 0.2 mile northwest of the channel between Warner Avenue and Barranca
Parkway and Shell Oil is located approximately 0.1 mile southeast of the Main Street
bridge (SWRCB, 2014). However, construction activities would not impact these sites
nor interfere with their operation. Compliance with applicable state and federal
regulations (as mentioned above) during construction would ensure that any potential risk
would be less than significant.

No Impact. A section of the proposed pipeline alignment is located adjacent to the
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Tustin; however MCAS Tustin was officially closed
down in July of 1999 (City of Tustin, 2008). The project site is located slightly less than
1.5 miles west of the John Wayne Airport. However, the project site is not within the
airport’s Impact Zones, as specified by the Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) for
John Wayne Airport (ALUC, 2008). Further, the project consists of water conveyance
infrastructure and would not increase the amount of people living or working in the
vicinity of the airport, and would therefore not result in a safety hazard for people living
or working in the vicinity of the airport. Impacts would be less than significant.

No Impact. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the proposed project. There
would be no impact.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The City of Irvine has a Natural
Hazards Mitigation Plan that addresses a variety of ways to lessen the impact of disasters
locally (City of Irvine, 2012). The City of Tustin has an Emergency Operations Plan that
addresses City’s the planned response to emergency situations associated with natural
disasters, technological incidents and natural security emergencies (City of Tustin, 2012).
Both cities participate in the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA)
Community Emergency Response Training (CERT) program, a series of classes that
educate people about disaster preparedness for hazards that may impact their area and
trains them in disaster response skills (CERT, 2014). The project would not interfere with
the goals of the Irvine Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan and the Tustin Emergency
Operations Plan, nor with implementation of CERT. Construction access would be
provided through the existing OC Flood access points along the channel; all staging and
stockpiling would occur in the area between the top of the channel and the existing fence,
between access points. Construction of the proposed pipelines would mainly occur within
the existing channels’ ROW, which substantially limits the construction that occurs
within the street. Where construction of the proposed pipeline would affect roadways,
emergency access would be maintained through coordination with emergency service
providers, as required by the Traffic Control/Traffic Management Plan required under
Mitigation Measure TR-1 (see Section 3.16 below). Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation.
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h)

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located in the areas of Irvine and Tustin
that are relatively urbanized. The Irvine portion of the project site is not located within a
City of Irvine-designated fire hazard area (City of Irvine, 2012) and the entire project site
is not in a CAL FIRE very high fire hazard severity zone (CAL FIRE, 2011). The City of
Tustin is subject to both wild and urban fires as its eastern portion is contiguous with the
Cleveland National Forest. However, the proposed project area is not identified by the
Tustin General Plan as having a high fire hazard rating. The project would not include
flammable structures such as residences that could be threatened from wildfires nor
would the project generate a large number of people that could be threatened by a
wildfire. The proposed structures would be designed to current fire code and CBC
standards. Impacts with regard to wildfire would be less than significant.
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

9.

a)

b)

)

d)

e)

f)
9)

h)

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY —
Would the project:

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a
site or area through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site
or area through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, or by other means, substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would
result in flooding on- or off-site?

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow?

Discussion

[

[
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[
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X [

[
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a) Less than Significant Impact. Short-Term Construction-Related: Construction activities
associated with implementation of the project could result in temporary impacts on water
quality from erosion and sedimentation, as well as storage of construction-related
hazardous materials (e.g., such as fuels, etc.) on site. These construction activities would
disturb surface soils that are currently covered by asphalt/concrete or vegetation. The
proposed concrete/pavement removal, excavation/trenching, and installation of the
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project components would increase the potential for temporary erosion and sediment
transport of material both within and downstream of the proposed facilities.

Project construction would encompass an area greater than an acre; therefore project
construction would be subject to a Construction General Permit under the NPDES permit
program of the federal Clean Water Act. As required under the Construction General
Permit, IRWD or its contractor would prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The objectives of a SWPPP is to identify pollutant sources
(such as sediment) that may affect the quality of storm water discharge and to implement
best management practices (BMPs) to reduce pollutants in storm water.

In particular, erosion control BMPs would be used to prevent the degradation of water
quality in the construction area. Other BMPs that could be used to enhance erosion
control include scheduling to avoid wet weather events; preservation of existing
vegetation where feasible; hydraulic mulching; hydroseeding; using soil binders; straw
mulching; using geotextiles, plastic covers, and erosion control blankets/mats; and wood
mulching. Example of erosion control BMPs are installing a silt fence; creating a
sediment/desilting basin; installing sediment traps; installing check dams; using fiber
rolls; creating gravel bag berms; street sweeping and vacuuming; creating a sandbag
barrier; creating a straw bale barrier; and storm drain inlet protection. In addition, as
mentioned previously, OC Flood would allow pipeline construction along Peters Canyon
Channel during the dry season and during the wet season in accordance with conditions
to be specified in the County-issued encroachment permit. Such conditions may include,
for example, requirements for the contractor to plate any open trenches, remove any
vehicles and equipment from the ROW when rain is forecasted or present, or prepare a
Flood Contingency Plan to demonstrate the steps to be taken to prevent discharge from
the construction area during a rain event.

Implementation of the SWPPP and BMPs in compliance with the NPDES permitting
requirements would avoid or reduce all erosion and sedimentation impacts to below a
level of significance.

Less than Significant Impact. Long-Term Operations-Related: Selenium is a pollutant of
concern in San Diego Creek and Peters Canyon Channel. The primary source of selenium

in San Diego Creek is believed to be groundwater seepage into surface waters,
particularly in areas of shallow groundwater tables in lower Peters Canyon Channel. The
region is located in an histerie historical ephemeral lake and marsh area known as the
“Swamp of the Frogs.” The Swamp of Frogs is considered to be a likely source of

erganie nitrogen and previeushyeaptured naturally accumulated selenium. Selenium can
be bioaccumulated, from water and aquatic sediments, through uptake by algae and

benthic invertebrates. Elevated selenium levels in dietary items can cause reproductive
toxicity to wildlife and especially to some species of birds and fish. The USEPA has set a
TMDL target of redueing selenium concentrations in water te-tess-than based on the
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California Toxics Rule (CTR) chronic criterion of 5 parts per billion (pg/L)-as-ateng-
termraveraget-the-watershed.

In 2003, when the RWQCB renewed the NPDES permit (Order No. R§8-2003-0061) for
de minimis dewatering projects, the Newport Bay Watershed was specifically excluded
from its terms and conditions due to concerns that elevated levels of selenium and
nitrogen in short-term groundwater-related discharges had the potential to adversely
affect surface waters and would not comply with the adopted TMDLs in the Watershed.
The RWQCB subsequently developed and issued a separate general NPDES permit
specific to the Newport Bay Watershed - Order No. R8-2004-0021, which was amended
by R8-2007-0041 and R8-2009-0045 (collectively Order); NPDES No. CAG998002,
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Short-Term Groundwater-Related Discharges
and de minimus Wastewater Discharges to Surface Waters within the San Diego
Creek/Newport Bay Watershed (General Dewatering Permit). This order was necessitated
by the TMDLs and the recognition that groundwater-related discharges had the potential
to contribute selenium to the Watershed. The Order acknowledged that while current
groundwater levels exceeded the CTR limit of 5 ug/L for selenium, a feasible treatment
technology did not exist to lower the levels in the discharges to the CTR standard.
Therefore, the Order incorporated an alternative compliance approach by authorizing the
formation of a Nitrogen and Selenium Management Program (NSMP) Working Group
and the implementation of a Work Plan to develop a comprehensive understanding of and
management plan for groundwater-related selenium and nitrogen discharges in the
Watershed. The NSMP Work Plan tasks included monitoring, testing and evaluation of
BMPs, and development of a BMP Strategic Plan (December 2013), an offset and trading
program, TMDLs and site-specific water quality objectives (SSOs), among others. The
proposed project is included in the NSMP’s BMP Strategic Plan.

Selenium-laden nuisance groundwater is currently discharged into either Peters Canyon
Channel or into IRWD’s sewer system under a temporary special discharge permit. High
selenium nuisance groundwater and surface water flow currently discharging into Peters
Canyon Channel is no longer allowed pursuant to the RWQCB NPDES Order No. R8-
2004-0041. Discharges to IRWD’s sewer system must be discontinued because the flow
is recycled and the recycled treatment process is not designed to remove selenium.

IRWD and the partner agencies are proposing this project to implement a preferred
solution to address these identified high priority discharges. By diverting high nitrate and
selenium concentrations in nuisance groundwater and surface water flows to OCSD for
treatment and reuse, water quality from dewatering discharges would be improved.
Impacts would be considered less than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. In general, groundwater in the main producing aquifers of
the underlying groundwater basin is of good quality with an average concentration of
total dissolved solids (TDS) in the basin of 441 mg/L. Ninety to 95 percent of basin
pumping is from the main aquifers. A few localized areas of shallow contamination exist
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d)

in the basin; however, very little water is pumped from the shallow aquifers (MWD,
2007). Groundwater is managed by the Orange County Water District (OCWD), who has
implemented active projects and programs to remove contaminants from the shallow
aquifers before they can migrate into the main producing aquifers. According to data
from Well No. 336944N1177985W001, located near the corner of Culver Drive and
Irvine Center Drive, groundwater levels were at approximately 67 feet below ground
surface as of December 2010 (DWR, 2014).

The project would not interfere with or deplete groundwater supplies. The water sources
for the project include existing dewatered groundwater from the Caltrans GWTF and
existing dewatered or pumped groundwater diverted from Como Channel and Valencia
Drain. The proposed project would not affect groundwater recharge or change existing
groundwater pumping. Therefore, impacts to groundwater would be less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would divert a maximum of 1,130
gpm (2.6 cfs) of dry weather flow from Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and
Valencia Drain that currently discharges into Peters Canyon Channel. The proposed
project would result in a decrease in flow downstream of the diversion points in Peters
Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek. Both Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego
Creek are lined flood control channels with soft bottoms. The proposed project would not
affect flow during wet weather events, as diversions would be discontinued, and the
amount of flow diverted during dry weather would not alter the existing drainage pattern
of Peters Canyon Channel or San Diego Creek. In addition, the proposed facilities would
primarily be installed underground, with disturbed areas restored to preconstruction
conditions, and as such there would be no measureable change in runoff or drainage from
the sites. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial erosion or
siltation onsite or offsite. Impacts would be less than significant.

No Impact. As stated above in Response 3.9(c), the proposed project would not alter the
existing drainage pattern of Peters Canyon Channel or San Diego Creek. The proposed
project would divert a maximum of 1,130 gpm (2.6 cfs) of dry weather flow from Como
Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain that currently discharges into Peters
Canyon Channel. The proposed project would not affect flow during wet weather events,
as diversions would be discontinued. Therefore the proposed project would decrease
runoff discharged to Peters Canyon Channel and would reduce the potential for flooding
to occur. There would be no impact.

No Impact. The proposed project would divert a maximum of 1,130 gpm (2.6 cfs) of dry
weather flow from Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain that
currently discharges into Peters Canyon Channel. The flow in all three drains includes
urban runoff. As a result, the project would not create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Rather,
the project would reduce runoff water discharged to Peters Canyon Channel during dry
weather. During wet weather, diversions would be discontinued and flows would

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 3-50 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



3. Environmental Checklist

continue to be discharged to Peters Canyon Channel similar to existing conditions. In
addition, the flows being diverted for the project are characterized by high nitrate and
selenium concentrations. Therefore, the proposed project would have a positive effect on
water quality. There would be no adverse effects to runoff volume or water quality.

f) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. Overall, the proposed project
would improve water quality conditions in the San Diego Creek Watershed and comply
with the requirements of the NPDES Permit and TMDLs for the Watershed, as described
above under Item 3.9(a). A Reduced Discharge Technical Study (ESA, 2014) was
prepared to evaluate more specifically the operational project impacts to flow and water
quality downstream of the project diversion points. This Technical Study is included as
Appendix C and forms the basis for the assessment provided herein. The area of
potential effect (APE) for operational impacts includes the following:

e Peters Canyon Channel between Como Channel and the San Diego Creek
confluence

e San Diego Creek between the confluence with Peters Canyon Channel and the
mouth of the creek at Upper Newport Bay

e IRWD’s San Joaquin Marsh, which is primarily supported by water diverted
from San Diego Creek

The APE does not include Upper Newport Bay. Upper Newport Bay is a tidal estuary
with flows dominated by ocean tides, and as such there is little potential for the project
diversions to affect the Bay.

Baseline Conditions
Peters Canyon Channel (PCC)

The three project diversions drain directly to PCC, an urbanized channel that flows in a
southwesterly direction through the Tustin Plain. As shown in Figure 9, in the project
vicinity, PCC receives surface flows from multiple tributary channels as well as inputs
from shallow groundwater within the former Swamp of the Frogs. PCC is, for the most
part, a trapezoidal flood control channel, comprised of a relatively wide, sandy bed (from
70 to 160 feet in width between the bank toes) and rip-rap or concrete banks, and
generally lacking any notable riparian habitat. Within the APE, much of the channel is
managed for multiple purposes.

PCC, from Barranca Parkway upstream to Interstate 5, is an OC Flood facility that is
jointly used by IRWD for the purpose of building, operating, and maintaining facilities
identified in the IRWD Natural Treatment System (NTS) Plan. The primary function of
this reach is flood control, and vegetation and sediment within this section of the channel
are periodically removed and/or maintained to provide adequate flood control and
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conveyance. Based on information provided by Orange County Public Works (OCPW)
(OCPW staff, pers. comm., 2014), sediment and/or vegetation removal has occurred
several times since 2003.

San Diego Creek (SDC)

SDC is the primary surface water input to Upper Newport Bay, and receives surface
flows from a 119-square mile watershed that includes the Santiago and San Joaquin Hills,
as well as much of the Tustin Plain. Lower SDC, from downstream of the PCC
confluence through the Sediment Basins (a series of three in-channel basins between the
1-405 Freeway to Upper Newport Bay built for sediment control purposes), is part of the
APE (Figure 9). The downstream end of the Sediment Basins (Basin 1) is tidally
influenced.

Like PCC, lower SDC is an urbanized, trapezoidal channel that has developed into a
multi-purpose OC Flood facility that provides flood control protection, sediment capture,
and nutrient removal. Riparian and aquatic habitat within the Sediment Basins is
generally of higher quality than the project area reaches upstream (in SDC and PCC)
owing to more wetted and open water habitat, more emergent vegetation (e.g., cattails),
and a riparian corridor/buffer (approximately 40 feet wide) that is maintained along the
east bank area of the basins.

IRWD San Joaquin Marsh

Adjacent to lower SDC, the approximately 300-acre IRWD San Joaquin Marsh is one of
the largest inland freshwater marsh systems in southern California (Figure 9. Impacted by
years of urban runoff and the construction of SDC into a flood control channel, the Marsh
was the epicenter of a major wetland restoration effort in the 1990s and early 2000s. The
Marsh is owned and operated by IRWD and is split roughly equally between more natural
riparian wetlands to the north and engineered surface water treatment wetlands to the
south. Both the riparian and treatment wetlands were designed to provide habitats for a
broad range of wildlife, but the treatment wetlands were also designed to reduce
eutrophication in Newport Bay by removing pollutants — especially nitrogen — from SDC
before they enter the Bay. Pollutant removal/transformation is achieved via a number of
physical (e.g., sedimentation) and biogeochemical processes. Selenium and other trace
metals are also monitored in the influent and effluent of San Joaquin Marsh, although the
marsh was not designed with selenium reduction explicitly in mind.

The primary water supply to the San Joaquin Marsh is flow diverted from San Diego
Creek. The inlet and outlet to the San Joaquin Marsh are located within Sediment Basins
3 and 2, respectively (see Figure 9). IRWD has a permit from the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) to divert up to 5 cfs (max of 3,600 acre-feet annually) from
SDC into the San Joaquin Marsh (Permit #20979). Available data indicate that, under
existing conditions, approximately 5.7 cfs is currently pumped into the marsh from the
creek and approximately 5.3 cfs is returned, on average and during normal operations, for
a net diversion of approximately 0.4 cfs. The diversion rate from the creek into the marsh
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does not appear to be dependent upon flow conditions within the creek (e.g., generally, at
least 5 cfs is diverted into the marsh regardless of the flow rate in SDC). Other flow
inputs to the San Joaquin Marsh include storm runoff from the surrounding watersheds
and the Michelson Water Recycling Plant (MWRP) dewatering wells. The MWRP
dewatering wells began discharging directly to the San Joaquin Marsh (instead of to
SDC) in 2006. The average flow rate from these dewatering wells is generally less than
0.5 cfs IRWD, 2014c). Occasionally, the marsh returns more water than it diverts due to
the influence of local groundwater interactions and surface water runoff (IRWD, 2011).

The management and movement of water through the San Joaquin Marsh and adjoining
areas are relatively complex. Using the intake pumps, water is diverted from SDC and
moved through the San Joaquin Marsh over approximately 10 to 14 days, generally
flowing through eight ponds (Ponds A, B, and 1-6) before being discharged back into the
creek. However, a portion of the effluent from Pond 6 is recirculated through other parts
of the marsh (see Appendix C, Figure 7). For a short period of time (approximately 15 to
20 days) each winter (typically anywhere from mid-December through February), water
is diverted from the San Joaquin Marsh to the University of California (UC) San Joaquin
Marsh Reserve to the south in order to help fill it to capacity. The amount of water
transferred each year is variable and subject to availability as determined by IRWD.
When this occurs, the rate at which water is recirculated through the marsh increases.

The San Joaquin Marsh provides major nutrient removal (approximately 60%) as well as
other water quality improvement, including about 30 percent selenium removal (NSMP
Working Group, 2013). An analysis of San Joaquin Marsh selenium dynamics
(Geosyntec, 2003) indicated that selenium is removed through sequestration and
volatilization within the San Joaquin Marsh. Since approximately 2002, IRWD has
measured selenium concentrations in the San Joaquin Marsh influent and effluent. Since
2006, IRWD also periodically collects selenium and water quality data for the MWRP
dewatering discharges.

Operational Impact Analysis

The analysis of operational impacts within the APE focuses on in-channel impacts within
PCC and SDC and impacts to the adjacent off-channel San Joaquin Marsh. The impacts
described below are explained in greater detail in the Reduced Discharge Technical Study
provided in Appendix C. The proposed project would divert existing discharges from
Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain and Valencia Drain year round, during dry-
weather conditions. Accordingly, the Technical Study evaluated the effects of the project
during non-storm conditions, since diversions would be discontinued during wet weather
events. To quantify the potential impact to flow and water quality, data from Water Years
(WY) 2009 through 2013 were used to characterize and represent baseline conditions.
Given the generally dry conditions during this study period, the analysis represents a
conservative assessment of project effects during low-flow conditions, namely dry-
weather conditions during a drought, with the majority of the years experiencing below-
average rainfall.
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Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek

Based on actual historic flow in the Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia
Drain during WY 2009-2013, the proposed diversions would reduce downstream dry-
weather flow by approximately 29 to 34 percent. The average annual daily flow in Peters
Canyon Channel at Barranca Parkway, just upstream of the confluence with San Diego
Creek, is estimated to be reduced from 6.4 cfs to 4.2 cfs (34.4%), which corresponds to a
total flow reduction from 1,510 million gallons per year (MGY) to 991 MGY. The
average annual daily flow in San Diego Creek at the IRWD San Joaquin Marsh inlet is
estimated to be reduced from 7.5 cfs to 5.3 cfs (29.3%), which corresponds to a total flow
reduction from 1,770 MGY to 1,251 MGY. The average annual daily flow in San Diego
Creek at Campus Drive is estimated to be reduced from 7.2 cfs to 5.0 cfs (31.0%), which
corresponds to a total flow reduction from 1,699 MGY to 1,251 MGY (see Appendix C,
Table 7).

Along with reductions in flow, the proposed diversions would result in the removal of
selenium and nitrogen and commensurate reductions in loading of both downstream. The
proposed diversions would remove approximately 154 pounds of selenium per year and
63,940 pounds of nitrate per year. This represents approximately a 40 to 43 percent
reduction of selenium for Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek and a 70 percent
reduction of nitrate for Peters Canyon Channel at Barranca Parkway (see Appendix C,
Table 7). The reduction in selenium and nitrogen loading would result in beneficial
impacts to water quality.

The reduction in flow in Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek would also result
in a reduction in flow velocity and average depth. The predicted changes in flow velocity
(and thus residence time) would be generally insignificant, on the order of zero to 0.10
feet per second (Appendix C, Table 8). The predicted reduction in average flow depth
would be generally small, with average reductions in depth of approximately 16 percent
(Appendix C, Table 8). As a result of such minor changes to flow and depth, predicted
changes in temperature would be considered insignificant. Further, based upon available
data, the reach of San Diego Creek comprising the sediment basins is likely a gaining

reach (i.e., on average there is a net inflow of groundwater) (Appendix C, pages 8-10
23, 50), and thus groundwater input would likely exert much more influence upon
average stream temperature than small, predicted changes in flow depth.

Fhis [n addition, the negligible change in flow velocity would not be great enough to
force the deposition of selenium or other pollutants that may be bound to silt and clay,
and thus there is no expected change in the behavior of bound selenium under project
conditions relative to baseline conditions. The process of selenium sequestration is not
expected to change within the Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek as a result of
the proposed project.

To further clarify, the process of sequestering dissolved selenium within the channels
appears to be controlled by flow depth (hydraulic head) and the subsequent forcing of
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hyporheic exchange (i.e., locally forcing surface water to flow into the upper portion of
the channel bed sediments), a process that would not be enhanced by the proposed
project. Also, in Sediment Basin 1 (see Figure 9), the deposition of selenium bound to
clay-sized particles are controlled primarily by flocculation, which is driven by
freshwater mixing with salt water near the downstream extent of the Sediment Basins, a
process which would be unaffected by the proposed project. The project reductions in
channel flows is not expected to significantly increase the upstream extent of tidal
influence and salinity in the mouth of the San Diego Creek because the tidal extent is
controlled by the channel elevation and weirs rather than mixing of freshwater channel
flows and saline tidal flows.

Given the above conclusion regarding the insignificant effect of the proposed project on

residence time, water depth, and flow velocity in Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego

Creek, and contributions of groundwater to surface flow, the effect of the project on

temperature, dissolved oxygen, and algal growth would also be insignificant, given the

similarly close association between these parameters. For example, shallower flow depths

may be associated with increased water temperatures and algal growth, and slower flow

rates may be associated with increased temperatures and/or lower dissolved oxygen

levels. Under existing conditions, the hydraulic characteristics of Peters Canyon Channel

and San Diego Creek downstream of the project diversions are generally shallow and/or

slow moving. As described above, the project’s potential effect upon flow velocities (i.e.,

residence time) and depths in the channel areas downstream are considered small to

essentially negligible. The proposed project is therefore not expected to increase cycling
of selenium, nitrogen, or other pollutants within the channels and/or Sediment Basins.

Impacts to water quality would be considered less than significant.

IRWD San Joaquin Marsh

As stated above, under existing conditions represented by WY 2009-2013, the average
annual daily flow available in San Diego Creek at the IRWD San Joaquin Marsh inlet is
7.5 cfs; approximately 5.7 cfs is currently pumped into the marsh from the creek; and
approximately 5.3 cfs is returned, on average, during normal operations. The net effect of
San Joaquin Marsh diversions to flow in SDC is minimal given the distance between the
San Joaquin Marsh inlet and outlet is only 700 feet.

The proposed project would reduce the average annual daily flow available at the IRWD
San Joaquin Marsh inlet to 5.3 cfs and would reduce the San Joaquin Marsh influent to
approximately 4.6 cfs, a 19 percent reduction. This would result in a reduction in annual
influent to the marsh by approximately 260 MGY, from 1,345 MGY under existing
conditions to 1,085 MGY under project conditions. This analysis represents a
conservative assessment of project effects during low-flow conditions since the existing
baseline includes drought conditions that exacerbate low flows during dry weather
periods. During normal to wet climatic periods, operation of the proposed project may
have no effect on inflow to the San Joaquin Marsh.
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IRWD has determined that the minimum operational inflow rate to the marsh ranges
between 5.3 cfs and 3.5 cfs. The upper end reflects the minimum inflow rate under
contemporary operating conditions and the lower end represents the lowest monthly
average inflow rate recorded for the San Joaquin Marsh in July of 2013. Operation of the
proposed project would reduce inflow to the marsh but to a level that remains within this
minimum operational range. However, the proposed project would reduce the number of
days on average that diversions fall below the upper end of the range, relative to baseline
conditions. During WY 1999-2013, under existing conditions, inflow rates at the San
Joaquin Marsh inlet exceeded 5 cfs 97 percent of the time. The proposed project would
reduce flows in SDC such that San Joaquin Marsh inflow rates at the inlet would exceed
5 cfs only 71 percent of the time.

The reduction in inflow would potentially affect pond water levels within the San Joaquin
Marsh. However, this would only occur if the volume of water cycling through the marsh
was less than the volume of water consumed within the marsh due to evaporation or other
processes (e.g., transpiration). For WY 2009-2013, average dry season evaporative losses
under baseline conditions represent only about 13 percent of total San Joaquin Marsh
input. Therefore, since inflow to the marsh would still far exceed the estimated losses
within the marsh, the water levels are unlikely to be affected by the proposed project, as
is the extent of physical habitat. In addition, the reduction in inflow would not affect the
water available for transfer to the UC San Joaquin Marsh Reserve. During project
operation, the San Joaquin Marsh inflow rate would still be greater than the rate of flow
transferred to the UC Marsh and thus such transfers eould-still-be-maintained would
remain unchanged if the project is approved and implemented, similar to existing

baseline conditions.

The reduction in inflow would potentially affect residence time for water flowing through
San Joaquin Marsh. As stated above, it takes about 10 to 14 days for water to move
through the marsh under baseline conditions. It is estimated that project operation would
result in an increase in average residence time by approximately five days, from
approximately 14 days to 19 days. This increase in residence time would not affect the
selenium or nitrogen removal efficiency of the San Joaquin Marsh, based on an analysis
showing no statistically signification correlation between Marsh inflow and either
selenium or nitrogen removal efficiency given historical data (see Appendix C, Figures
14a and 14b). The increase in residence time, however, may induce undesirable
conditions, such as increased water temperature, increased algae production, and a
sustained reduction in dissolved oxygen (DO) levels during drought and summer dry
conditions. These reduced water quality conditions if sustained may impact the benthic
and fish community in the marsh in the absence of mitigation, either directly or indirectly

by affecting selenium cycling, speciation, and bioaccumulation. These potential impacts

are based upon recent observations during the current drought period that suggest there
could be a causal link between reduced marsh inflow and increased algae growth.
However, it is important to also note that an anticipated decrease in nutrient loading from
the proposed project may likely reduce algae growth during these critical periods.
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Nonetheless, in the event that algal mats develop and die off as a result of reduced
circulation and increased retention time, diurnal fluctuations in dissolved oxygen may
result in anoxic conditions (dissolved oxygen of 0-2). Sustained low oxygen conditions
can impact benthic communities, potentially result in fish kills, and create odor problems.
Sustained low oxygen can also affect selenium cycling and speciation, and thus could

potentially increase and/or alter the form of selenium removed within the marsh. These
potential effects would could significantly impact water quality and habitat conditions.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would require implementation of an Impact Avoidance
Framework (IAF) to ensure that the effects of the proposed project on flow availability to
the San Joaquin Marsh do not indirectly result in significant adverse effects to water
quality due to increased residence time. The [AF would establish a range of acceptable

water quality parameters (e.g., DO and algae/chlorophyll concentrations) developed from
an existing water quality sampling program ; a trigger for management actions when
water quality parameters are sustained beyond the acceptable range; a suite of corrective
actions to implement to ensure water quality parameters return to, and are maintained
within, the acceptable range. Impacts would be considered less than significant with
mitigation.

Along with reductions in flow available at the San Joaquin Marsh inlet, the proposed
diversions would result in the removal of selenium and nitrogen and commensurate
reductions in loading of both to the marsh. Under existing conditions (WY 2009-2013),
approximately 294 pounds per year of selenium are input to San Joaquin Marsh from
SDC. Under the proposed project, selenium loading to San Joaquin Marsh would be
reduced to approximately 202 pounds per year. Accordingly, the amount of selenium
removed within San Joaquin Marsh would also be reduced as a result of project
operation, dropping from approximately 107 to 74 pounds per year (Appendix C, Table
7). The reduction in selenium and loading would result in beneficial impacts to water
quality in the San Joaquin Marsh.

Impact Avoidance Framework — Environmental Effects of Mitigation

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(d), if a mitigation measure would cause
significant effects in addition to those caused by the project then those effects are to be
discussed although in less detail than the significant effects of the project. Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-1 would implement an IAF for purposes of mitigating project effects
to residence time, water quality and habitat in the San Joaquin Marsh. A component of
the IAF is the option to develop alternative water supplies for the San Joaquin Marsh to
replace inflow lost due to project diversions; a supplemental water source would allow
for the project to continue operating at a minimum diversion level without significant
impacts to the marsh. These alternative water supplies include, but may not be limited to,
the following as discussed in the Reduced Discharge Technical Study (Appendix C): (1)
potable water from the existing 6-inch or 12-inch domestic water pipelines that run along
the boundaries of the marsh; (2) surface water from Sand Canyon Channel, or other
proximate channels such as the UCI box culvert, that discharge to San Diego Creek; and
(3) groundwater pumped from existing or new shallow dewatering wells at the MWRP.
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An assessment of potential impacts associated with each potential alternative water
supply is provided below.

Potable Water

Two existing domestic water lines run adjacent to or within the San Joaquin Marsh area
(Appendix C, Figure 25) and could provide a source of supplemental water to mitigate
project impacts. The backbone infrastructure for this potential alternative supply is
already in place and would likely require minor construction activities (e.g., shallow
trenching) to establish a connection from the existing potable water pipelines to Pond A.
The pipeline would be below-ground and routed in between the ponds within existing dirt
roads or trails. Minor disturbances to vegetation and wildlife may occur during
construction, but mitigation to avoid disturbance to any special-status species’ habitat,
nesting, or foraging activities would be implemented, in a similar fashion to the proposed
project. Any vegetation disturbed would be replaced and restored after construction.
Operation of the supplemental potable water pipeline would require energy to pump
water to Pond A and potentially to operate dechlorination equipment to ensure water
quality is appropriate. Operation of the supplemental potable water pipeline would be as-
needed and therefore temporary and intermittent; any energy use would be minimal and
would not result in significant impacts.

Shallow Groundwater

Thirteen permanent dewatering wells are currently located within the MWRP area
(Appendix C, Figure 25). These dewatering wells are operated to control the shallow
groundwater level and prevent hydrostatic pressure build-up within and/or groundwater
seepage into areas of the MWRP. Under normal operations, the collective flow from
these dewatering wells is routed and discharged to Pond 5 of the San Joaquin Marsh via
the dewatering channel.

To provide an alternative water supply under the IAF, the dewatering wells’ discharge
would be rerouted and discharged to Pond A at the upstream end of the marsh to
supplement inflow. The average, collective daily flow of the dewatering wells is
approximately 0.3 cfs, and the average selenium concentration is much less than that of
the Project diversion (Appendix C, Table 7).2 Thus, the existing dewater wells’ discharge
could offset the minimum project diversion required by the City of Irvine (estimated
range = 0.06 to 0.23 cfs). It may also be possible to operate the existing dewatering wells
in a manner that would allow for temporary increases in production in order to provide a
greater supplemental supply under the IAF. To implement this alternative supply, an
additional pipe or channel would need to be constructed, extending from the existing
dewatering channel to the Pond A inlet. The distance would be relatively short (likely
less than 1,000 feet), and the alignment would likely follow existing roads and/or berms
(or otherwise already developed areas). Therefore impacts due to construction of new
infrastructure would be similar to those described above for installation of a potable

2 Based on eleven MWRP dewatering wells; two wells have only very recently become active (summer of 2014) and
these are not included in our analysis.
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water pipeline to Pond A. Operational impacts would be no different than baseline
operating conditions, as existing dewatered groundwater would continue to be pumped,
just to a different location. Pond A is closer to the dewatering pump than Pond 5 and thus
less energy may even be used relative to baseline conditions.

New dewatering wells also may be considered as part of this alternative supply scenario
in order to increase the amount of supplemental shallow groundwater available and thus
allow for project diversions to proceed at a level above the City or Irvine’s minimum.
Implementation of this alternative would require additional feasibility assessment,
including regulatory and environmental. Similar to existing wells, discharges from new
wells would be regulated by the RWQCB either under IRWD’s existing NPDES permit
for the MWRP or under Order No. R8-2007-0041, amended by R8-2009-0045, the
general permit for discharges to surface water from groundwater dewatering operations
within the San Diego Creek/Newport Bay Watershed. In addition, a groundwater
assessment would be required to evaluate the local response of shallow groundwater and
the ability to operate new wells without adversely affecting groundwater levels under the
San Joaquin Marsh ponds, San Diego Creek, or the MWRP facilities. Feasible locations
for new wells would be determined as a result of this study.

Surface Water

Sand Canyon Channel, which drains into San Diego Creek from the east at a point just
upstream of Campus Drive, is another potential alternative water supply source for the
San Joaquin Marsh (Appendix C, Figure 25). Sand Canyon Channel is an open channel
that discharges to SDC through two pipe culverts under the SDC bike trail and through
the SDC channel bank/sidewall. The USGS operates a stream gaging station on Sand
Canyon channel just upstream of the mouth, at Culver Drive. The existing flow in Sand
Canyon Channel is determined to be adequate to replace a reduction in inflow to San
Joaquin Marsh after project diversions are reduced to a minimum.

The University of California at Irvine (UCI) Box Culvert drains into San Diego Creek
from the south side of the channel, capturing runoff and drainage from the UCI campus
(Appendix C, Figure 25). Measured flow data are not available for the UCI Box Culvert;
however, observations suggest that the UCI Box Culvert flow may be greater than Sand
Canyon Channel flow (IRWD, 2014).

To provide an alternative water supply under the IAF, flow from Sand Canyon Channel
or the UCI Box Culvert would be pumped to Sediment Basin 3 via a new pipeline
running parallel to and on the south side of the San Diego Creek trail, following the
alignment of existing sewer lines. The tie-in point to Sand Canyon Channel or the UCI
Box Culvert would occur near the point of discharge to San Diego Creek, where the
existing sewer lines currently run, and the pipeline would discharge into Sediment Basin
3 just upstream of the San Joaquin Marsh inlet. Construction activities for this option
would primarily be limited to trench excavation and backfilling, and possibly temporary
dewatering of shallow groundwater from the trench (although shallow groundwater at
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g/h)

this point is likely being discharged to SDC anyway). Impacts would be similar in nature
to those described for the proposed project, which similarly involves installation of a
diversion structure and pipeline routed along a bike path alongside the creek. Impacts to
vegetation, habitat, special-status species, and bike path access would similarly be
mitigated, and disturbed areas would be restored back to preconstruction conditions once
all facilities are installed belowground. The diversion of storm drain flow may require
permits from the RWQCB and SWRCB. The effects of the diversion would not be
significant downstream as the only change is the point of discharge; total discharges to
SDC would remain unchanged. There would be a benefit to water quality as the diverted
flow passes through the treatment system of the San Joaquin Marsh before flowing
downstream. Operation of the diversion structure and its pumps would require energy to
pump water up to Sediment Basin 3. Operation of this supplemental supply would be as-
needed and therefore temporary and intermittent; any energy use would be minimal and
would not result in significant impacts.

IRWD and the project sponsors may choose to implement one or more of the above-
mentioned alternative supplies or may identify another alternative source that is equally
as effective and feasible. Although potential impacts of the known potential alternative
water supplies are described above, IRWD and the project sponsors will evaluate whether
or not additional assessment pursuant to CEQA would be required prior to implementing
any option. Any necessary approvals or permits would be acquired prior to
implementation.

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any elements that would result in
housing construction and thus would not result in flood hazards associated with housing.
San Diego Creek and Peters Canyon Channel are identified as Zone A on the FEMA
Flood Insurance Rate Maps. Zone A represents the 100-year flood zone. The levees
represent the boundary of this 100-year flood zone, such that a 100-year flood would be
contained within the channels. The proposed pipeline alignment thus would be outside of
the 100-year flood zone. In addition, the majority of the proposed facilities would be
below ground and would not be considered structures that could impede or redirect flood
flow. There would be no impact to hazards associated with flooding.

Less than Significant Impact. A levee is located along the San Diego Creek and Peters
Canyon Channel. San Diego Creek and Peters Canyon Channel are identified as Zone A
on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps; Zone A represents the 100-year flood zone.
The levees represent the boundary of this 100-year flood zone, such that a 100-year flood
would be contained within the channels. The project does not propose to modify the
existing levees. The project would not expose people or habitable structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee. The project would not result in an increase in water flows to San Diego Creek or
Peters Canyon Channel that could result in the failure of the levee. Impacts would be less
than significant.
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)

No Impact. The project sites are located approximately six and a half miles inland from
the Pacific Ocean. Therefore the project would not be susceptible to tsunami or seiche
hazards. In addition, the project area is relatively flat and not susceptible to mudflows.
There would be no impact related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflows.

Mitigation Measures

HYDRO-1: Impact Avoidance Framework (IAF). IRWD and the project sponsors shall
develop and implement an IAF for the San Joaquin Marsh to avoid changes in water quality that
result from reduced inflow and increased residence time. The conceptual framework and
approach for developing the IAF is described in greater detail in the Reduced Discharge
Technical Study prepared for the project (ESA, 2014; see Appendix C). The development of the
IAF shall include the following steps:

A. Utilize the existing water quality sampling program data to develop baseline water

B.

quality conditions and a target range for DO and algae or chlorophyll concentrations.

Establish triggers for corrective action when water quality parameters are sustained
beyond the target range.

Establish a suite of management actions that may be implemented when triggers are
reached. Ongoing evaluation of the effectiveness of such management actions through
water quality sampling would inform any decisions to alter or discontinue management
actions.

The' IAF management actions may include, but not be limited to, those listed below. The IAF
shall be flexible and adaptable to allow triggers and management actions to be revised based on
actual results and outcomes while still allowing for goals and performance criteria to be achieved.
The following management actions may or may not be implemented in the order presented below:

L.

Recirculation: To maintain the existing flow-through rate, water will be recirculated
through the San Joaquin Marsh ponds (Ponds A, B and 1 through 6) using the existing
pump station and pipe system. The goal shall be to compensate for the reduced inflow
available from the San Diego Creek and maintain water quality conditions similar to
baseline conditions.

Reduce Project Diversions: Project diversions shall be reduced to increase the available
inflow to the San Joaquin Marsh to increase residence time and maintain water quality. A
target minimum project diversion rate shall be established such that the portion of the
diversion required by the City of Irvine’s NPDES permit would be met (R8-2005-0079
extended by Time Schedule Order R8-2009-0069).

Modified Pond Management: Modify pond management as allowed by existing
operations and maintenance protocols for the San Joaquin Marsh to correct for any
increases in residence time and resulting impacts to water quality. For example, water
levels in the San Joaquin Marsh ponds may be temporarily reduced, or one or more ponds
may be temporarily removed from the flow-through water quality treatment system, in
order to increase residence time when inflow to the marsh is reduced.
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4. Alternative Water Supply: The reduction in San Joaquin Marsh inflow shall be
compensated for and replaced with a supplemental water source, such as potable water,
water from another surface channel, or water from existing or new shallow groundwater
dewatering wells at the Michelson Water Recycling Plant. This management option
results in no reduction in inflow to the San Joaquin Marsh and maintains existing marsh
operations, residence time, and water quality. At a minimum, the supplemental water
source offsets the minimum project diversion established as part of #2 above; on an
annual basis this represents replacement of approximately 14 to 54 million gallons per
year. In the event that supplemental water is not available and no other management
actions are available to mitigate for residence time and water quality, project diversions
may be temporarily discontinued.
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3.10 Land Use and Land Use Planning

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

10.

a)

b)

c)

Physically divide an established community?

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan ] ] ] X
or natural community conservation plan?

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING —
Would the project:

L] L] L] X
L] L] X L]

Discussion

a)

b)

No Impact. The proposed project involves construction of a linear underground pipeline
alongside the existing Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek that would be
installed primarily within the ROW of the channel. The pipelines would be entirely
underground with the exception of pipelines suspended from two bridges. As a result, the
proposed pipeline would not result in any aboveground linear features that would
physically divide an established community. Operation of the project would not alter the
physical path of Peters Canyon Channel or San Diego Creek, and would maintain
existing community boundaries. Implementation of the project would not physically
divide an established community; no impact would occur.

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would maintain the existing land
uses in the project area, including flood control and storm water drainage (Peters Canyon
Channel; Edinger storm drain, Valencia storm Drain and Como Channel). Land use in the
project area located in the City of Irvine is designated as Recreation in the General Plan
Land Use Element and also zoned for recreation (City of Irvine, 2012).The project area
located in the City of Tustin is zoned for a regional riding and hiking trail under the
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Specific Plan (City of Tustin, 2003). During project
construction, the existing hiking trail/bike lane that runs alongside Peters Canyon
Channel would be rerouted around the project construction site to Harvard Avenue and
back to Peters Canyon Channel. Upon installation of the project facilities, access would
be restored to the original hiking trail/bike lane path. No long-term conflicts with land
use would occur. The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use
plans, policies or regulations. Impacts would be less than significant.

No Impact. The proposed project facilities do not fall within the boundaries of the
Orange County Natural Community Conservation Plan (CDFW, 1996). No other habitat
conservation plan applies to the area. There would be no impact.
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3.11 Mineral Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
11. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral ] ] ] X
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally important ] ] ] X

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Discussion

a/b) No Impact. There are no County-identified mineral resources near the project area
(Orange County, 2005). The only mineral resource identified in Tustin is the Mercury-
Barite deposit in Red Hill (City of Tustin, 2008). The neighborhood of Red Hill is located
in North Tustin, in which some mining operations occurred in the late 19™ and early 20™
century. However, the area is currently unutilized (Tustin Area Historical Society, 2014)
and is not located near the project area. Implementation of the proposed project would
not result in the loss of availability of an important mineral resource or mineral resource

recovery site. There would be no impact.
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3.12 Noise

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
12. NOISE — Would the project:
a) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, ] X ] ]
noise levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b) Resultin exposure of persons to, or generation of, ] X ] ]
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?
c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient ] X ] ]
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase ] X ] ]
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan ] ] ] X

area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in
an area within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people residing
or working in the area to excessive noise levels?

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, ] ] ] X
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. Sound, traveling in the form of waves from a source,
exerts a sound pressure level (referred to as sound level) that is measured in decibels (dB), which is
the standard unit of sound amplitude measurement. The dB scale is a logarithmic scale that
describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound, with 0 dB
corresponding roughly to the threshold of human hearing and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to the
threshold of pain. Pressure waves traveling through air exert a force registered by the human ear as
sound.

Sound pressure fluctuations can be measured in units of hertz (Hz), which correspond to the
frequency of a particular sound. Typically, sound does not consist of a single frequency, but rather a
broad band of frequencies varying in levels of magnitude. When all the audible frequencies of a
sound are measured, a sound spectrum is plotted consisting of a range of frequency spanning 20 to
20,000 Hz. The sound pressure level, therefore, constitutes the additive force exerted by a sound
corresponding to the sound frequency/sound power level spectrum.

The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum.
As a consequence, when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic
filter that deemphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 Hz and above 5,000 Hz in a manner
corresponding to the human ear’s decreased sensitivity to extremely low and extremely high
frequencies. This method of frequency weighting is referred to as A-weighting and is expressed
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in units of A-weighted decibels (dBA). A-weighting follows an international standard
methodology of frequency deemphasis and is typically applied to community noise
measurements.

An individual’s noise exposure is a measure of noise over a period of time. While a noise level is a
measure of noise at a given instant in time, community noise varies continuously over a period of
time with respect to the contributing sound sources of the community noise environment.
Community noise is primarily the product of many distant noise sources, which constitute a
relatively stable background noise exposure, with the individual contributors unidentifiable. The
background noise level changes throughout a typical day, but does so gradually, corresponding with
the addition and subtraction of distant noise sources such as traffic. What makes community noise
variable throughout a day, besides the slowly changing background noise, is the addition of short-
duration, single-event noise sources (e.g., aircraft flyovers, motor vehicles, sirens), which are readily
identifiable to the individual.

These successive additions of sound to the community noise environment change the community
noise level from instant to instant, requiring the measurement of noise exposure over a period of
time to legitimately characterize a community noise environment and evaluate cumulative noise
impacts. This time-varying characteristic of environmental noise is described using statistical noise
descriptors. The most frequently used noise descriptors are summarized below:

Leg: The L, or equivalent sound level, is used to describe noise over a specified period of time in
terms of a single numerical value; the L, of a time-varying signal and that of a steady
signal are the same if they deliver the same acoustic energy over a given time. The L,
may also be referred to as the average sound level.

Luax:  The maximum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time.
Luin:  The minimum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time.

Lar:  Also termed the DNL, the Ly, is the average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day,
obtained after an addition of 10 dBA to measured noise levels between the hours of 10:00
P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account nighttime noise sensitivity.

CNEL: CNEL, or Community Noise Equivalent Level, is the average A-weighted noise level
during a 24-hour day that is obtained after an addition of 5 dBA to measured noise levels
between the hours of 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. and after an addition of 10 dBA to noise
levels between the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity in
the evening and nighttime, respectively.

An important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it
compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted (i.e., comparison to the ambient
noise environment). In general, the more a new noise level exceeds the previously existing
ambient noise level, the less acceptable the new noise level will be judged by those hearing it.
With regard to increases in A-weighted noise level, the following relationships generally occur:

e Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be
perceived;
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e Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dBA change in noise levels is considered to be a barely
perceivable difference;

e A change in noise levels of 5 dBA is considered to be a readily perceivable difference;
and

e A change in noise levels of 10 dBA is subjectively heard as doubling of the perceived
loudness.

These relationships occur in part because of the logarithmic nature of sound and the decibel system.
The human ear perceives sound in a non-linear fashion; hence the decibel scale was developed.
Because the decibel scale is based on logarithms, two noise sources do not combine in a simple
additive fashion, but rather logarithmically. For example, if two identical noise sources produce
noise levels of 50 dBA, the combined sound level would be 53 dBA, not 100 dBA.

Noise levels from a particular source generally decline as distance to the receptor increases.
Other factors, such as the weather and reflecting or barriers, also help intensify or reduce the
noise level at any given location. A commonly used rule of thumb for roadway noise is that for
every doubling of distance from the source, the noise level is reduced by about 3 dBA at
acoustically “hard” locations (i.e., the area between the noise source and the receptor is nearly
complete asphalt, concrete, hard-packed soil, or other solid materials) and 4.5 dBA at acoustically
“soft” locations (i.e., the area between the source and receptor is normal earth or has vegetation,
including grass). Noise from stationary or point sources is reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for
every doubling of distance at acoustically hard and soft locations, respectively. Noise levels may
also be reduced by intervening structures — generally, a single row of buildings between the
receptor and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5 dBA, while a solid wall or berm
reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA.

a/d) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. A significant impact may occur if
the proposed project would generate excessive noise that exceeds the noise level
standards set forth in the respective General Plan Noise Elements and Noise Ordinances
of the cities of Tustin and Irvine. As the proposed project consists of the installation of
water conveyance infrastructure to be located primarily below ground, potential noise
impacts associated with the project on nearby noise-sensitive land uses would primarily
occur during the construction phase. Once construction activities have been completed,
the newly installed water conveyance system would operate underground and no audible
noise levels affecting noise-sensitive uses located along the proposed pipeline alignment
would occur during project operations. Thus, this analysis focuses on the potential noise
impacts that could result from construction of the proposed project. The exception is
potential noise associated with operation of proposed transformers and electrical facilities
to be co-located with the proposed diversion structures.

Construction Noise

Construction of the proposed project’s pipeline conveyance system would occur in
multiple pipeline segments spanning a length of approximately 17,300 lineal feet.
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Construction of the pipeline would mostly involve the open-trench method, while one
location would require use of the jack and bore construction methods. The process for
both construction methods would generally consist of the following phases: 1) site
preparation, 2) excavation and shoring (of the open-trench and jack and bore pits), 3) pipe
installation and backfilling, 4) removal of jacking and receiving pits (for jack and bore
site only), and 4) work site restoration. Construction activities occurring under each of
these phases would require the use of heavy equipment (e.g., excavators, backhoes,
loaders, tractors, etc.) along with the use of smaller power tools, generators, and other
sources of noise. During each construction phase there would be a different mix of
equipment operating and noise levels would vary based on the amount of equipment in
operation and the location of each activity. As such, construction activity noise levels at
and near each open-trench or jack and bore site would fluctuate depending on the
particular type, number, and duration of use of the various pieces of construction
equipment.

Table 3-4 shows the hourly noise levels (L.x) produced by various types of construction
equipment based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment and noise receptor. It
should be noted that L,,,x noise levels associated with the construction equipment would
only be generated when the equipment are operated at full power. Typically, the
operating cycle for a piece of construction equipment would involve one or two minutes
of full power operation followed by three or four minutes at lower power settings. As
such, the L, noise levels shown in Table 3-4 would only occur occasionally throughout
the construction day.

TABLE 3-4
MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Noise Level at 50 Feet

Construction Equipment (dBA, Limax)
Air Compressor 78
Auger Drill 84
Backhoe 78
Concrete Saw 90
Crane 81
Dozer 82
Dump Truck 77
Excavator 81
Front End Loader 79
Generator 81
Grader 85
Paver 7
Roller 80
Welder 74

Source: FHWA, 2006.

During the project’s construction activities within the proposed pipeline alignment, the
nearest and most notable off-site sensitive receptors to the open-trench and jack and bore
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sites would be the existing residential uses located adjacent to and along the Peters
Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek. In particular, along certain stretches of the
proposed pipeline alignment, the construction zone would be located approximately four
feet to seven feet from the existing residential walls of the residences that are located
along the east side of Peters Canyon Channel. Due to the use of construction equipment
during the construction phases at each open-trench and jack and bore site, the project
would expose these sensitive receptors to increased exterior noise levels. Over the course
of a construction day, the highest noise levels would be generated when multiple pieces
of construction equipment are being operated concurrently.

With regards to construction-related activities, both the City of Tustin and City of Irvine
have elected to regulate the noise levels generated from these activities via restricting
their hours of operation. Section 4616 (Specific Disturbing Noises Prohibited) of the City
of Tustin Noise Ordinance stipulates that all construction-related activities are prohibited
between the hours of 6:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M., Monday through Friday, between the
hours of 5:00 P.M. and 9:00 A.M. on Saturdays, and during all hours on Sundays and
City-observed federal holidays. Additionally, Section 4617 (Exemptions) of the City of
Tustin Noise Ordinance exempts all construction-related activities from the provisions of
the City’s Noise Ordinance as long as these activities occur within the aforementioned
permitted hours. The City of Irvine Noise Ordinance also treats construction activities as
a special provision that is allowed as long as the activities occur within permitted hours
throughout the week. Specifically, Section 6-8-205 (Special Provisions) of the City of
Irvine Noise Ordinance stipulates that construction activities may occur between 7:00
A.M. and 7:00 P.M. Mondays through Fridays and between 9:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on
Saturdays, but are not allowed on Sundays and federal holidays unless a temporary
waiver has been granted by the Chief Building Official or his or her authorized
representative. Thus, the construction activities associated with the proposed project
would be required to adhere to the applicable permitted hours of operation established
under both the City of Tustin and City of Irvine Noise Ordinances.

However, although the proposed project’s construction activities would only occur under
the permitted hours allowed under both the City of Tustin’s and City of Irvine’s
respective Noise Ordinances, the proposed project would still expose the existing
sensitive receptors located in proximity to the proposed pipeline alignment to increased
exterior noise levels above existing ambient noise levels. It should be noted, however,
that any increase in noise levels at the off-site sensitive receptors during project
construction would be temporary in nature, and would not generate continuously high
noise levels, although occasional single-event disturbances from excavation and pipe
installation activities are possible. In addition, once the construction activities at an open-
trench or jack and bore site are completed, the construction activities would move to
another location along the approximately 3-mile proposed pipeline alignment. Due to the
localized nature of noise impacts, the duration of exposure to the project’s construction-
related noise levels at any existing sensitive receptor would only be limited to the time
when an open-trench or jack and bore work site is located on a pipeline segment that is in

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 3-70 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



3. Environmental Checklist

b)

proximity to that receptor. Nonetheless, because the temporary noise nuisance generated
by the project’s construction activities would constitute a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project, this noise impact is considered to be potentially significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-5, which would
require the implementation of noise reduction devices and techniques during construction
at the project site, would reduce the noise levels associated with construction of the
proposed project to the maximum extent that is technically feasible. Therefore, with
implementation of Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-5, the temporary
noise impacts associated with project construction would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

Operational Noise

As discussed previously, because the project would only consist of the installation of
water conveyance infrastructure, potential noise impacts associated with the project on
nearby noise-sensitive land uses would primarily occur during the construction phase.
Once construction activities have been completed, the newly installed pipeline and
diversion structures would operate underground and no audible noise levels affecting
noise-sensitive uses located along the proposed pipeline alignment would occur during
project operations. The operation of the SCE transformer, to be co-located with project
diversion facilities, could have a slight mechanical hum. However, the transformers
would all be located adjacent to existing masonry walls that would reduce potential noise
at neighboring residential property boundaries. In addition, in accordance with
Mitigation Measure NOISE-1, the proposed project would be required to comply with
all noise ordinances for the cities of Irvine and Tustin, including noise standards for
residential property boundaries. Compliance with the ordinances would ensure impacts
related to operational noise would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. Vibration can be interpreted as
energy transmitted in waves through the ground or man-made structures. These energy
waves generally dissipate with distance from the vibration source. Because energy is lost
during the transfer of energy from one particle to another, vibration becomes less
perceptible with increasing distance from the source.

As described in the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration
Impact Assessment (FTA, 2006), ground-borne vibration can be a serious concern for
nearby neighbors of a transit system route or maintenance facility, causing buildings to
shake and rumbling sounds to be heard. In contrast to airborne noise, ground-borne
vibration is not a common environmental problem. It is unusual for vibration from
sources such as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in locations close to major roads.
Some common sources of ground-borne vibration are trains, buses on rough roads, and
construction activities such as blasting, pile-driving, and operation of heavy earth-moving
equipment.
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There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle
velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The
PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean
square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe the effect of vibration on the
human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of
the signal. Decibel notation (VdB) is commonly used to measure RMS. The relationship
of PPV to RMS velocity is expressed in terms of the “crest factor,” defined as the ratio of
the PPV amplitude to the RMS amplitude. Peak particle velocity is typically a factor of
1.7 to 6 times greater than RMS vibration velocity (FTA, 2006). The decibel notation acts
to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration. Typically, ground-borne
vibration generated by man-made activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the
source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors for vibration include structures (especially
older masonry structures), people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick), and
vibration sensitive equipment.

The effects of ground-borne vibration include movement of the building floors, rattling of
windows, shaking of items on shelves or hanging on walls, and rumbling sounds. In
extreme cases, the vibration can cause damage to buildings. Building damage is not a
factor for most projects, with the occasional exception of blasting and pile-driving during
construction. Annoyance from vibration often occurs when the vibration levels exceed
the threshold of perception by only a small margin. A vibration level that causes
annoyance will be well below the damage threshold for normal buildings. The FTA
measure of the threshold of architectural damage for conventional sensitive structures is
0.2 inches per second (in/sec) PPV (FTA, 20006).

With regards to the proposed project, groundborne vibration would be generated from the
operation of heavy construction equipment, such as shoring equipment, at the open-
trench and jack and bore sites along the proposed pipeline alignment, which could
potentially affect the existing sensitive land uses located along the alignment. The
proposed project, which consists of the installation of water conveyance infrastructure,
would not include any operational sources of groundborne vibration.

Construction

The state CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which groundborne vibration or
groundborne noises are considered “excessive.” Numerous public and private
organizations and governing bodies have provided guidelines to assist in the analysis of
vibration; however, the federal, state, and local governments have yet to establish specific
vibration requirements. Additionally, there are no federal, state, or local vibration
regulations or guidelines directly applicable to the proposed project. However,
publications of the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) and California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) are two of the seminal works for the analysis of vibration
relating to transportation and construction-induced vibration. The proposed project is not
subject to FTA or Caltrans regulations; nonetheless, these guidelines serve as a useful
tool to evaluate vibration impacts.
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For the purpose of this analysis, the vibration criteria for structural damage and human
annoyance established in the most recent Caltrans’ Transportation and Construction
Vibration Guidance Manual (2013), which are shown in Table 3-5 and Table 3-6,
respectively, are used to evaluate the potential vibration impacts of the project on nearby

sensitive receptors.

TABLE 3-5
CALTRANS VIBRATION DAMAGE POTENTIAL THRESHOLD CRITERIA

Structure and Condition

Maximum PPV (in/sec)

Transient Sources

Continuous/Frequent
Intermittent Sources

Extremely fragile historic buildings,

ruins, ancient monuments 0.12 0.08
Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1
Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25
Older residential structures 0.5 0.3
New residential structures 1.0 0.5
Modern industrial/commercial

buildings 2.0 0.5

NOTE: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.
Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors,
crack and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.

SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.

TABLE 3-6
CALTRANS VIBRATION ANNOYANCE POTENTIAL CRITERIA

Maximum PPV (in/sec)

Continuous/Frequent

Structure and Condition Transient Sources Intermittent Sources
Barely perceptible 0.04 0.01
Distinctly perceptible 0.25 0.04
Strongly perceptible 0.9 0.10
Severe 2.0 0.4

NOTE: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.
Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors,
crack and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.

SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.

The project’s construction activities along the proposed pipeline alignment have the
potential to generate low levels of groundborne vibration as the operation of heavy
construction equipment (i.e., loaders, excavators, haul trucks, etc.) generates vibrations
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that propagate though the ground and diminishes in intensity with distance from the
source. As such, the existing sensitive uses (i.e., residential uses) located along the
pipeline alignment could be exposed to the generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels during the project’s construction activities. Site
ground vibrations from construction activities very rarely reach the levels that can
damage structures, but they may be perceived in buildings very close to a construction
site. No pile-driving or blasting activities would be required for construction of the
proposed project components, although shoring equipment may be used.

The various PPV vibration velocities for several types of construction equipment, along
with their corresponding RMS velocities (in VdB), that can generate perceptible vibration
levels are identified in Table 3-7. Based on the information presented in Table 3-7,
vibration velocities could reach as high as approximately 0.089 inch-per-second PPV at
25 feet from the source activity, depending on the type of construction equipment in use.
This corresponds to a RMS velocity level of 87 VdB at 25 feet from the source activity.

Although the off-road construction equipment used for the project would generally
consist of loaders, excavators, and backhoes that would be smaller in scale than a large
bulldozer, the vibration levels for a large bulldozer (as shown in Table 3-7) are used to
analyze the project’s vibration-related impacts during construction for the purpose of
conducting a conservative analysis.

TABLE 3-7
VIBRATION SOURCE LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Approximate PPV (in/sec) Approximate RMS (VdB)

25 50 60 75 100 25 50 60 75 100
Equipment Feet Feet Feet Feet Feet Feet Feet Feet Feet Feet
Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.024 0.017 0.011 87 78 76 73 69
Caisson Dirilling 0.089 0.031 0.024 0.017 0.011 87 78 76 73 69
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.020 0.015 0.010 86 77 75 72 68
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.009 0.007 0.004 79 70 68 65 61
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.0008 0.0006 0.0004 58 49 a7 44 40

SOURCE: FTA, 2006.

Table 3-8 shows the estimated construction-related groundborne vibration levels that
could occur at the identified off-site sensitive uses located along the proposed pipeline
alignment during project construction. As shown in Table 3-8, the vibration velocities
forecasted to occur at the off-site sensitive receptors would be 0.003 in/sec PPV at the
residences located along the San Diego Creek, between Main Street and Alton Parkway,
to 0.35 in/sec PPV at the residences located along Peters Canyon Channel, between
Edinger Avenue and Como Channel. None of the building structures at the identified off-
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site sensitive use locations are considered to be historic or fragile structures that are
extremely susceptible to vibration damage. For the purpose of this analysis, the identified
off-site residential structures are considered to be “older residential structures,” based on
the structure descriptions provided under Caltrans vibration criteria (refer to Table 3-6).
Based on the information shown in Table 3-8, with the exception of the residences
located between Edinger Avenue to Como Channel, none of the other remaining existing
off-site residential structures would be exposed to PPV groundborne vibration levels that
exceed the 0.3 inches per second criteria for continuous/frequent intermittent sources.
However, because the residences located between Edinger Avenue to Como Channel
could be exposed to PPV vibration levels that exceed 0.3 inches per second, this impact
would be potentially significant.

TABLE 3-8
GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION LEVELS AT OFF-SITE SENSITIVE USES

Approximate Distance to Construction
Area Estimated PPV

Off-site Sensitive Land Use

(ft)2

(in/sec)

Residences located along San Diego

Creek from Main Street to Alton
Parkway.

Residences located along Peters
Canyon Channel from Barranca
Parkway to Warner Avenue.

Residences located along Peters
Canyon Channel from Warner
Avenue to Moffett Drive.

Residences located along Peters
Canyon Road from Moffett Drive to
Edinger Avenue.

Residences located along Peters
Canyon Channel from Edinger
Avenue to Como Channel.

Residences located along Peters
Canyon Channel from Como
Channel to Walnut Avenue

ft. = feet
in/sec = inches per second.

250

20

23

23

10

60

0.003

0.12

0.10

0.10

0.35

0.02

a For the groundborne vibration analysis, approximate distances are measured from the nearest project site boundary to the nearest

sensitive-receptor structure located offsite.

In addition, the vibration levels at four of the identified off-site sensitive receptor
locations would also be at 0.10 in/sec PPV or greater, which is considered to be strongly
perceptible for continuous/frequent intermittent sources with respect to Caltrans vibration
annoyance potential criteria (refer to Table 3-6). Thus, vibration impacts associated with
human annoyance would also be potentially significant at these identified sensitive
receptors.
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Given that the proposed project would result in the installation of a pipeline that would be
installed at a rate of 100 to 250 feet per day, the acute effects of vibration at any
particular residence would last for only a day or two. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures NOISE-6 would require notification of existing residents adjacent to
construction areas of the construction schedule and location. In addition, Mitigation
Measure NOISE-7 would require IRWD to establish a public liaison to receive and
address noise complaints during project construction. Impacts would be considered less
than significant with mitigation.

Operation

Once construction activities have been completed, the newly installed pipeline and
diversion structure would operate underground and no other vibration-generating sources
associated with project operation would occur. Thus, no impact with respect to
groundborne vibration during project operations would occur.

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed project, which
consists of the installation of an underground water conveyance system along segments
of the Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek, would not introduce any new
sources of operational noise in the project area other than the new SCE transformers to be
co-located with project diversion facilities. As described previously, the SCE transformer
could have a slight mechanical hum. However, the transformers would all be located
adjacent to existing masonry walls that would reduce potential noise at neighboring
residential property boundaries. In addition, in accordance with Mitigation Measure
NOISE-1, the proposed project would be required to comply with all noise ordinances for
the cities of Irvine and Tustin, including noise standards for residential property
boundaries. Compliance with the ordinances would ensure impacts related to increases in
ambient noise would be less than significant.

No Impact. A section of the project site is located adjacent to the Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS) Tustin; however MCAS Tustin was officially closed down in July of
1999 (City of Tustin, 2008). The project site is located slightly less than 1.5 miles west of
the John Wayne Airport. However, the project site is not within the airport’s Impact
Zones, as specified by the Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) for John Wayne
Airport (ALUC, 2008). Further, the project consists of water conveyance infrastructure
and would not increase the amount of people living or working in the area, and would
therefore not expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels.

No Impact. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the proposed project. Further,
the project consists of water conveyance infrastructure and would not increase the
amount of people living or working in the area, and would therefore not expose people
residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels.
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Mitigation Measures

NOISE-1: Project construction activities shall comply with the noise ordinances of the City of
Tustin and City of Irvine, including any daily restrictions on construction hours.

NOISE-2: The construction contractor shall ensure proper maintenance and working order of
equipment and vehicles and that all construction equipment is equipped with manufacturers
approved mufflers and baffles.

NOISE-3: The construction contractor(s) shall endeavor to use quieter equipment as opposed to
noisier equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment), when feasible.
Noisy equipment shall be switched off when not in use.

NOISE-4: Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of
equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels, to the extent feasible.

NOISE-5: The construction contractor shall place all stationary construction equipment so that
emitted noise is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the project site.

NOISE-6: In conjunction with Mitigation Measure TR-3, prior to any construction activities, the
existing residents located directly adjacent to the construction work area shall be notified of the
project location and dates of construction.

NOISE-7: IRWD shall designate a public liaison for the proposed project that will be responsible
for addressing public concerns about construction activities, including excessive noise. The
contact information for the public liaison shall be included in all notices and project signage.
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3.13 Population and Housing

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either ] ] ] X
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing ] ] ] X
units, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating ] ] ] X
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
Discussion
a) No Impact. The proposed project includes implementation of a water conveyance system
along sections of existing flood control channels. The proposed project would not directly
induce population growth in the region because the project does not involve construction
of new homes or businesses. The proposed project would not require additional full-time
employees for operation and maintenance of the new facilities. Therefore, no direct net
increase in personnel is anticipated with implementation of the proposed project. Thus,
the proposed project would not directly induce population growth.
The proposed project would not remove an obstacle to growth, such as constraint on a
required public service, such as water supply or wastewater treatment capacity. The
proposed infrastructure would be designed to divert and convey nuisance groundwater
and surface water flows from existing storm drain channels to a wastewater treatment
plant. The proposed project is not a water supply project and would not provide any
resources to support or accommodate population growth. The proposed project would not
indirectly induce population growth.
b/c) No Impact. The proposed project would not directly affect housing and thus would not
displace housing or people. Construction of replacement housing would not be necessary.
There would be no impact.
Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 3-78 ESA / Project No. 130993

Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



3. Environmental Checklist

3.14 Public Services

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

14.

a)

PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of, or the need for, new
or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the following public
services:

i)

ii)
i)
iv)

v)

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

oo
oo
I
MXNXX O

Discussion

a.i)

a.ii)

Less Than Significant Impact. The cities of Irvine and Tustin are provided regional fire
protection and emergency services from the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) (City
of Irvine, 2012a). OCFA Division IV, Battalions 2 and 3 services the cities of Irvine and
Tustin. Fire Station No. 6 is located at 3180 Barranca Parkway (OCFA, 2009a) and is
located less than 200 feet from the project site (OCFA, 2009b) and has six captains, six
engineers and 12 firefighters (OCFA, 2009¢). The OCFA has a goal five-minute response
time for fire and basic life safety incidents, and an eight-minute response time for
advanced life support incidents (City of Irvine, 2012a). The project would involve the
construction of a water conveyance system and would be designed to comply with the
CBC and Fire Codes to reduce the risks associated with fire. While the project would
involve the construction of new structures on-site that could be exposed to fire, the
proposed structures are not habitable and would be designed to current fire code
standards. The proposed project would not require additional public services, such as fire
protection, beyond that expected by the municipalities within IRWD’s service area due to
planned future growth. Impacts with regard to fire protection services would be less than
significant.

No Impact. The City of Irvine is provided police services by the City of Irvine Public
Safety Department (City of Irvine, 2012a). The Irvine Police Department is located at 1
Civic Center Plaza, located adjacent to the project site near San Diego Creek Trail and
Alton Parkway. In 2000, the City staffing goal was 1.14 officers per 1,000 people (City
of Irvine, 2012a). The City planned to hire five new personnel in the fiscal year 2013-
2014 (City of Irvine, 2012b). The City of Tustin provides police services by the City of
Tustin Police Department. The Tustin Police Department is located at 300 Centennial
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a.iii)

a.iv)

a.v)

Way in Tustin. The project would result in the construction of a water conveyance system
and would not increase the amount of persons on-site or compromise the security of the
site. The proposed project would not require additional public services, such as police
protection, beyond that expected by the municipalities within IRWD’s service area due to
planned future growth. There would be no impact to police services.

No Impact. As determined in Response 3.13(a) above, the proposed project would not
result in direct or indirect population growth. Therefore, the proposed project would not
affect population-based school enrollment within the surrounding Irvine or Tustin areas.
There would be no need for additional school facilities. There would be no impact.

No Impact. The proposed project would not include park facilities. Harvard Park is
adjacent to the proposed pipeline segment located near Walnut Avenue. Sweet Shade
Park is located approximately 0.2 mile southeast of the Peters Canyon Channel. Bill
Barber Community Park is located adjacent to the confluence of San Diego Creek and
Peters Canyon Channel. A small section of San Marco Community Park is located
adjacent to a section of the Peters Canyon Channel near Main Street. However,
construction of the proposed facilities would not limit the existing uses at these parks or
access to these parks. The project would install a water conveyance system and would not
directly contribute to an increased amount of people living or working in the area that
would necessitate construction of additional park facilities. There would be no impact
related to parks.

No Impact. The proposed project is not expected to cause significant environmental
impacts to the service levels of any other public service providers. The proposed project
would not generate an increase in population and, therefore, would not cause an increased
demand in public services. There would be no impact.
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3.15 Recreation

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

15. RECREATION — Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional ] ] ] X
parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would
occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the ] ] X ]
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Discussion

a)

b)

No Impact. As determined in Response 3.13(a), the proposed project would not result in
direct or indirect population growth. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate
an increased demand for parks or other recreational facilities. Existing parks would not
experience increased use or physical deterioration due to the proposed project. There
would be no impact.

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not directly include or affect
park facilities. Harvard Park is adjacent to the proposed pipeline segment located near
Walnut Avenue. Sweet Shade Park is located approximately 0.2 mile southeast of the
Peters Canyon Channel. Bill Barber Community Park is located adjacent to the
confluence of San Diego Creek and Peters Canyon Channel. A small section of San
Marco Community Park is located adjacent to a section of the Peters Canyon Channel
near Main Street. Construction of the proposed facilities would not limit the existing uses
at these parks or access to these parks.

The proposed project does include recreational facilities. The pipeline segment to be
located between Como Channel and Walnut Avenue is part of the Peters Canyon Wash
Trail, which includes a bike path. This bike path would be detoured to Harvard Avenue
during construction. After construction, the bike path would be restored to preexisting
conditions. The proposed project would not require construction of new, or expansion of
existing, recreational facilities such as bikeways and trails. There would be no resulting
long-term impact on the environment. Impacts would be less than significant.
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3.16 Transportation and Traffic

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
16. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC —
Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy |:| |Z| |:| |:|
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management |:| |:| |Z| |:|
program, including, but not limited to, level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?
¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including |:| |:| |:| |Z|
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location, that results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature |:| |:| |:| |X|
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Resultin inadequate emergency access? |:| |Z| |:| |:|
f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs |:| |X| |:| |:|
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?
Discussion
a) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. During project construction,
construction vehicles could result in short-term, intermittent lessening of roadway
capacities due to slower moving vehicles, the larger turning radii of the trucks (as
compared to passenger vehicles), and lane closures during installation of the proposed
pipelines within roadway ROWs. Construction of the proposed project would result in
temporary lane closures on Main Street in Irvine and street crossings using open trench
construction methods for pipeline installation at Warner Avenue, Barranca Parkway,
Alton Parkway, Edinger Avenue and Moffett Drive. Traffic-generating construction
activities would consist of the daily arrival and departure of construction workers, trucks
hauling equipment and materials to and from the construction site, and the hauling of
imported fill. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 and TR-2 would reduce
impacts associated with construction traffic to a less than significant level.
Operation of the proposed facilities would require regular operational and maintenance
inspections and repairs. The frequency and number of trucks for scheduled maintenance
would not be great enough to result in degradation of traffic conditions or levels of
service on local roadways. Impacts would be less than significant.
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b)

c/d)

Less than Significant Impact. The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) is
the designated Congestion Management Agency for Orange County. The OCTA prepares
the Orange County Congestion Management Program (CMP), the goals of which are to
reduce traffic congestion and provide a mechanism for coordinating land use and
development decisions. The CMP identifies cost-effective improvements and strategies
for mitigation of performance problems within the CMP. The CMP is defined as a
network of state highways and arterials, level of service (LOS) standards and related
procedures, and provides technical justification for the approach. LOS standards for
roadways that are part of the Orange County CMP network are intended to regulate long-
term traffic increases resulting from the operation of new development, and do not apply
to temporary construction projects. Short-term limited construction-related traffic would
not create a substantial impact on traffic volumes nor change traffic patterns in such a
way as to affect the LOS or vehicle to congestion ratios on study area roadways.
Therefore, for the proposed project, temporary construction-generated traffic would not
result in any long-term degradation in operating conditions or LOS on any nearby
roadways. The proposed project would not introduce any new facilities to the project area
that would otherwise generate long-term changes in traffic. Following installation of the
proposed water conveyance system, disturbed areas would be restored to preexisting
conditions and roadways would be repaved. Impacts would be less than significant.

No Impact. The construction and operation of the proposed project would not affect air
traffic patterns, levels, or locations. The proposed project would not alter current roadway
designs or result in increased hazards due to design features. All project components
would be belowground and areas of disturbance would be restored to preexisting
conditions, including repaving of roadways where affected. There would be no impact.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The closest fire station to the
project components is Fire Station No. 6, located at 3180 Barranca Parkway (OCFA,
2009a), less than 200 feet from the project area (OCFA, 2009b). The Irvine Police
Department is located at 1 Civic Center Plaza, located adjacent to the proposed pipeline
segment near San Diego Creek Trail and Alton Parkway. Construction of the proposed
project would result in temporary lane closures on Main Street in Irvine and street
crossings using open trench construction methods for pipeline installation at Warner
Avenue, Barranca Parkway, Alton Parkway, Edinger Avenue and Moffett Drive. Traffic
along these streets may be slowed by the transport and delivery of construction
equipment, materials, excavated soils, and backfill to and from the site and the
construction within the streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 would
ensure the Traffic Control Plan prepared by the project contractor would incorporate
specific measures to avoid interference with emergency access and reduce potential
impacts to less than significant levels.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed project could affect
traffic circulation on city streets that support alternative transportation routes, such as
Orange County Transit Authority public bus routes on Walnut Avenue, Edinger Avenue,
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Alton Parkway, and Main Street (OCTA, 2014). Implementation of Mitigation Measure
TR-1 and TR-3 would require advanced notification and communication with public
transit agencies regarding the location and duration of construction activities and lane
closures to allow for relocation of transit routes or stops if necessary. Impacts would be
temporary during project construction and would be considered less than significant with
mitigation.

The existing asphalt bike path and walking trail within the project area is on the east side
of Peters Canyon Channel from Barranca Parkway to Warner Avenue and from Como
Channel to Walnut Avenue and is maintained by the City of Irvine. Construction within
these two pipeline segments would be considered a short-term temporary impact. The
existing bike paths between Barranca Parkway and Walnut Avenue would be detoured to
Harvard Avenue during construction of the proposed project. Once the pipeline is
installed, the bike paths would be restored to preexisting conditions and access would
resume. Impacts would be less than significant.

For the Como Channel diversion structure, maintenance may require temporary detour of
the bike path along Como Avenue and Peters Canyon Channel to Harvard Avenue.

The proposed pipelines also would cross the AT&SF train tracks. However, jack and bore
construction methods would be utilized to install the proposed pipeline under the train
tracks and avoid disruption to train services. The proposed project would otherwise not
conflict with adopted plans and policies supporting alternative transportation.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1, requiring implementation of a Traffic
Control/Traffic Management Plan, would reduce impacts associated with alternative
transportation to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measures

TR-1: The construction contractors shall prepare and implement a Traffic Control/Traffic
Management Plan subject to approval by the cities prior to construction. The plan shall:

Identify hours of construction and hours for deliveries;

Include a discussion of haul routes, limits on the length of open trench, work area
delineation, traffic control and flagging;

Identify all access and parking restrictions, pavement markings and signage requirements
(e.g., speed limit, temporary loading zones);

Include a plan to coordinate all construction activities with emergency service providers
in the area at least one month in advance. Emergency service providers shall be notified
of the timing, location, and duration of construction activities. All roads shall remain
passable to emergency service vehicles at all times.

Include a plan to coordinate with public transit agencies regarding the location and
duration of construction activities and lane closures to allow for relocation of transit
routes or stops if necessary.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 3-84 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



3. Environmental Checklist

TR-2: IRWD shall layout a plan to maintain access to residences and businesses, public facilities,
and recreational resources at all times to the extent feasible.

TR-3: IRWD shall layout a plan for notifications and a process for communication with affected
residents, businesses, and public transit agencies prior to the start of construction. Advance public
notification shall include posting of notices and appropriate signage of construction activities.

The written notification shall include the construction schedule, the exact location and duration of
activities within each street (i.e., which lanes and access point/driveways would be blocked on
which days and for how long), and a toll-free telephone number for receiving questions or
complaints;
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3.17 Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —
Would the project:
a) Conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of ] ] X ]
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or ] ] X ]
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm ] ] X ]
water drainage facilities, or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the ] ] X ]
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?
e) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment ] ] X ]
provider that would serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?
f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted ] ] X ]
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and ] ] X ]
regulations related to solid waste?
Discussion
a) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would install infrastructure for the
collection and transport of nuisance groundwater and surface water flows with high
nitrate and selenium concentrations to OCSD for treatment. The project would connect to
a 60-inch sewer line that conveys flows to OCSD WRP Plant 1 for treatment. OCSD is
required to comply and is in compliance with all RWQCB wastewater treatment
requirements. In order to discharge into the OCSD sewer system, two permits issued by
OCSD may be required to be obtained: a Dry Weather Urban Runoff Discharge Permit
and a Special Purpose Discharge Permit. IRWD has contacted and consulted with OCSD
regarding these permits and connection to the sewer system at Main Street. OCSD would
assess the various flows tributary to the proposed diversion system, and flows that are
determined to be urban runoff can be discharged to the OCSD sewer system without
charge per OCSD Resolution 13-09 once a Dry Weather Urban Runoff Discharge Permit
has been issued. Flows that are determined to be pumped groundwater can be discharged
to the sewer system, subject to applicable fees and charges, likely in accordance with an
OCSD Special Purpose Discharge Permit. Impacts would be less than significant.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project itself involves a water conveyance
system with a proposed discharge point into the OCSD Main Street sewer. In order to
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d)

discharge into the OCSD sewer system, two permits issued by OCSD may be required: a
Dry Weather Urban Runoff Discharge Permit and a Special Purpose Discharge Permit.
IRWD has contacted and consulted with OCSD regarding these permits and proposed
discharge to the sewer system at Main Street. In doing so, the capacity of the Main Street
pump station would be confirmed by OCSD to ensure sufficient capacity to accept the
maximum dry weather flow and reduced wet weather flow proposed under the project.
OCSD would verify it has adequate capacity for conveyance (including pumping) and
treatment of project flows, considering the source of waters and capacity of existing
OCSD facilities, prior to issuing the permits. Impacts related to the wastewater treatment
facilities would be less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would result in the diversion of
flows from existing storm water drainage infrastructure into a sewer system. Therefore,
the project is expected to reduce the overall flows in the affected drainage infrastructure,
and would not require the expansion of existing storm drain infrastructure. Impacts would
be less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. Water needs of the proposed project during construction
would be relatively minor and temporary (e.g., for dust control purposes, etc.). During
operation, the proposed project structures would divert nuisance groundwater and surface
water flows with high nitrate and selenium concentrations from existing stormwater
drainage facilities flows to OCSD for treatment. The proposed facilities would not
require water entitlements to operate. The diversions would be permitted under the
Regional Board NPDES permit. Impacts would be less than significant.

The primary water supply to the San Joaquin Marsh is flow diverted from SDC. IRWD
has a permit from the SWRCB to divert up to 5 cfs (max of 3,600 acre-feet annually)
from SDC into the San Joaquin Marsh for purposes of wildlife enhancement (Permit
#20979). Under existing conditions, approximately 5.7 cfs is currently pumped into the
marsh from the creek and approximately 5.3 cfs is returned on average during normal
operations, resulting in an actual net diversion or “use” of less than one half of a cubic
foot per second. IRWD discharges and returns flow from the San Joaquin Marsh to SDC
as a non-consumptive use with only minor losses due to evaporation and other possible
sinks within the marsh.

Implementation of the proposed project would reduce the amount of time that the
permitted diversion rate would be achieved. The proposed project would reduce the
percentage of the time that 5 cfs is exceeded at the San Joaquin Marsh inlet from 97
percent under existing conditions to 71 percent under project conditions (ESA, 2014;
Appendix C). In terms of annual volume, 5 cfs equates to 1,180 MGY. The proposed
project would reduce the average annual San Joaquin Marsh influent to approximately
4.6 cfs, or 1,085 MGY. Therefore, the project may take up to approximately 95 MGY of
water that has been appropriated to IRWD for diversion into the San Joaquin Marsh for
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g)

wildlife enhancement. This effect would be temporary and occur intermittently, and thus
the impact to IRWD’s water entitlements is considered less than significant

Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 3.17(a) and (b). As stated previously,
the proposed project flows would be discharged to OCSD for treatment. Project flows
would discharge into OCSD’s 60-inch sewer line in Main Street in Irvine. Prior to
issuance of a Dry Weather Urban Runoff Discharge Permit and/or Special Purpose
Discharge Permit, available wastewater treatment capacity would be confirmed by
OCSD. Impacts would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project infrastructure would
likely generate solid waste that could include concrete, pavement, packaging, rubble,
plant debris, excavated soils, and worker-generated waste. Operation of the project would
require the disposal of debris cleared from diversion structures during routine
maintenance. The City of Irvine has a list of 23 authorized waste haulers for pick-up
services (City of Irvine, 2014). CR&R Incorporated is the City of Tustin’s designated
waste hauler (City of Tustin, 2014). Waste generated by the project would be collected
and disposed of at the nearest landfill. The proposed project waste is anticipated to be
disposed of at the Frank R. Bowerman landfill, located north of Sand Canyon Avenue on
Bee Canyon Access Road (City of Irvine, 2012). The Frank R. Bowerman landfill can
accept up to 11,500 tons of waste per day and has an expected closure date of 2053
(CalRecycle, 2014). Waste disposal needs would be short-term during the construction
period. Impacts would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed facilities would generate
waste as described above in Response 3.17(f). The City of Irvine has adopted a
Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling and Reuse Ordinance (07-18). The
Ordinance requires the recycling of construction and demolition debris in a manner
consistent with the Ordinance to meet or exceed the diversion requirements (City of
Irvine, 2014). As the project is estimated to cost greater than $50,000 to implement, it
would be subject to City of Tustin requirements to recycle a minimum of 50 percent of
construction and demolition waste (City of Tustin, 2014). During project operation, the
diversion structures would be routinely maintained and cleared of any debris; debris
would be disposed of in accordance with local regulations and at certified landfills. The
project would comply with all local, state and federal statutes regarding solid waste
during construction and operation. Impacts would be less than significant.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 3-88 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



3. Environmental Checklist

3.18 Energy

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

a)

b)

©)

d)

Result in a substantial increase in overall or per capita ] ] X
energy consumption?

Result in wasteful or unnecessary consumption of ] ] X
energy?

ENERGY — Would the project:

00 O

Require or result in the construction of new sources of ] ] X ]
energy supplies or additional energy infrastructure

capacity the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

Conflict with applicable energy efficiency policies or ] ] X ]
standards?

Discussion

a/b)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would require use of a variety of
construction equipment. The primary energy demand during construction would be
associated with use of gasoline- and diesel-powered mobile construction equipment and
use of automobiles to transport workers to and from the construction site(s). Electricity
would also be used for construction lighting and electrically driven construction devices
such as air compressors, pumps and other equipment. Nevertheless, the proposed project
is considered a relatively small construction project. Therefore, the amount of
transportation fuel and electricity required for construction would be small relative to
statewide consumption. Construction impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project would result in electricity consumption to power the newly installed
diversion pumps. The proposed project would require a maximum annual electricity use
of 600 megawatt hours (MWh). Although the project would result in an increase in
energy consumption, the new facilities would treat nuisance groundwater and surface
water flows associated with urban runoff, with high selenium and nitrate concentrations,
that are currently discharged into the watershed and impairing water quality. As a result,
energy consumption would be neither wasteful nor unnecessary, as the proposed project
would result in an improvement in regional water quality, an environmental benefit, and
would not be considered a substantial increase in energy consumption when considered
on a regional basis. Impacts would be less than significant.

The amount of energy required to treat the additional 1,621 gpm (3.7 cfs) of flow at
OCSD Plant 1 is anticipated to be accommodated by the existing OCSD energy supplies.
OCSD energy supplies are derived from various sources: digester gas, natural gas
purchased from offsite suppliers, electricity purchased from Southern California Edison
(SCE), and electricity produced by the onsite Central Generation (Cen Gen) facility.
OCSD has converted its operating machinery to natural gas or electric power while
emergency back-up generators are equipped to operate on diesel fuel. Many onsite
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d)

vehicles also use electric power or compressed gas. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Less than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project is not anticipated
to result in substantial increases in energy consumption, as described above in Response
3.18(a) and (b). The proposed project would receive electrical power through new
electrical conduit to be installed by SCE, which would connect the proposed transformers
to existing electrical facilities in Harvard Avenue. Installation of the conduit may require
some trenching to install the lines below ground in places where there are no existing
ducts or sleeves. It is possible that the bike path along Como Avenue and Como Channel
would be disrupted for installation of conduit, as well as the ROW along Edinger Avenue
and Moffett Drive, leading to Harvard Avenue. Environmental impacts associated with
such installation, although the responsibility of SCE, would be no greater than those
described in this IS/MND for trenching and installation of the proposed pipeline.
Implementation of similar mitigation measures as described herein would ensure
environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels.

Less Than Significant Impact. It is not anticipated that the proposed project would
conflict with energy efficiency policies or standards. The pumps associated with the
proposed diversion structures are very small, with little need or opportunity for

considering special energy efficient models. Impacts would be less than significant.
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3.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —
Would the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the ] X ] ]
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but ] X ] ]
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

c) Have environmental effects that would cause ] X ] ]
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Discussion

a) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. As discussed in Sections 3.4 and
3.5 of this Initial Study, construction of the proposed project has the potential to
adversely affect biological and cultural resources, including special-status plant and
wildlife species. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-6 and
CUL-1 through CUL-5 would ensure any potential impacts are mitigated to a less than
significant level. Operation of the proposed project also would have the potential to
adversely affect special-status plant and wildlife species and natural communities due to
resulting flow reductions in San Diego Creek and the reduction in available flow for
diversion to IRWD’s San Joaquin Marsh. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-1 would ensure any potential impacts are mitigated to a less than significant
level. No additional mitigation is required.

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. As discussed in Sections 3.1
through 3.18 of this Initial Study, many of the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed project would occur during construction, with few lasting operational effects.
Because construction related impacts of the proposed project are temporary and localized,
they would only have the potential to combine with similar impacts or other projects if
they occur at the same time and in proximity to each other. There are two known projects
in the project area: the Tustin Legacy — Barranca Storm Channel Improvements Project
and the Moffett Drive Bridge Widening Project.

The Tustin Legacy Project will reroute traffic and could result in increased traffic
volumes in streets which the proposed pipeline would cross. The Tustin Legacy Project
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also will result in the widening of Peters Canyon Channel in the vicinity of the proposed
pipeline segment between Warner Avenue and Como Channel. The bike path associated
with Peters Canyon Wash Trail will be completed and paved in this area, expected in
2016. The construction of the Barranca Storm Channel improvements anticipated to
begin in 2016 or later. The City of Tustin anticipates the bridge widening of Moffett
Drive bridge construction to start at the end of 2016 or later. The proposed pipeline
would be constructed prior to bridge widening. The proposed pipeline would be installed
approximately 25 feet east of (beyond) the proposed bridge deck, abutments, and wing
walls

To minimize the potential for cumulative impacts to traffic and other construction-related
effects, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUM-1 would require IRWD to consult
with local jurisdictions, such as Irvine and Tustin, to coordinate construction schedules
and locations of other related projects in the vicinity, to minimize potential conflicts or
compounding of effects, such as traffic congestion or circulation delays or increases in
ambient noise levels. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

In addition, IRWD’s San Diego Creek Watershed Natural Treatment System (NTS) Plan
is a related project that could combine with operation of the proposed project to have a
cumulative effect on surface water flow and water quality. The NTS Plan consists of a list
of existing and planned treatment wetlands within the San Diego Creek Watershed that
would improve water quality to assist in meeting the Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDLs) adopted by the Santa Ana RWQCB for various pollutants, including selenium.
According to the NTS Plan Revised Draft EIR (BonTerra Consulting, 2004), the purpose
of the NTS Plan is to improve the chemical, biological and physical integrity of drainages
in the San Diego Creek Watershed by comprehensively planning, developing, and
implementing a large-scale water quality treatment program. The NTS Plan includes
treatment wetlands along both Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek. Most of the
NTS facilities would treat low flows and runoff from small storm events and as such
water depth at NTS treatment wetlands would be relatively shallow with detention times
between 36 and 48 hours. There are three types of treatment wetlands included in the
Plan: off-line facilities where flow is diverted to an off-channel wetland; in-line facilities
where treatment wetlands are within an existing flood control channel; and combination
facilities where treatment wetlands are within flood control basins.

The NTS Plan Draft EIR acknowledged three ways that the NTS Plan could affect
surface water flow in the watershed: flow diversions to off-line wetlands, increased
evapotranspiration, and infiltration. Flow diversion to off-line facilities would only affect
the segments of flood control channels between the point of diversion and point of return
flow. Increased evapotranspiration would occur at all NTS wetland types due to
evaporation and transpiration from new wetland vegetation. Evapotranspiration losses for
all NTS facilities were estimated to reduce average low flows in the watershed by
approximately seven percent in the dry season (BonTerra Consulting, 2004; Revised
DEIR, p. 3.2-26). Infiltration could occur through the bottom of NTS sites into
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underlying groundwater systems. The NTS facility design requirements included soil
liners at sites where soils properties would result in moderate to high infiltration capacity,
in order to mitigate loss of surface water to groundwater.

The majority of NTS sites would be located upstream of the IRWD San Joaquin Marsh in
the watershed (see Revised DEIR, NTS Reference Map). Approximately 25 NTS sites
have yet to be implemented and are thus not reflected in the baseline hydrologic
conditions against which effects of the proposed project have been assessed. As a result,
the future implementation of additional NTS sites could result in additional flow
reductions at the IRWD San Joaquin Marsh inflow during dry weather, relative to
existing conditions, thereby exacerbating the effect of the proposed project on flow and
the availability of water for diversion into the San Joaquin Marsh. However, the
contribution to flow reductions would be associated with evapotranspiration only,
estimated to be seven percent of average low flow in the dry season. An additional
reduction of seven percent would not affect water levels in the San Joaquin Marsh. The
implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would ensure water quality in the San
Joaquin Marsh is maintained such that significant impacts to biological resources are
minimized. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would serve to mitigate any combined
cumulative effect of the proposed project together with the NTS Plan as well. In addition,
implementation of future NTS sites would only serve to improve water quality in the
watershed, including reducing selenium load and concentration. Together with the
proposed project, the NTS Plan would further improve water quality, having a beneficial
cumulative environmental effect.

c) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed project would have
the potential to result in environmental impacts; however, implementation of mitigation
measures identified in this MND would reduce potential impacts that could cause adverse
effects on human beings. Construction of the proposed project would generate limited
temporary noise and produce air emissions. Air emissions associated with project
construction and operation would not be significant and would not adversely affect
human beings. With incorporation of Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-7,
the temporary impacts associated with construction noise would be reduced to less than
significant levels and would not adversely affect human sensitive receptors. Construction
of the proposed project requires the use, handling, and transport of hazardous materials.
Compliance with regulations pertaining to use, handling, and transport of hazardous
materials would ensure that substantial adverse effects to human beings do not occur due
to accidental upset of materials. The proposed project would be not cause substantial
direct or indirect adverse effects to human beings. Impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation

Mitigation Measures

CUM-1: The construction contractor shall consult with appropriate local agencies and
jurisdictions prior to initiating ground-disturbing activities, to determine if other construction
projects will occur coincidentally at the same time and in the vicinity of the proposed project,
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depending on project schedule and pipeline segment installation. Coordination of construction
activities for coincident projects shall occur to ensure impacts to traffic, circulation, access, and
noise do not compound to be cumulatively significant. Adjustments to construction schedules and
plans, such as traffic control plans and bike path detours, shall be made accordingly as necessary.
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5.2 Persons Consulted

County of Orange

Ron Gaut, P.E. — Senior Civil Engineer, OC Flood

Jian Peng, Ph.D. — Envirenmental-Reseurees-Speeiakist Environmental Engineering Specialist,
OC Watersheds

City of Tustin

Alex Waite — Environmental Compliance Specialist

City of Irvine

Amanda Carr — Water Quality Administrator

Caltrans
Tifini Tran — Caltrans District 12, Project Manager and A&E Manager

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 5-2 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



CHAPTER 6

Comment Letters

The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Peters Canyon Channel
Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project (proposed project) was circulated for public review for
30 days (January 15, 2016, through February 13, 2015) in accordance with the requirements of
CEQA Guidelines Section 15073(a). IRWD received six comment letters during the public
review period from Orange County Sanitation District, the City of Tustin, the City of Irvine,
California Department of Transportation, University of California Irvine, and the Santa Ana
Regional Water Quality Control Board. A seventh letter was received from the Orange County
Public Works after the public comment period closed. Although dated February 12, 2015, the
letter from Orange County Public Works was postmarked February 24, 2015 and received at
IRWD offices on February 26, 2015.

All seven comment letters are included in this chapter and presented in the order listed below.
The letters have been marked with brackets that delineate comments pertaining to environmental
issues and the information and analysis contained in the IS/MND. Responses to such comments
are provided in Chapter 7.

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED

Comment
No. Commenting Agency Date of Comment
1 Orange County Sanitation District February 3, 2015
2 City of Tustin February 4, 2015
3 City of Irvine February 5, 2015
4 County of Orange Public Works February 12, 2015
5 California Department of Transportation February 13, 2015
6 UC Irvine February 13, 2015
7 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board February 13, 2015
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Orange County Sanitation District

10844 Ellis Avenue, Fountain Valley, CA 92708
(714) 962-2411 www.ocsewers.com

February 3, 2015

Jo Ann Corey

Irvine Ranch Water District

Water Resource & Environmental Compliance
15600 Sand Canyon Avenue

Irvine, CA 92618

SUBJECT: Notice of Intent to Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) for the Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture
and Reuse Pipeline Project. (Project) The proposed Project is seeking to
collect, transport and treat nuisance groundwater and surface water with
high nitrate and selenium concentrations, which discharge into Peters
Canyon Channel. The proposed Project would discharge captured water
into the Orange County Sanitation District's (OCSD) 60-inch sewer located
in Main Street in the City of Irvine.

As environmental stewards, OCSD supports recycling water for beneficial
use. As mentioned in the Initial Study, IRWD has contacted OCSD and as
noted Dry Weather Urban Runoff Discharge Permit and Special Purpose
Discharge Permit will be required. OCSD looks forward to working with
IRWD on this matter.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. If you
have any questions regarding this specific project, please contact Merrill
Seiler at 714-593-7436, for CEQA related issues, please contact me
directly at (714) 593-7119.

(v el Zd

| Daisy Covarrupias, MPA
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Community Development Department TU S T I N

February 4, 2015 hﬁ-m‘.w .

BUILDING OUR FUTURE
HONORING OUR PAST
Irvine Ranch Water District
Attn: Jo Ann Corey
Water Resources & Environmental Compliance
15600 Sand Canyon Avenue
Irvine, CA 92618

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF THE DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (MND) FOR
PROPOSED PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE

PROJECT

Dear Ms. Corey:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Initial Study (IS) and Draft MND for
the proposed construction and operation of a water pipeline conveyance system and associated
equipment that would collect and transport nuisance groundwater and surface water flows with
high nitrate and selenium concentrations in the vicinity of the Peters Canyon Channel, south of
Walnut Avenue, to the Orange County Sanitation District Main Street sewer for treatment.

The City of Tustin offers the following comments:

1. The IS/MND should identify the locations proposed for the storage of temporary-

equipment, including pipe, backfill material, construction equipment, etc. Temporary | T-1

activities at these locations may have an impact on the environment.
2. The aboveground equipment proposed directly adjacent to the northerly sides of Edinger ]
Avenue and Moffett Drive would be highly visible from public view. To achieve
consistency with the City’s Design Guidelines for Aboveground Utility Facilities on Public

Properties and in the Public Right-of-Way, which apply to facilities in the City’s right-of- T-2

way, it is requested that the proposed equipment be completely screened from public
view within decorative walled enclosures with access gates. The materials and finishes
of the enclosures should match or be compatible with the adjacent residential
community walls. 1

3. It is incorrectly stated on page 3-4 of the IS/MND that “the site for the electrical

cabinet, antenna, transformer, and service panel would be shielded from view and T-3

separated by an existing 6-foot masonry wall.” The equipment site would not be
shielded from public view, but would be highly visible from the adjacent sidewalk and

300 Centennial Way, Tustin, CA 92780 e P.(714)573-3100 e F.(714)573-3113 e www.tustinca.org


gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Text Box
T-1

gjx
Text Box
T-2

gjx
Text Box
T-3


Ms. Jo Ann Corey
Irvine Ranch Water District
February 4, 2015

Page 2

road. The proposed masonry wall extensions (39 feet in length at Edinger Avenue and 8
feet in length at Moffett Drive) would partially shield the equipment from public view,
but should be further extended to minimize the aesthetic impact of the proposed
equipment.

The proposed project may result in temporary noise impacts that need to be accurately
identified to establish appropriate and effective mitigation measures. Although there is
an exemption in the Tustin City Code for noise generated by construction activities during
specified hours, the project could result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Therefore, the
project proponent should conduct a noise study for the proposed project that analyzes
the noise-sensitive construction locations in detail and identifies on a location-specific
basis all additional feasible noise mitigation measures which may include the installation
of temporary noise attenuation walls around the construction site and regular noise
monitoring during construction. Proposed Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-7
are too general and are not location-specific.

Proposed Mitigation Measure NOISE-6 should be revised to require the IRWD or its
contractors to notify existing residents located directly adjacent to the construction work
area and their homeowners associations and property management companies of the
proposed location and dates of construction a minimum of five (5) days prior to
construction within the work area.

Extensive public outreach is requested so that Tustin residents are aware of the project
and may plan accordingly. The City of Tustin strongly encourages the project proponent
to solicit input on the project from the residents of neighborhoods adjacent to the
proposed project, including the homeowners associations of Tustin Field I, Tustin Field
I, and Columbus Grove. Input should be considered to ensure that any concerns are
mitigated. The homeowners associations of these neighborhoods may be desirous of
hosting informational meetings with project representatives.

It is indicated on pages 1-1, 2-1, and 2-3 of the IS/MND that the Caltrans Ground Water
Treatment Facility (GWTF) is located in the City of Tustin. It is actually located in the
City of Irvine.

It is stated on page 2-16 that construction will begin in the Spring of 2015. However,
IRWD staff has indicated that construction is scheduled to begin in August of 2015.

The General Plan Designation for the City of Tustin should be indicated on page 3-1 of
the IS/MND as “MCAS Tustin Specific Plan.”

T-6
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Ms. Jo Ann Corey

Irvine Ranch Water District
February 4, 2015

Page 3

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the Initial Study and Draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration. The City of Tustin would appreciate receiving written responses
to our comments when they become available and all future public notices regarding this project.

If you have any questions regarding the City’s comments, please call Scott Reekstin, Principal
Planner, at (714) 573-3016 or Ken Nishikawa, Assistant Director of Public Works, at (714) 573-
3389.

Sincerely, ’b
Elizabeth A. Binsack
Community Development Director

cc: Jeffrey C. Parker
Douglas S. Stack
Ken Nishikawa
Justina Willkom
Scott Reekstin
Alex Waite

SR:environmental etc\IRWD Peters Canyon Pipeline MND Comment Letter.doc



Community Development cityofirvine.org

City of Irvine, One Civic Center Plaza, P.O. Box 19575, Irvine, California 92623-9575 (949) 724-8000

February 5, 2015

Ms. Jo Ann Corey

Irvine Ranch Water District

Water Resources & Environmental Compliance
15600 Sand Canyon Avenue

Irvine, CA 92618

SUBJECT: Review of a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Peters Canyon
Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline

Dear Ms. Corey:

The City of Irvine has reviewed the environmental document for the Peters Canyon

Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline. We understand that from a water quality

perspective, this is an important and necessary project for the City of Irvine and other

cities in the Newport Bay Watershed. The City is currently and will continue to work

cooperatively with the Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD) concerning the design and

construction of this project. Cl-1
Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed project. We do not have any
comments at this time; however, if you have any questions, please contact me at (949)
724-8314 or at dlaw@ci.irvine.ca.us.

Sincerely,

RIoRL.

David R. Law, AICP
Senior Planner

CC: Bill Jacobs, Principal Planner (Via email)
Amanda Carr, Water Quality Administrator (Via email)

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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(" CPublicWorks

Integrity, Accountability, Service, Trust
Shane L. Silsby, Director

February 12, 2015 NCL-15-001

Ms. Jo Ann Cory, Irvine Ranch Water District
Water Resources & Environmental Compliance
15600 Sand Canyon Avenue

Irvine, California 92618

Subject: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Peters Canyon
Channel (FO6) Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project

Dear Ms. Cory:

The County of Orange has reviewed the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the Peters Canyon Channel (FO6) Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project and offers the
following comments:

Flood Programs:
1. All work (if any) within or adjacent to any Orange County Flood Control District right-of-way for T

regional flood control facilities should be conducted so as not to adversely impact channel’s
structural integrity, hydraulic flow conditions, access and maintainability. Furthermore, all
work within OCFCD’s right-of-way should be conducted only after an encroachment permit for
the proposed work has been obtained from the County. In case of Peters Canyon Channel OCPW-1
Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline project there will be no-fee permit. For information
regarding the permit application process and other details please refer to the county Property
Permit Section Link on OC Planning website: http://ocplanning.net. Technical reviews and
approvals for the proposed work will be accomplished within the permit process. i

If you have any questions or need clarification please do not hesitate to contact Hossein Ajideh at
(714) 245-4503.

L —

|
[garee.‘ Brommer, Manager, Planning Division
Q\C Pgﬁblic Works Service Area/OC Development Services
30Q North Flower Street
Santa Ana, California 92702-4048
Laree.brommer@ocpw.ocgov.com
cc: Mehdi Sobhani, Manager, OC Public Works/Flood Programs

300 N. Flower Street, Santa Ana, CA 92703 www.ocpublicworks.com
P.O. Box 4048, Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 714.667.8800 | Info@OCPW.ocgov.com
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 12

3347 MICHELSON DRIVE, SUITE 100
IRVINE, CA 92612-8894

PHONE (949) 724-2000
FAX (949) 724-2019

TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

February 13, 2015

Ms. Jo Ann Corey File: IGR/CEQA
Irvine Ranch Water District SCH#: 2015011018
15600 Sand Canyon Avenue Log #: 4193

Irvine, California 92618-3102 SR-261

Dear Ms. Corey:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Initial Study and Draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Peters Canyon Channel Water
Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project. The proposed project would install infrastructure
that would capture nuisance groundwater and surface water flows from the Caltrans’
Ground Water Treatment Facility, (GWTF) Como Channel, and the Edinger and Valencia
Storm drains, for discharge to OCSD’s 60-inch sewer located in Main Street in [rvine. The
project would install a water pipeline conveyance system with diversion structures and
associated appurtenances in cities of Tustin, and Irvine. The nearest State route to the
project sites are SR-261.

1.

In the event of any activity in the Department’s right-of-way an encroachment permit
will be required. For specific details on Encroachment Permits procedure, please refer to
Encroachment Permits Manual, Seventh Edition. All entities other than the Department
working within State right of way must obtain an Encroachment Permit prior to
commencement of work. A fee may apply. If the cost of work within the State right of
way is below one Million Dollars, the Encroachment Permit process will be handled by
our Permits Branch; otherwise the permit should be authorized through the
Department’s Project Development. Allow 2 to 4 weeks for a complete submittal to be
reviewed and for a permit to be issued. When applying for Encroachment Permit, please
incorporate Environmental Documentation, SWPPP/ WPCP, Hydraulic Calculations,
Traffic Control Plans, Geotechnical Analysis, R/W certification and all relevant design
details including design exception approvals. For specific details for Encroachment
Permits procedure, please refer to the Department’s Encroachment Permits Manual. The
latest edition of the Manual is available on the web site:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/permits/

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability

EDMUND G, BROWN Jr.. Governor

Serious drought.
Help save water!

DOT-1
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Ms. Jo Ann Corey
February. 13, 2015
Page 2

Please continue to keep us informed of this project and any future developments that
could potentially impact State transportation facilities. If you have any questions or need
to contact us, please do not hesitate to call Maryam Molavi at (949) 724-2267.

Sincerely,
7 /
. /', L‘ib,pb ‘{'/ML’
T T
MAUREEN EL HARAKE
Branch Chief, Regional-Community-Transit Planning
District 12

C: Scott Morgan, Office of Planning and Research

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

BERKELEY ¢ DAVIS ¢ IRVINE ¢ LOS ANGELES « MERCED ¢ RIVERSIDE ¢ SAN DIEGO ¢ SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA + SANTA CRUZ

OFFICE OF THE PROVOST AND EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
NATURAL RESERVE SYSTEM 1111 Franklin Street, 6th Floor
Oakland, California 94607-5200

February 13, 2015

Irvine Ranch Water District

Attn.: Jo Ann Corey

Water Resources and Environmental Compliance
15600 Sand Canyon Avenue

Irvine, CA 92618

RE: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Peters Canyon Channel Water
Capture and Reuse Pipeline

Dear Ms. Corey:

The University of California (“University”), on behalf of its Natural Reserve System (“UCNRS”), appreciates |

the opportunity to comment on the Irvine Ranch Water District’s (“IRWD?”) Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (“IS/MND”) for the Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline project (“Peters
Canyon Project”). The University is a trustee agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQAY”) for this particular project because the project may affect natural resources under the jurisdiction of
the UCNRS. Public Resources Code § 21070; CEQA Guidelines §15386(d). State law requires a lead agency
to consult with the University regarding any project that affects a UCNRS reserve and to obtain the
University’s recommendation on whether an environmental impact report or a negative declaration should be
prepared. CEQA Guidelines §15063(g); see also, Public Resources Code §21081.6(c¢).

The San Joaquin Marsh Reserve (“UC Marsh Reserve”) is a UCNRS reserve managed by the University’s
Irvine campus. The IS/MND identifies that the Peters Canyon Project affects the UC Marsh Reserve (as
discussed below). Therefore, the IRWD was statutorily obligated to consult with the University as a trustee
agency. In fact, the notice of intent regarding the Peters Canyon Project was the University’s first

opportunity to identify, review and comment on the potential effects to the UC Marsh Reserve. 1l

The University’s comments are provided to IRWD to inform the IS/MND for Peters Canyon Project. The
University’s comments should not be considered an endorsement of IRWD’s decision to adopt a mitigated
negative declaration. In fact, IRWD did not provide the University adequate time to consult prior to
providing the notice to adopt the IS/MND. As the University continues to review the project’s CEQA
documentation in the context of the UC Marsh Reserve’s natural resources, the University may submit further

comments and proposed mitigation measures that address any significant effects on the lands and natural
resources subject to the its statutory authority as a trustee agency.

1. IS/MND Section 3.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality

a. Discussion — Subsection (f).

UClI-1

UCl-2
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University of California, Office of the President

Public Comment to IRWD
Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline
Page 2 of 3

UC Marsh Reserve as an Area of Potential Effect. The IS/MND identifies areas of potential effect for
operational impacts, including San Diego Creek and IRWD Marsh. IS/MND, p. 3-51. The Peters
Canyon Project will result in reduced stream flows to San Diego Creek and subsequent effects to
IRWD’s Marsh that receives inflows from San Diego Creek. A critical water transfer occurs from
IRWD’s Marsh to the UC Marsh Reserve. Therefore, the University requests that the UC Marsh
Reserve also be listed as an area of potential effect, which would require comprehensive identification
of the effects on the UC Marsh Reserve that could result from the reduced stream flows in San Diego
Creek. -

UClI-3

b. Baseline Conditions. (p. 3-51)/Operational Impact Analysis. (p. 3-54)

IRWD Water Transfers to UC Marsh Reserve Must Remain Unchanged by the Peters Canyon Project.
The University is extremely concerned by equivocation in the IS/MND’s discussion of the water
transfers from the IRWD Marsh to the UC Marsh Reserve. The viability of the UC Marsh Reserve is
reliant on these transfers, which form part of the baseline conditions that must be considered in the
CEQA analysis. The University emphatically urges that the applicable baseline conditions in the ucCl-4
IS/MND (i.e., the existing water transfers from the IRWD Marsh to the UC Marsh Reserve) must be
continued in order to prevent any significant impact to the habitat under UC’s jurisdiction. Without
ensured continuance of the existing water transfers, which could be guaranteed through an
appropriately crafted mitigation measure, the University believes that a significant, unmitigated
impact may occur. -

Currently, the IS/MND claims, “[T]he reduction in inflow would not affect the water available for
transfer to the UC San Joaquin Marsh Reserve. During project operation, the San Joaquin Marsh
inflow rate would still be greater than the rate of flow transferred to the UC Marsh and thus such
transfers could still be maintained.” (Emphasis added) [IS/MND, p.3-56. The University requests that
IRWD ceither insert an appropriate mitigation measure to ensure continuance of the water transfers or
else, if the analysis indicates that no such mitigation measure is required because the water transfers
are already guaranteed to continue, change the language from “could still be maintained” to “would
remain unchanged if the project is approved and implemented.”

UCI-5

Moreover, [IS/MND’s Appendix C., states, “Water transfers from SJIM to UCI Marsh, which occur
only over approximately 15 to 20 days during the winter, are expected to be maintained.” (Emphasis
added) IS/MND, App. C, p. 2. Again, the University believes that a mere “expectation” of continued | ;|-
transfers is insufficient to address a potentially significant environmental impact, and the University
therefore requests the insertion of an appropriate mitigation measure or the replacement of the phrase
“are expected to be maintained” with “would remain unchanged if the project is approved and
implemented.”

2. IS/MIND Appendix C — Reduced Discharge Technical Study

Appendix C addresses the water transfers (and the quality of the water transferred) from IRWD’s Marsh to
the UC Marsh Reserve. As stated earlier, the University, as a trustee agency, did not receive an appropriate | UCI-7
amount of time to evaluate the Peters Canyon Project, specifically the findings presented in Appendix C.,

Sections 5.2-5.3. The University, as a trustee agency, may submit further comments and proposed mitigation

2
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University of California, Office of the President

Public Comment to IRWD
Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline
Page 3 of 3

measures that address the potentially significant effects addressed in these sections, as well as the IS/MND as/]\UCI'7
a whole.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. The University looks forward to a comprehensive and
complete investigation that includes the information and analyses requested, addresses the issues and
concerns mentioned, and enables the University to propose substantive and meaningful suggestions for
mitigations that might be adopted in the Peters Canyon Project to protect the UCNRS reserves and the Public
Trust. The University would also welcome the opportunity to collaborate with IRWD in crafting appropriate
mitigation measures, as discussed above, or in otherwise revising the CEQA documentation for the project to
reflect concerns about the continued integrity of natural resources entrusted to the University. Please feel free
to contact me with any questions.

Sincerely,

A=

Peggy Fiedler, Ph.D., FLS
Director, Natural Reserve System
Office of the President
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Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board

February 13, 2015

Jo Ann Corey )

Irvine Ranch Water District

Water Resources & Environmental Compliance
15600 Sand Canyon Avenue

Irvine, CA 92618

Email: corey@irwd.com

INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR PETERS CANYON
CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE - IRVINE RANCH WATER DISTRICT,
TUSTIN AND IRVINE, ORANGE COUNTY

Dear Ms. Corey:

Staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (Regional Board) has reviewed
the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Peters Canyon Channel Water
Capture and Reuse Pipeline Diversion (“Project”). Peters Canyon Channel is a freshwater tributary
to San Diego Creek Reach 1, which discharges to Upper Newport Bay downstream of the Project at
Jamboree Road in the City of Irvine.

The Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD) is proposing to construct a 16-inch diameter pipeline
between Walnut Avenue in Tustin and Main Street in Irvine, located parallel to Lower Peters Canyon
Channel, in order to collect targeted dry weather surface flows with elevated selenium and nitrogen
that would normally enter the channel. The new pipeline would divert these targeted flows to the
Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) Regional Wastewater Plant 1 (RP-1) for treatment and for
subsequent infiltration and re-use in Orange County Water District's (OCWD) Groundwater
Replenishment System (GWRS).

The proposed Project would divert flows from four sources: Caltrans Groundwater Treatment Facility
(GWTF), Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain. The proposed Project would
include installation of a pipeline conveyance system with diversion structures and ancillary support
infrastructure in the cities of Irvine and Tustin. The proposed pipeline system would begin at the
existing Caltrans’ GWTF, located near the Walnut Avenue bridge crossing over Peters Canyon
Channel in Tustin, then would connect to the three proposed storm drain diversion structures at
Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain. The pipeline system would then
connect to IRWD’s existing gravity sewer line at a proposed new manhole west of San Diego Creek
near Main Street in Irvine. The existing IRWD gravity sewer line discharges to OCSD’s sewer in
Main Street.

We understand that the OCSD Dry Weather Urban Runoff Program allows for acceptance of dry
weather urban runoff throughout the year on days when it is not raining, including flows from
stormwater pump stations and storm channels. During OCSD-defined wet weather conditions the
pump stations at the Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain would be shut
down, allowing flows to bypass diversion facilities and flow into the Peters Canyon Channel.

Wiolam Ruk, cHalR | KusT Vo BERCHTD [, EXECUT v 3 CFFICER
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Ms. Jo Ann Corey -2- February 13, 2015

Diversions from the Caltrans GWTF would be sent to OCSD year round, regardless of weather
conditions.

The proposed Project will result in a combined diversion of as much as 1,621 gallons per minute
(gpm) to OCSD, with a resultant reduction in nitrogen and selenium loads in Peters Canyon Channel
of 70 percent (%) and 40-43%, respectively, and provide offset of discharges of selenium and
nitrogen by the City of Irvine, Caltrans, and IRWD.

Peters Canyon Channel is the largest tributary to the 119 square mile San Diego Creek
subwatershed. San Diego Creek and its tributaries collectively drain into the northeastern end of
Upper Newport Bay. The lower portion of San Diego Creek (Reach 1) downstream of its confluence
with Peters Canyon Channel contains three in-stream sediment basins, located between the 405
Freeway and Upper Newport Bay, that provide riparian habitat along their eastern edge and deeper,
slower moving waters that support a large number of bird and fish species. The 202-acre San
Joaquin Marsh Freshwater Reserve, located adjacent to the University of California, Irvine (UCI)
campus and owned by the University of California Natural Reserve System (UCI wetlands) and
IRWD’s 300-acre San Joaquin Marsh and Wildlife Sanctuary (San Joaquin Marsh) are located
adjacent to and west of lower San Diego Creek. The San Joaquin Marsh contains multiple treatment
ponds that are used to remove nutrients and other contaminants from San Diego Creek. Water is
pumped from the uppermost sediment basin (Basin No. 3) in San Diego Creek, routed through a
series of treatment ponds operated by IRWD and then discharged back to the creek to the middle
sediment basin (Basin No. 2). The UCI wetlands operate as ephemeral wetlands, receiving storm
water runoff in the winter, with some extra flow routed during wet weather from IRWD’s San Joaquin
Marsh. Both wetlands support a large variety of local and migratory bird species, forming a critical
stopover for birds migrating along the Pacific Flyway.

The Draft IS/IMND evaluates the potential effects on the environment from constructing and
operating the proposed Project. A MND may be prepared for a project subject to CEQA when the
project could result in significant environmental impacts but those impacts can and will be mitigated
by the project proponents to below a level of significance. IRWD identified some potentially
significant effects and incorporated mitigation measures into the Project to ensure that these effects
remain at less-than-significant.

Regional Board staff's review of the IS/MND focused in particular on two environmental factors
germane to the Board’s statutory authority and responsibility, i.e., Hydrology and Water Quality and
Biological Resources. The analyses of these environmental factors in the IS/MND relies principally
on two reports, appended to the IS/MND:

Appendix B: Biological Resources Technical Report (BRTR), Volumes 1 and 2, prepared by ESA
and dated December 2014

Appendix C: Reduced Discharge Technical Study (RDTS) prepared by ESA and dated
December 2014.

Detailed comments concerning the analyses and findings in these reports are appended to this |
letter. In brief, our overarching concern is that there has been insufficient consideration of the
potential effects of operation of the Project and resultant increased hydraulic residence times in the
San Joaquin Marsh on the potential for increased selenium bioaccumulation, which may result in
adverse impacts on the biota in the marsh. We believe that this can be remedied by inclusion of the RWQCB
following in the Impact Avoidance Framework (Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1) to be developed by |-1

the project sponsors: (1) adequate and appropriate monitoring to assess the occurrence and
magnitude of selenium bioaccumulation as the result of Project operation; (2) specific and
appropriate corrective action triggers associated with selenium; and, (3) specific management
actions that would be implemented in response to the triggers.
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Ms. Jo Ann Corey -3- February 13, 2015

We also believe that an Impact Avoidance Framework should be developed and implemented to RWQCB
address the potential adverse effects of water quality changes that may occur in the downstream | -2
channels and San Diego Creek sediment basins. The development of these Impact Avoidance
Frameworks as a whole, and particularly as they relate to selenium, should be coordinated carefully
with Regional Board staff to assure that no significant adverse impacts on water quality and
beneficial uses resuit from project operation. Additional comments and recommendations :
concerning the technical analyses and proposed Impact Avoidance Framework are included in the
Attachment. RBWQCB '
Regional Board staff appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the IS/MND for the

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Diversion Project. We look forward to
working with IRWD and the other Project sponsors to ensure that appropriate and effective mitigation
measures and monitoring are implemented to assure successful operation of the Project.

If you have any questions, please contact Terri Reeder at (951) 782-4995/
Terri. Reeder@waterboards.ca.gov, or me at (951) 782-3287/
Joanne.Schneider@waterboards.ca.gov

Sincerely,

rpastactogon

A Joanne E. Schneider
Environmental Program Manager

Attachment:

Regional Board Staff Comments on the Reduced Discharge Technical Study and Biological Resources
Technical Report, Appendices to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Peters
Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Diversion

cc:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Office — Jonathan Snyder

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Los Alamitos — Mary Larson

Orange County Department of Public Works, Flood Control — Ron Gaut, Sr. Civil Engineer
City of Tustin Environmental Compliance Specialist — Alex Waite

City of Irvine Water Quality Administrator — Amanda Carr
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Attachment: Regional Board Staff Comments on ESA’s December 2014 Reduced
Discharge Technical Study and Biological Resources Technical Report, Appendices to
the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Peters Canyon Channel
Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Diversion

Reduced Discharge Technical Study (RDTS)

Based on ESA’s RDTS (Section 4.2.2.1, pages 37-41), implementation of the Project would
reduce non-storm or low flows within Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek
downstream of the Project by approximately 29% to 34% based on the average dry-season
flows for water years (WY) 2009-2013. In the reaches of the Project area upstream of the
sediment basins, this would reduce non-storm or low flow rates from 5.6 cfs to 3.5 cfs (based on
the average dry-season flows for WY 2009-2013), dry-season flow depths from 0.05 to 0.43 feet
(or an average reduction of approximately 16.5%), with a corresponding reduction in flow width
of approximately 1.5 to 14.2 feet (or an average reduction of approximately 11%). The
reduction in flow rates as the result of the Project in the San Diego Creek in-stream sediment
basins is expected to range from 6.9 cfs to 4.8 cfs in Basin No. 3 and from 6.7 cfs to 4.5 cfs in
Basin Nos. 1 and 2. This would result in reductions in dry-season flow depths in the basins on
the order of 0.40 to 0.45 feet (or an average reduction of approximately 16%), with a
corresponding reduction in flow width of 6.1 to 16.8 feet (or an average reduction of
approximately 8%).

Section 4.2.3.1 of the RDTS addresses potential Project impacts on the intake rate from San
Diego Creek to IRWD’s San Joaquin Marsh (pages 44-47). Using data for WY 2009-2013, ESA
calculated that on average, the Project would result in an approximately 19% reduction in the
influent that the San Joaquin Marsh could pump from San Diego Creek (i.e., the average inflow
rate would be reduced from approximately 5.7 cfs to 4.6 cfs). ESA’s best estimate of a
representative, minimum inflow rate under contemporary operating conditions is 5.3 cfs based
upon water years 2009-2011 and 2013 (WY 2012 was excluded because the influent rate was
notably higher for this particular year and was classified as an outlier by ESA). The San
Joaquin Marsh has not exhibited any signs of decreased functionality over this period (IRWD
2014). The lowest monthly average inflow rate recorded for the marsh (3.5 cfs) occurred in July
2013. IRWD suggests, based on experience and judgment, that this value is consistent with a
likely, minimum desirable inflow rate that is roughly equivalent to running the San Diego Creek
pump station at 3,200 gallons per minute for about 12 hours, and a reduction in intake rate of
37.5%.

The RDTS states that since the Project diversions will only occur during dry weather, no flow
reductions to downstream areas are anticipated during wet weather. Flows routed during wet
weather from the IRWD wetlands to the UCI wetlands are therefore, not expected to be affected
by the Project. ESA’s impact assessment indicates that San Joaquin Marsh water levels,
habitat extents, and water quality treatment functions could likely be maintained with this
reduced inflow. However, ESA’s assessment also concluded that the proposed Project would
increase the hydraulic residence time of water flowing through the marsh, which could increase
the potential for reduced water quality conditions in the wetlands. ESA states in the RDTS that
this increase in residence time may result in increased algal growth and potentially sustained
low dissolved oxygen conditions that may impact the benthic and fish communities in the marsh.
The report does not address how this increase in residence time may impact selenium cycling
and sequestration in the marsh and the adjacent in-stream sediment basins in San Diego L
Creek. :
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Attachment: Regional Board Staff Comments, IS/MND - Peters Canyon Channel Pipeline Diversion

Regional Board staff has the following comments on these sections of the RDTS:

1.

The report does not address or provide any data on potential increases in residence time
and temperature that may occur in the downstream channel areas in Peters Canyon Wash
and San Diego Creek as a result of implementation of the Project, which is expected to
reduce flows in these areas by 29-34%, to as low as 3.5 cfs. (Note: WY 2012 was included
in ESA’s estimates of reduction in flow rates for these areas, but excluded in their best
estimate of a minimum inflow rate under contemporary operating conditions for the San
Joaquin Marsh. Exclusion of the WY 2012 data may further reduce the estimated flows in
these areas.)

The report does not address or provide any data on potential increases in residence time
and temperature that may occur in the San Diego Creek in-stream sediment basins as a
result of implementation of the Project, which is expected to reduce flows in these areas by
30-33%, to as low as 4.5 cfs. (See note under comment 1 above.)

ESA provides an estimate of the anticipated increase in residence time in the IRWD marsh T

ponds during operation of the proposed Project of approximately 5 days based on data
collected from 2001 to 2013 (RDTS, Section 4.2.3.2, pages 47-49). This would result in an
annual average increase in residence time to 19 days from 14 days. However, if only the
last 5 years of data are used (2009-2013), which are the data used by ESA as indicative of
contemporary baseline conditions and the period with the lowest non-storm flows on record
for which potential impacts of the Project would be greatest, the average annual residence
time in the marsh is already almost 19 days (18.8 days Regional Board staff recommend
recalculating the potential increase in residence time that may occur in the marsh during
implementation of the Project based on the current baseline conditions (i.e., 2009-2013).
Increasing the residence time in the treatment ponds may increase formation of more
bioaccumulative forms of selenium, such as selenite and organic selenium as well as
particulate fractions of selenium, which has the potential to increase selenium
bioaccumulation in these areas and in San Diego Creek Basin No. 2, where flows from the
San Joaquin Marsh are discharged back to the creek. While approximately 30% of the
selenium that enters the marsh is removed by the wetlands under current conditions, this
removal not only includes sequestration of selenium in the sediments in the ponds and
volatilization by aquatic vegetation but also removal through biotic uptake of selenium by the
organisms that live in the ponds. Based on selenium speciation data collected by IRWD at
the marsh inlet, outlet, and ponds during 2009, the marsh discharges approximately 13 —
29% more bioavailable selenite to San Diego Creek than it takes in at the marsh inlet. This
indicates that while the water is flowing through the marsh ponds, selenium transformations
and bioaccumulation are occurring, which account for a portion of the selenium that is “lost”
to the marsh. The removal efficiency calculation ESA used to determine both the current
and post Project selenium removal efficiency of the marsh does not account for this biotic
uptake.

The RDTS (Section 4.2.2.3, page 42) states that the reduction in downstream flows as a
result of the Project “...is not expected to increase cycling of selenium, nitrogen, or other
pollutants” in the downstream channels or in-stream sediment basins. However, this
analysis is based on the assumption that sequestration and absorption of selenium to silt
and clay particles in the channels and basins will not be affected by reductions in flows.
This ignores the fact that speciation of selenium and its bioaccumulation in the aquatic food
web is driven by factors other than sequestration and that reductions in flows are likely to
increase hydraulic residence times, especially in the sediment basins, thereby increasing
the potential for selenium transformations and biotic uptake in the water column and in the
benthic community. This could result in an overall increase in selenium concentrations in fish
and birds.
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Attachment: Regional Board Staff Comments, IS/MND - Peters Canyon Channel Pipeline Diversion

6. The RDTS does not address potential increases in temperature, algal growth, selenium
cycling and bioaccumulation, and decreases in dissolved oxygen that may occur due to RWQCB-
reduced flows and increased residence times in the channels and sediment basins 10
downstream of the Project during project operations.

7. While the proposed Project is expected to decrease total selenium concentrations in
downstream areas by approximately 5 pg/L, this decrease may be offset by the increase in | RWQCB-
residence time in the ponds and in-stream sediment basins. This could then result in no 11
change or a possible increase in selenium concentrations in the fish and invertebrates that
reside in these areas.

Impact Avoidance Framework (IAF)

In the RDTS, ESA proposes an IAF (Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 in the MND) to avoid T
potentially significant impacts to water quality in the San Joaquin Marsh, thereby avoiding
potentially significant impacts to benthic and fish communities and maintaining current habitat
conditions. A conceptual framework for the IAF is presented, which includes an existing water
quality sampling program, two triggers for management action, and a description of potential
management actions. The analytical data that will be used to trigger the proposed management
actions for the San Joaquin Marsh are based on whether dissolved oxygen or chlorophyll
concentrations decline or increase respectively, from the range in values that have been
measured under the current water quality sampling performed in the marsh under normal, pre- | RWQCB-
Project operating conditions. No trigger is proposed for changes in selenium speciation or 12
concentrations in biota collected from the marsh, though selenium is included in the current
water quality sampling program for the marsh. Under current operating conditions, selenium
concentrations in fish tissue are almost double the proposed numeric targets for fish in the
selenium Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) that are under development for the Newport Bay
watershed. In addition, based on samples collected by IRWD in 2010 and 2012 from the
treatment ponds and Carlson Marsh, selenium concentrations in sediment can range from 1.5 to
more than 5 times higher than natural background concentrations. While some of the selenium
in the sediments may be sequestered, the amount of bioavailable selenium is likely still
significant. The anticipated increase in residence times in the marsh may increase selenium 1
bioaccumulation in the aquatic community above current concentrations.

Neither the RDTS nor the proposed IAF address the potential for increased residence times and RWOCB i
potential increases in selenium bioaccumulation (and other potential water quality impacts) that QCB-

may occur as a result of the proposed Project in the downstream channels or in the San Diego |13
Creek in-stream sediment basins.

As described in Section 5.3 of the RDTS, the IAF’s proposed management actions are:

1. Recirculation — Increased re-circulation of water through SJM to compensate for reduced
intake. Re-circulation has the potential to maintain acceptable water quality conditions, but may
require increased pumping within SJM.

2. Reduce Project Diversions — Reducing Project diversions would increase the available
inflow for the SJM and help to maintain acceptable water quality conditions. In this case, a
minimum Project diversion rate would be established such that the portion of the diversion
required to offset the City of Irvine’s dewatering discharges would still be provided.

3. Modified Pond Management — The existing operations and maintenance of the SJM allow
for modifying pond management (see Section 3.3.1 above). Within the scope of the existing
operations and maintenance program, SJM pond management could be modified by reducing
water levels or temporarily removing one or more SJM ponds from the flow through water

A-3
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Attachment: Regional Board Staff Comments, IS/MND - Peters Canyon Channel Pipeline Diversion

quality treatment system in order to maintain the existing conditions residence time with the
reduced Project conditions inflow.

4. Alternative Water Supply —- The Project’s reduction in SIM inflow could be compensated for
by using a supplemental water source such as water from another surface channel or potable
water, to replace the reduction in inflow. In this mitigation scenario, inflow to SJM would not be
reduced and existing SJM operations and water quality would likely be maintained.

Regional Board staff have the following comments and recommendations on the proposed IAF
(MND Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1):

1.

The current water quality sampling program for the marsh as shown in Table 1 on page 15
of the RDTS should include annual sediment collection and analysis that is timed to coincide
with the annual biota sampling that is conducted in the marsh by the Nitrogen and Selenium
Management Program (NSMP). One of the 9 sediment samples should be collected from
Pond 2, from which most of the tissue samples are collected.

The IAF Conceptual Framework for the San Joaquin Marsh as shown in Figure 21 needsto T

include triggers for management actions based on changes in selenium species or fish
tissue concentrations that may occur as a result of the Project and the increased residence
times in the marsh ponds. Regional Board staff suggest that the selenium trigger be based
on the range in values in selenite concentrations measured in water at the marsh inlet and
outlet and/or significant changes in the range in selenium concentrations measured in fish
tissue that have been collected over the last 5 years (e.g., 2009-2013).

An |AF should be developed for the in-stream sediment basins that includes similar water
quality monitoring, triggers, and a set of management measures similar to those proposed
for the San Joaquin Marsh that can be implemented to avoid potentially significant impacts
from the proposed Project to the benthic and fish communities in the sediment basins, and
that maintains, to the extent practicable, current habitat conditions.

Management Measure No. 1, Recirculation, has the potential to also increase selenium
cycling and bioaccumulation. If the dissolved oxygen and chlorophyll trigger indicate that
this management measure should be implemented, then additional selenium monitoring
(e.g., timely collection and analysis of water samples for changes in selenium speciation or
of composite fish tissue samples for increases in selenium bioaccumulation) should be
implemented to ensure that recirculation does not result in selenium concentrations that
exceed the specified triggers.

Management Measure No. 3, Modified Pond Management. This action, if implemented, also T

has the potential to increase selenium cycling and bioaccumulation in any ponds that are
taken offline but allowed to continue to function as wetland ponds. In addition, eutrophication
and resulting increased algal growth and low dissolved oxygen could detrimentally impact
the aquatic community in these offline ponds. These ponds should be closely monitored for
these potential changes while they remain offline. In addition, IRWD should include
measures that will address how these offline ponds will be monitored and maintained such
that beneficial uses are not negatively affected. IRWD should also develop a plan for
actions that will be taken to restore flows to these ponds so that the poor water quality
conditions that may have developed in the ponds does not impact the other ponds once
flows are restored.

Management Measure No. 4, Alternative Water Supply. This management measure
proposes to divert water from either Sand Canyon Channel, which is tributary to San Diego
Creek Basin No. 2, or the UCI box culvert that discharges into San Diego Creek Basin No. 1,
or to provide supplemental water from the Michelson Water Recycling Plant dewatering well
discharges and/or potable water. Given the current drought conditions, it is unlikely that
potable water could be used as a supplemental water supply. Flows in Sand Canyon
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Attachment: Regional Board Staff Comments, IS/MND - Peters Canyon Channel Pipeline Diversion

Channel and the UCI box culvert are predominantly urban runoff and are low in selenium.
These flows likely have a diluent effect on selenium concentrations in the two in-stream :
sediment basins that they discharge to. Prior to moving forward with possible diversions of RWQCB- |
these flows to provide supplemental water to the San Joaquin Marsh, IRWD should assess |19 ]
what impacts to the aquatic food web might occur in the sediment basins as a result of the
loss of these flows.

7. The MND and the RDTS do not adequately address potential water quality impacts related
to the reduction in flows in the downstream areas that are anticipated to occur as a result of
operation of the Project (e.g., increased residence time, temperature and algal growth, and _
decreased dissolved oxygen in the downstream channels and sediment basins; potential RWQCB-
increases in selenium bioaccumulation in these areas and in the San Joaquin Marsh). 20
Therefore, potential impact 9(f) under Chapter 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality in the MND
should be listed as potentially significant unless additional documentation is provided to
demonstrate that these potential changes in water quality are less than significant or will
have no impact, or additional mitigation and/or management actions are incorporated into
the IAF to reduce the potential impact to less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Biological Resources Technical Report (BRTR)

ESA prepared two volumes of their BRTR. Volume | focuses on potential impacts to biological
resources located within or directly adjacent to the Project area. Volume 2 focuses on potential
biological impacts that may occur in the downstream channels, sediment basins, and the San
Joaquin Marsh from construction and operation of the Project. Regional Board staff has no
comments on ESA’s assessment of the potential biological impacts and proposed mitigation
measures that have been identified for the area impacted directly by Project construction (e.g.,
impacts and mitigation as outlined in Volume 1 of the BRTR). Regional Board staff has some
limited comments on Volume 2 of the BRTR, which addresses potential impacts to biological
resources downstream of the proposed Project, as follows:

1. Page 15, Table 2, Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur. This table lists
occurrence of the California Least Tern (Sternula antillarum browni) as Unlikely due to the

lack of suitable habitat for the species in the downstream area affected by the Project. RWQCB-
While suitable nesting habitat does not occur in these areas, California Least Terns have . |21

been observed foraging along with Forester’s Terns and Black Skimmers in the instream-
sediment basins by Regional Board staff.

2. Not included in this table, but discussed in the MND, Great Blue Herons, which are
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MTBA) as well as many other aquatic-dependent RWQCB-
birds (e.g., Black-necked Stilts, Avocets, Mallards, Grebes, Coots, Ibis) that are also
protected by the MTBA, frequently forage throughout the freshwater areas of the watershed, 22
including areas that may be directly or indirectly impacted by the Project.

3. The BRTR does not adequately address potential impacts to the aquatic community (e.g.,
invertebrates and fish) from Project construction or operation. The only fish ESA observed
in the creeks was common carp; no survey or assessment of the benthic community was
conducted. Monitoring by the Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Nitrogen and RWQCB-
Selenium Management Program have demonstrated that multiple invertebrates (e.g.,
crayfish, clams, insect larvae, corixids) and an abundance of non-native fish species (e.g., 23
carp, catfish, largemouth bass, sunfish, red shiners, minnows) reside in Peters Canyon
Channel, San Diego Creek, and the San Joaquin Marsh. The IAF does address the
potential for fish kills due to lower dissolved oxygen in the marsh ponds that could resuit
from the Project, but the potential for negative impacts that may result in the aquatic
community from the reduction in flows in the channels and sediment basins located
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Attachment: Regional Board Staff Comments, IS/MND - Peters Canyon Channel Pipeline Diversion

downstream of the project—which may increase residence time, temperature, algal growth,
selenium bioaccumulation, and decrease dissolved oxygen levels—were not addressed.

sediment basins or the San Joaquin Marsh such that selenium cycling and bioaccumulation
increase, then the potential risk to birds feeding on fish and invertebrates in these areas
may also increase. While mitigation measures for potential impacts resulting from increased
residence times is addressed to some degree by the IAF for the San Joaquin Marsh (though
potential impacts due to increased selenium cycling and bioaccumulation were not
addressed), mitigation measures to address increased hydraulic residence time in the
sediment basins that may occur during operation of the Project are not addressed by the
IAF or the MND. Note: Any potential reductions in downstream concentrations of selenium
(estimated to be around 5 pg/L) that may result from operation of the Project may be offset
by the increase in hydraulic residence times resulting in no net change to or an increase in
selenium concentrations in biota in these areas.

5. We believe that an IAF should be developed and implemented to address the potential
adverse impacts to the aquatic community from changes in water quality (e.g., increase in
temperature, algal growth, selenium bioaccumulation, decrease in dissolved oxygen) that
may result in the downstream channels and the San Diego Creek sediment basins due to
the operation of the Project. The development and implementation of this IAF should be
coordinated with Regional Board staff.

February 13, 2015
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CHAPTER 7

Responses to Comments

The comment letters received during the public review period for the IS/MND are included in
Chapter 6. In this Chapter 7, IRWD provides individual responses to the bracketed comments in
each letter. In some instances, in response to the comment, IRWD has made additions or deletions
to the text of IS/IMND:; additions are included as underlined text, and deletions as strickentext.

Letter 1: Orange County Sanitation District

Comment OCSD-1

The comment states that OCSD supports recycling water for beneficial use and looks forward to
working with IRWD regarding the procurement of the Dry Weather Urban Runoff Discharge
Permit and Special Purpose Discharge Permit, which will be required for the proposed project to
move forward.

Response OCSD-1

Thank you for your comments. IRWD will work with OCSD to procure the Dry Weather Urban
Runoff Discharge Permit and Special Purpose Discharge Permit prior to commencement of work.

Letter 2: City of Tustin

Comment T-1

The comment states that the IS'MND should identify locations for storage of temporary
equipment such as pipe, backfill material, and construction equipment, as these temporary
locations may have an impact on the environment.

Response T-1

On page 2-16 of the ISMND, the discussion about construction schedule includes access and
staging, specifically the following:

Construction access would be provided through the existing OC Flood access points
along the channel; all staging and stockpiling would occur in the area between the top of
the channel and the existing fence or walls along the outer boundary, between access
points.

These staging areas are included in the area of potential effect that is analyzed in the ISSMND. No
additional impacts need to be evaluated.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 7-1 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



7. Response to Comments

Comment T-2

The comment requests that the proposed aboveground equipment at Edinger Avenue and Moffett
Drive be completely screened from public view within decorative walled enclosures with access
gates, as required by the City’s Design Guidelines for Aboveground Utility Facilities on Public
Properties and in the Public Right-of-Way. The comment requests that such enclosures be built
with materials and finishes consistent or compatible with the adjacent residential community
walls.

Response T-2

The aboveground equipment at Edinger Avenue and Moffet Drive are shown in Figures 6 and 7,
respectively. As stated in the ISMND on page 3-4 and 3-5, the existing aesthetic conditions
surrounding these two project sites include a built environment dominated by roadways, the
hardscaped flood control channel, chain link fence enclosures for the bike path, and a freeway
bridge overpass. The proposed facilities would not substantially alter the visual character of the
site and surroundings as stated on pages 3-4 and 3-5 of the IS/MND. As such, decorative walled
enclosures are not required for mitigation. Although not required for mitigation, as stated in
Comment T-3 below and per previous discussions with the City of Tustin, IRWD plans to erect
masonry wall extensions to shield the electrical cabinet, antenna, transformer, and service panel
from view to the greatest extent practicable according to the constraints of the site.

Comment T-3

The comment states that the existing six-foot masonry wall identified in the ISSMND would not
block the public’s view of the equipment. The comment suggests that masonry walls should be
extended further than the proposed 39 feet at Edinger Avenue and eight feet at Moffett Drive to
minimize aesthetic impact of the proposed equipment.

Response T-3

The existing 6-foot masonry wall would shield the proposed equipment at Edinger Avenue from
view from adjacent residences. In response to the comment, the text of the IS'MND has been
revised on page 3-4 as follows:

The Edinger Circular Drain diversion structure would be located near the Peters Canyon
Channel and Edinger Avenue intersection, generally within Edinger Avenue and part of
an adjacent roadside landscaped area, adjacent to the entrance to the bike path. Multi- and
single-family residential units are located adjacent to the proposed work area on both
sides of Edinger Avenue. The site for the electrical cabinet, antenna, transformer, and
service panel would be shielded from view and separated from neighboring residences by
an existing 6-foot masonry wall. Given the surroundings include the adjacent roadway,
flood control channel, chainlink fence enclosure for the bike path, and bridge overpass,
the proposed facilities would not substantially alter the visual character of the site and
surroundings. Impacts would be less than significant.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 7-2 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



7. Response to Comments

Regarding the masonry wall extensions, the IS'MND concludes on page 3-4 and 3-5 that the
proposed facilities would not substantially alter the visual character of the site and surroundings.
No additional mitigation is required.

Comment T-4

The comment states that the proposed project could result in substantial temporary increases in
ambient noise levels during construction. The City suggests that a noise study be performed to
analyze the noise-sensitive construction locations in detail and identify, on a location-specific
basis, all additional feasible noise mitigation measures which may include construction of
temporary noise attenuation walls around the construction site and regular noise monitoring
during construction. The comment states that proposed Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through
NOISE-7 are too general and are not location-specific.

Response T-4

As identified in Section 3.12 of the IS/'MND, construction activities associated with the proposed
project will adhere to the time restrictions set forth in the City of Tustin’s Noise Ordinance. As
such, construction noise would be exempt from the provisions of the City’s Noise Ordinance, and
a noise study would not be required. In addition, the ISSMND identifies on pages 3-69 and 3-70
that the proposed project would expose existing sensitive receptors located in proximity to the
proposed pipeline alignment to substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels
during construction. As such, Mitigation Measures Noise-1 through NOISE-5 would require
implementation of noise reduction devices and techniques during construction that would reduce
the noise levels associated with construction to the maximum extent that is technically feasible.
No additional mitigation is required.

Comment T-5

The comment requests that Mitigation Measure NOISE-6 be revised to require IRWD or its
contractors to notify existing residents located directly adjacent to the construction work area and
their homeowners associations and property management companies of the proposed location and
dates of construction a minimum of five days prior to construction within the work area.

Response T-5

In implementing the public outreach described in Mitigation Measure NOISE-6, it is standard
procedure for IRWD to contact existing residents as well as homeowners associations and
property management companies. No revisions to Mitigation Measure NOISE-6 are necessary.

Comment T-6

The comment suggests that the project proponent conduct extensive public outreach to residents
of the City of Tustin. In particular, the comment requests soliciting input from residents in
adjacent neighborhoods, including Tustin Field I, Tustin Field 11, and Columbus Grove, including
holding informational meetings with homeowners associations for these neighborhoods.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 7-3 ESA / Project No. 130993
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7. Response to Comments

Response T-6

During the public review period for the Draft ISSMND, IRWD appropriately noticed the
availability of the document by placing a public notice in the local newspaper of general
circulation (i.e., Orange County Register), in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section
15072(b)(1). As stated in the public notice, the document was made available in hard copy at the
Heritage Park Library and on the IRWD web site. At that point, the public had the opportunity to
comment on the Draft IS/MND or request additional information. Mitigation Measure NOISE-6
requires residents adjacent to the construction work area to be notified of the location and dates of
construction prior to commencement.

Additionally, NOISE-7 requires IRWD to designate a public liaison for the project that will be
responsible for addressing public concerns about construction, including excessive noise.
Therefore the public, particularly those in adjacent neighborhoods, will have an immediate
resource for information about the project and to express any concerns they may have. Additional
public meetings are not required by CEQA.

Comment T-7

The comment points out that the IS/MND states the Caltrans Ground Water Treatment Facility
(GWTF) is located in the City of Tustin, when it is actually located in the City of Irvine.

Response T-7

In response to the comment, the text of the ISSMND has been revised on pages 1-1, 2-1, and 2-3
as follows:

Page 1-1:

The proposed pipeline system begins at the existing Caltrans GWTF in Fustin Irvine,
collects flow from three proposed diversion structures located at Como Channel, Edinger
Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain, and discharges into a proposed IRWD manhole that
discharges to OCSD’s Main Street sewer for treatment (refer to Figure 2, Aerial Project
Limits Map).

Page 2-1:

The proposed pipeline system would begin at the existing Caltrans” GWTF, located near
the Walnut Avenue bridge crossing over Peters Canyon Channel in Fustin Irvine, then
would connect to the three proposed storm drain diversion structures at Como Channel,
Edinger Circular Drain, and Valencia Drain, then would connect to IRWD’s existing
gravity sewer line at a proposed new manhole west of San Diego Creek near Main Street
in Irvine.

Page 2-3:

The proposed project area is located adjacent to and alongside Peters Canyon Channel
and San Diego Creek. The proposed project area includes the section of Peters Canyon

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 7-4 ESA / Project No. 130993
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7. Response to Comments

Channel running from the channel’s intersection with Walnut Ave in Fustin Irvine to the
channel’s intersection with Main Street in Irvine.

Comment T-8

The comment states that IRWD staff have indicated that construction is scheduled to begin in
August of 2015, instead of the Spring of 2015 as is stated on page 2-16 of the IS/MND.

Response T-8
In response to the comment, the text of the IS/MND has been revised on page 2-16 as follows:

Page 2-16:

The estimated construction start date is Sprinrg Summer of 2015.

Comment T-9

The comment states that the General Plan Designation for the City of Tustin should be indicated
as “MCAS Tustin Specific Plan” on page 3-1 of the IS/MND.

Response T-9
In response to the comment, the text of the IS/MND has been revised on page 3-1 as follows:

Page 3-1:

6. General Plan Designation(s): Recreation (City of Irvine); MCAS Tustin
Planned-Community Specific Plan (City of
Tustin)

Letter 3: City of Irvine

Comment CI-1

The comment states that the City of Irvine will continue to work cooperatively with IRWD
concerning the design and construction of the project, and supports the idea that this is an
important and necessary project to improve water quality in the region.

Response CI-1
Thank you for your comment. IRWD appreciates the City of Irvine’s continued support.

Letter 4: County of Orange Public Works

Comment OCPW-1

The comment states that any work within or adjacent to any Orange County Flood Control
District (OCFCD) right-of-way should be conducted to not adversely impact the channel’s
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7. Response to Comments

structural integrity, hydraulic flow conditions, access and maintainability. The comment states
that an encroachment permit from the County must be obtained prior to starting work within
OCFCD’s right of way. The comment provides the location for permit application and process
materials and states that technical reviews and approvals will be accomplished within the permit
process.

Response OCPW-1

IRWD will work with the County of Orange to obtain the necessary encroachment permits prior
to commencement of work and will conduct associated activities in accordance with any permit
conditions in order to protect OCFCD’s channel integrity, flow conditions, access and
maintainability. Acknowledgment of the need for such a permit is provided on page 2-17 of the
IS/MND.

Letter 5: California Department of Transportation

Comment DOT-1

The comment explains that the project proponent must obtain an encroachment permit for any
work that is to be done within the State right-of-way prior to commencement of work. The
comment also details procedures to be followed when obtaining an encroachment permit, and
includes a link to the Department of Transportation’s Encroachment Permits Manual.

Response DOT-1

IRWD will work with DOT to obtain the necessary encroachment permits prior to
commencement of work. In response to the comment, the encroachment permit has been added to
the list of project approvals provided in the IS/MND on page 2-17.

Page 2-17:

e California Department of Transportation: Encroachment permit

Letter 6: UC Irvine

Comment UCI-1

The comment states that the San Joaquin Marsh Reserve (UC Marsh Reserve) is a University of
California Natural Reserve System (UCNRS) reserve managed by the University of California’s
Irvine campus. The comment states that the proposed project affects the UC Marsh Reserve, and
therefore IRWD was obligated to consult with the University as a trustee agency under CEQA.
The comment states that per CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(g), consultation with the
University is required for any project that affects a UCNRS reserve, to obtain the University’s
recommendation on whether an environmental impact report or a negative declaration should be
prepared. The comment states that the Notice of Intent to adopt the MND was the University’s
first opportunity to identify, review, and comment on the potential effects to the UC Marsh
Reserve.
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Response UCI-1

CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(g) requires a lead agency to consult with “Trustee Agencies
responsible for resources affected by the project.” When IRWD initiated preparation of the Initial
Study for the proposed project, it was determined that no resources under the jurisdiction of the
UCNRS would be affected by the project. The results of the Initial Study verify this
determination; on page 3-56 of the IS/MND, the analysis concludes that during project operation
the water transfers to the UC Marsh Reserve could still be maintained similar to existing baseline
conditions, which are described on page 3-54 of the IS/MND.

In the past, IRWD has transferred water annually from the SJM to the UC Marsh Reserve during
the wet or winter season, based on availability. As stated on page 3-54 of the IS/MND: “[f]or a
short period of time (approximately 15 to 20 days) each winter (typically anywhere from mid-
December through February), water is diverted from the San Joaquin Marsh to the University of
California (UC) San Joaquin Marsh Reserve to the south in order to help fill it to capacity.” There
is no minimum requirement for the amount of water to be transferred, and during some years, the
amount of water transferred has been zero. The UC Marsh Reserve is designed to receive storm
water runoff as its primary source of surface water and has no diversion directly from SDC.
These baseline conditions for water transfers will not be affected by the proposed project, which
primarily affects low-flow and/or dry-season conditions and will have little to no effect on flow
during wet weather or the wet season when the transfers occur. For clarity, in response to the
comment, the text of the ISSMND has been modified on pages 3-54 and 3-56 as follows:

Page 3-54:

For a short period of time (approximately 15 to 20 days) each winter (typically anywhere
from mid-December through February), water is diverted from the San Joaquin Marsh to
the University of California (UC) San Joaquin Marsh Reserve to the south in order to
help fill it to capacity. The amount of water transferred each year is variable and subject
to availability as determined by IRWD. When this occurs, the rate at which water is
recirculated through the marsh increases.

Page 3-56:

In addition, the reduction in inflow would not affect the water available for transfer to the
UC San Joaquin Marsh Reserve. During project operation, the San Joaquin Marsh inflow
rate would still be greater than the rate of flow transferred to the UC Marsh and thus such
transfers could still be maintained, similar to existing baseline conditions.

Comment UCI-2

The comment states that IRWD did not provide the University adequate time to consult prior to
providing the Notice of Intent to adopt the ISMND. The comment also states that the University
may submit further comments and proposed mitigation measures that address any significant
effects on the lands and natural resources subject to its authority as a Trustee Agency.
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Response UCI-2

CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(g) does not provide minimum time requirements for
consultation with, or review by, Trustee Agencies. The University was given adequate time to
review the Notice of Intent to adopt the MND and Initial Study per CEQA Guidelines Section
15073, which require a 30-day review period for a proposed MND submitted to the State
Clearinghouse. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 150739(a), the University will
receive written notice regarding the date of the public hearing to be held for the proposed project.

Comment UCI-3

The comment requests that the UC Marsh Reserve be listed as an area of potential effect due to
the reduced stream flows to San Diego Creek and subsequent reduced flows into both IRWD’s
SJM and the UC Marsh Reserve. This would require a comprehensive analysis of the effects on
the UC Marsh Reserve that could result from reduced flows in San Diego Creek.

Response UCI-3

The amount and timing of water transferred from the SJIM to the UC Marsh Reserve is variable
from year to year, as mentioned in Response UCI-1. There is no minimum volume of water
required; the amount of water transferred is based on availability as determined by IRWD, which
means during some years the amount of water transferred has been and may be zero. On page 3-
56 of the IS/MND, the analysis associated with the SIM concludes that during project operation
the water transfers to the UC Marsh Reserve could still be maintained similar to existing baseline
conditions. These baseline conditions for water transfers will not be affected by the proposed
project, which primarily affects low-flow and/or dry-season conditions and will have little to no
effect on flow during wet weather or the wet season when the transfers occur. Given this
conclusion, there would be no effect to the UC Marsh Reserve and the analysis of impact is
appropriately described within the SJM area of potential effect. Therefore, the UC Marsh
Reserve will not be listed as an area of potential effect.

Comment UCI-4

The comment states that the viability of the UC Marsh Reserve is reliant on the water transfers
that are part of the baseline conditions that must be considered in the CEQA analysis. The
comment states that this baseline condition must be continued to prevent significant impact to the
habitat in the UC Marsh Reserve. The comment states that a mitigation measure is required to
guarantee the water transfers would continue.

Response UCI-4

The existing water transfers are mentioned in the ISS/MND on page 3-54 as part of the baseline
conditions. For clarity, modifications to the text of the IS'MND have been made on page 3-54 and
3-56 as mentioned above in Response UCI-1. The IS/MND concludes that the proposed project
would not alter this baseline condition. As a result, no impact would occur, and no mitigation
measure is required.
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Comment UCI-5

The comment requests that IRWD either include mitigation measures that will ensure continuance
of the water transfers, or change the language on page 3-56 of the IS/MND from “could still be
maintained” to “would remain unchanged if the project is approved and implemented”.

Response UCI-5
In response to the comment, the text of the IS/MND has been modified on page 3-56 as follows:

Page 3-56:

During project operation, the San Joaquin Marsh inflow rate would still be greater than
the rate of flow transferred to the UC Marsh and thus such transfers ceuld-stil-be
maintained would remain unchanged if the project is approved and implemented.

Comment UCI-6

The comment addresses the language in Appendix C of the IS/MND, stating that the mere
expectation of continued water transfers is not sufficient. The University requests additional
mitigation measures or the replacement of the phrase “are expected to be maintained” (p. 2 of
Appendix C) with “would remain unchanged if the project is approved and implemented”.

Response UCI-6

In response to the comment, the text of Appendix C to the IS/MND has been modified on page 2
as follows:

Appendix C, Page 2:

Finally, potential impacts to the UC Irvine (UCI) Marsh adjacent to SIM and Upper
Newport Bay are expected to be less than significant. Water transfers from SJM to UCI
Marsh, which occur at IRWD’s discretion over approximately 15 to 20 days during the

winter, are-expected-to-be-maintained would remain unchanged if the project is approved

and implemented.

Comment UCI-7

The comment states that Appendix C of the IS/MND addresses the water transfers from the SIM
to the UC Marsh Reserve. The comment states that the University did not receive an appropriate
amount of time to evaluate the proposed project, specifically the findings presented in Appendix
C, Sections 5.2-5-3. The comment states that the University, as a Trustee Agency, may submit
further comments and proposed mitigation.

Response UCI-7

The findings in Appendix C support the analyses presented in the IS/MND. The baseline
conditions for water transfers will not be affected by the proposed project, which primarily affects
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low-flow and/or dry-season conditions and will have little to no effect on flow during wet
weather or the wet season when the transfers occur. Please also refer to Response UCI-2.

Letter 7: Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board

The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board letter includes statements that (1)
summarize the information and findings found in the ISSMND and appended Reduced Discharge
Technical Study (RDTS; (2) present data that characterize existing baseline conditions; and (3)
comment on the analyses, conclusions, and mitigation measures presented in the IS/MND and
RDTS. The responses provided below pertain to the third category of comments. The responses
provide clarification where necessary about the impact analysis methodology, which first
establishes the environmental setting and baseline conditions in the vicinity of the project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15063(d)(2)) and then assesses the project impacts to determine where
changes to baseline conditions are significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(d)(3)).

Comment RWQCB-1

The comment states that the RWQCB’s overarching concern is regarding the consideration of
potential operational effects and resulting increased hydraulic residence time in the San Joaquin
Marsh (SJM) and the potential for increased selenium bioaccumulation, which may result in
adverse impacts in the marsh. The comment suggests inclusion of measures to be added to the
Impact Avoidance Framework (1AF) (Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1).

Response RWQCB-1

As explained below in Responses RWQCB-4, RWQCB-7, RWQCB-8, RWQCB-11, RWQCB-
12, RWQCB-15, and RWQCB-17, the effects of project operation on residence time within the
SJM are adequately assessed. The IAF currently includes mitigation that would maintain the key
water quality parameters that affect selenium cycling, in particular dissolved oxygen.
Maintenance of such parameters would avoid any significant adverse changes to existing baseline
conditions for selenium cycling, speciation, or bioaccumulation. Therefore, the additional
measures requested by the comment do not need to be added to the IAF.

Comment RWQCB-2
The comment states that an IAF should be developed and implemented to address the potential

adverse effects of water quality changes that may occur in the downstream channels and San
Diego Creek (SDC) Sediment Basins.

Response RWQCB-2

As explained below in Responses RWQCB-4, RWQCB-5, RWQCB-6, RWQCB-9, RWQCB-10,
RWQCB-11, RWQCB-13, and RWQCB-16, the proposed project would not have adverse effects
to water quality within Peters Canyon Wash (PCW), SDC, or the Sediment Basins. As such, no
mitigation or 1AF is required.
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Comment RWQCB-3
The comment states that the IAFs should be coordinated with the Regional Board staff.

Response RWQCB-3

IRWD will coordinate as necessary with the RWQCB in accordance with its jurisdiction over the
project and as a Responsible Agency.

Comment RWQCB-4

The comment provides an overview of some results from the Reduced Discharge Technical Study
(RDTS), provided as Appendix C to the IS/MND. The comment states that although the RDTS
concluded that the hydraulic residence time of water flowing through the IRWD SJM would
increase, the report does not address how this increase in residence time may impact selenium
cycling and sequestration in the SJM and the adjacent in-stream Sediment Basins in the San
Diego Creek.

Response RWQCB-4

The project’s effect on residence time and selenium cycling and sequestration in the SIJM are
addressed in the RDTS in Section 4.2.3.2 (pages 47 through 50), Section 5.2.4 (page 53), and
Section 5.3 (pages 54-69).

There are two primary ways in which the project could potentially impact selenium sequestration
within the SIM: 1) the project could alter the amount of selenium actually input to the SJM from
SDC, and/or 2) the project could alter what happens to selenium while it’s in the SIM (i.e.,
cycling, speciation, etc.).

Concerning the first way, the project would reduce the mass of selenium input to the SIM from
SDC. Further, assuming the SIM’s total selenium removal efficiency would remain the same as
for existing conditions, the project would subsequently reduce the mass of selenium lost within
the SIM. The basis for assuming the total selenium removal efficiency of the SIM would not
change is provided in Section 4.1.4.2 of the RDTS. This section provides an empirical analysis of
whether total selenium removal efficiency is related to the SIM inflow rate under existing
conditions (total selenium removal efficiency was calculated based on the difference in selenium
concentrations in the inflow and outflow of the marsh). Using data collected by IRWD dating
back to 2002, the RDTS demonstrates that no statistically-significant relationship exists between
average SJM inflow and total selenium removal efficiency. Since this empirical analysis did not
result in a predictive relationship between SJM inflow and total selenium removal rate, the
existing removal efficiency (i.e., unadjusted) was used in the RDTS to estimate the mass of
selenium lost within the marsh under the project condition SIM inflow rate. On page 50, the
RDTS states the following:

[U]nder existing conditions (WY2009-2013) approximately 294 pounds per year of
selenium are input to SIM from SDC. Under project conditions, selenium loading to SIM
would be reduced to approximately 202 pounds per year. Subsequently, the amount of
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selenium lost within the SIM (from SDC) would also be reduced as a result of project
implementation, dropping from approximately 107 pounds to 74 pounds per year.

Thus, taking into account the reduction in selenium loading to the SIJM, under project conditions
there would be a reduction of 33 pounds per year of selenium removed within the SIM (i.e., the
difference between 107 pounds and 74 pounds per year). These results are also shown in Table 7
on page 36 of the RDTS. Based upon the available data (discussed in Section 4.1.4.2), the SIM
influent rate and subsequent residence time have no direct impact upon the mass of total selenium
lost within the SJM.

Regarding the second way, the RDTS explicitly acknowledges that, through a potential increase
in residence time, the project could have negative impacts upon SJM habitat and water quality
conditions and, indirectly, upon selenium sequestration rates within the SJM (page 53). The IAF
mitigation measure was developed and is required to specifically address these potential impacts
(pages 54-69). Based upon the available data and empirical analysis (summarized above), no
direct relationship between SJM inflow (i.e., residence time) and total selenium removal
efficiency could be established. However, over time, the potential indirect effect of reduced SIM
inflow upon selenium loss or sequestration within the SJM is uncertain, but this potential long-
term effect is acknowledged (page 53) and mitigated for (pages 54-69). Selenium speciation,
cycling, and sequestration is closely related to and driven by dissolved oxygen levels. For
example, low dissolved oxygen levels (or anoxic conditions) promote the formation of less
soluble and/or less mobile forms of selenium (i.e., forms that are more readily sequestered within
SJM sediments). The IAF thus focuses on monitoring and adaptively managing dissolved oxygen
concentrations (and chlorophyll, as a proxy for algae) so as to sustain existing levels.

In response to the comment, the text of the ISSMND on page 3-57 has been modified as follows to
clarify the results of the analysis related to project impacts to water quality and selenium cycling
within the SIM:

The reduction in inflow would potentially affect residence time for water flowing through
San Joaquin Marsh. As stated above, it takes about 10 to 14 days for water to move
through the marsh under baseline conditions. It is estimated that project operation would
result in an increase in average residence time by approximately five days, from
approximately 14 days to 19 days. This increase in residence time would not affect the
selenium or nitrogen removal efficiency of the San Joaquin Marsh, based on an analysis
showing no statistically signification correlation between Marsh inflow and either
selenium or nitrogen removal efficiency given historical data (see Appendix C, Figures
14a and 14b). The increase in residence time, however, may induce undesirable
conditions, such as increased water temperature, increased algae production, and a
sustained reduction in dissolved oxygen (DO) levels during drought and summer dry
conditions. These reduced water quality conditions if sustained may impact the benthic
and fish community in the marsh in the absence of mitigation, either directly or indirectly
by affecting selenium cycling, speciation, and bioaccumulation. These potential impacts
are based upon recent observations during the current drought period that suggest there
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could be a causal link between reduced marsh inflow and increased algae growth.
However, it is important to also note that an anticipated decrease in nutrient loading from
the proposed project may likely reduce algae growth during these critical periods.
Nonetheless, in the event that algal mats develop and die off as a result of reduced
circulation and increased retention time, diurnal fluctuations in dissolved oxygen may
result in anoxic conditions (dissolved oxygen of 0-2). Sustained low oxygen conditions
can impact benthic communities, potentially result in fish kills, and create odor problems.
Sustained low oxygen can also affect selenium cycling and speciation, and thus could
potentially increase and/or alter the form of selenium removed within the marsh. These
potential effects could weuld significantly impact water quality and habitat conditions.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would require implementation of an Impact Avoidance
Framework (IAF) to ensure that the effects of the proposed project on flow availability to
the San Joaquin Marsh do not indirectly result in significant adverse effects to water
quality due to increased residence time. The IAF would establish a range of acceptable
water quality parameters (e.g., DO and algae/chlorophyll concentrations) developed from
an existing water quality sampling program; a trigger for management actions when
water quality parameters are sustained beyond the acceptable range; a suite of corrective
actions to implement to ensure water quality parameters return to, and are maintained
within, the acceptable range. Impacts would be considered less than significant with
mitigation.

Furthermore, the project’s effects on residence time and selenium cycling and sequestration in
SDC also are addressed in the RDTS in Sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.2.2.3 (page 42) and Section 5.1.2
(page 51). The RDTS states that the project would reduce the mass loading of selenium to Peters
Canyon Wash (PCW) and SDC by approximately 154 pounds per year on average, which
represents about a 40 to 43 percent reduction. The RDTS further goes on to explain why,
although flows within PCW and SDC would also be reduced, the changes in flow velocity are
generally insignificant with respect to influencing residence time and selenium cycling within the
channels and/or Sediment Basins. The RDTS states the following on page 42:

With respect to potentially influencing residence time and selenium cycling within the
channels and/or Sediment Basins, the predicted changes in flow velocity are generally
insignificant (i.e., changes in velocity are on the order of 0 to 0.11 feet per second) (Table
8). The changes in dry season flow velocity within the project area would not be great
enough to force the deposition of selenium (or nitrogen or other pollutants) that may be
bound to silt and clay, and thus bound selenium would be expected to behave similarly
under existing- and project-conditions. For example, the fall velocity of coarse silt is
approximately 0.003 feet per second (Julien, 1998) (i.e., the velocity at which silt would
settle out of the water column). This is well below the existing- and project-condition
predicted velocities. Further, Hibbs et al. (2008) suggests that very little dissolved
selenium or total nitrate is removed under existing conditions within the Sediment
Basins, reasoning that even though conditions may favor reduction (and deposition of
selenium and nitrate, there is not enough fluid exchange between surface water and the
channel bed sediment (i.e., hyporheic water). The substantial reduction in selenium and
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nitrogen mass loading would be much greater in magnitude than any of the potential,
though insignificant, effects project implementation may have upon residence time or
selenium- or nitrogen-cycling within the PCW and SDC channels.

Further, in Sediment Basin No. 1 (the downstream-most basins), deposition of pollutants
bound to clay-sized particles are controlled primarily by flocculation, which is driven by
freshwater mixing with salt water near the downstream extent of the Sediment Basins, a
process which would be unaffected by the project. The project reductions in channel
flows is not expected to significantly increase the upstream extent of tidal influence and
salinity in the mouth of SDC because the tidal extent is controlled by the channel
elevation and weirs rather than mixing of freshwater channel flows and saline tidal flows.

Comment RWQCB-5

The comment states that the Reduced Discharge Technical Study (RDTS) does not address or
provide data on potential increases in residence time and temperature that may occur in the
downstream channel areas in PCW and SDC as a result of project implementation. The comment
also notes that exclusion of water year (WY) 2012 data could further reduce the estimated flows
in PCW and SDC.

Response RWQCB-5

Potential impacts upon residence time and habitat quality in downstream areas of PCW and SDC
are addressed in Section 4.2.2 (pages 37-44). Temperature was not addressed explicitly, but
factors that affect temperature were addressed, namely flow velocity and depth. Potential project
impacts to average flow velocities (i.e., residence time) were determined to be insignificant. As
shown in Table 8 on page 37 and stated on page 42, the predicted changes in flow velocity within
PCW and SDC are generally insignificant, with changes ranging between 0 and 0.11 feet per
second. Further, the project’s additional potential impacts upon average flow depths in PCW and
SDC were shown to be generally small (i.e., average reductions in depth were around 16 percent).

With respect to stream temperature as it relates to existing and/or potential aquatic habitat, other
factors should also be considered. PCW within the project area is generally devoid of any quality
habitat, and the RDTS states the following on page 37:

However, in these upper reaches there is little-to-no quality in-stream vegetation or
aquatic habitat under existing conditions. As described in Section 3.1, these reaches serve
primarily as a managed flood control channel, the bed is periodically cleared through
either planned maintenance activity and/or scouring floods, and the banks are comprised
of rip-rap or concrete and generally devoid of riparian vegetation.

Further, based upon available data, the reach of SDC comprising the sediment basins is likely a
gaining reach (i.e., on average there is a net inflow of groundwater) (see RDTS pages 8-10, 23,
and 50), and thus groundwater input would likely exert much more influence upon average
stream temperature than small, predicted changes in flow depth.
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Exclusion of WY 2012 in estimating existing- or project-condition flows in PCW and SDC would
not reduce the average flow estimates in these areas, as suggested by the comment. Average flow
in SDC was not notably different in WY 2012 as illustrated in Figures 12 and 17 of the RDTS.
Thus, there is no basis or rationale for excluding WY 2012 from the calculation of average
channel flows (or from the calculation of any descriptive statistics). In the RDTS, WY 2012 is
excluded when assessing the minimum, average SJM influent rate under which the SJM can
function, as we consider this particular year an outlier with respect to SJM operations and not
with respect to flow conditions within PCW and/or SDC. For example, even though the average
flow in SDC was not notably different in WY 2012, the proportion of SDC flow diverted into the
SJM was notably higher and the reason for this is not clear (see the “Dry-Season San Joaquin
Marsh Influent Flow (WY 1999-2006, 2009-2103)” chart in Appendix B of the RDTS).

Comment RWQCB-6

The comment states that the RDTS does not address or provide data on potential increases in
residence time and temperature that may occur in the San Diego Creek in-stream Sediment Basins
as a result of project implementation.

Response RWQCB-6

The in-stream Sediment Basins are part of the analysis provided in the RDTS for PCW and SDC.
Please refer also to Responses RWQCB-4 and RWQCB-5.

Comment RWQCB-7

The comment suggests that ESA recalculate the potential increase in average residence time that
may occur in the SIM during implementation of the project based on current baseline conditions
(2009-2013).

Response RWQCB-7

In Table 6 on page 34 of the RDTS, calculation of existing, dry-season residence times for SIM
are provided for WY 2001 through 2013. The average, dry-season residence time is 14.2 days for
both the WY 2001-2013 and WY 2009-2013 periods. In Table 10 on page 49 of the RDTS,
calculation of residence times under project conditions at SJM are provided for the same time
periods. The average, dry-season residence time increases to 17.0 days for WY 2001-2013 and to
18.8 days for WY 2009-2013. So, the estimated increase in residence time of approximately five
days is based on the WY 2009-2013 time period as requested in the comment.

Comment RWQCB-8

The comment suggests that increasing the residence time in the SIM ponds may increase
formation of more bioaccumulative forms of selenium, such as selenite, organic selenium, and
particulate fractions of selenium, which could potentially accumulate in the ponds and in
Sediment Basin No. 2 where the SIM discharges back to SDC. The comment also suggests that
the removal efficiency calculation used by ESA to determine both current and post- project
selenium removal efficiency of the marsh does not account for biotic uptake of selenium by the
organisms that live in the ponds.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 7-15 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



7. Response to Comments

Response RWQCB-8

The RDTS gives an overview of selenium biogeochemistry on pages 16-17 and notes that “[m]ost
of the selenium in local surface- and groundwater is in the form of selenate, while up to
approximately 8 and 2 percent is in the form of selenite and organic selenium, respectively
(Meixner at al. 2004).” The selenium removal efficiency analysis included in the RDTS (Section
4.1.4.2) is based on total selenium concentrations measured in the SJIM influent and effluent.
Selenium removal was calculated based on the difference in selenium concentration at the inflow
and outflow to the marsh. Therefore, any loss of selenium attributable to cycling processes that
occur within the marsh, including biotic uptake, would be reflected in the data and thus reflected
in the removal efficiency calculation. The removal efficiency analysis shows no statistically-
significant relationship between average SIM inflow and selenium removal efficiency (RDTS,
Section 4.1.4.2). Thus, as already stated in Response RWQCB-4, it follows that there would be
no statistically-significant relationship between residence time and selenium removal efficiency.
Overall, Table 7 on page 36 of the RDTS shows there would be a reduction of 33 pounds per year
of selenium removed within the SIM under project conditions, including increased residence
time, and a reduction in the selenium load discharged to SDC and the Sediment Basins by 59
pounds per year.

As summarized in the RDTS (pages 16-17), selenate is the highest oxidation state of selenium
and is the most common form found in project area surface water and groundwater. Selenite may
form from selenate under reducing conditions (e.g., low dissolved oxygen content), and selenite,
though still soluble in water, has a strong affinity to be adsorbed to soil particles, which greatly
reduces its mobility. The proposed IAF provides mitigation to ensure existing water quality
parameters that drive selenium speciation would not change significantly, and thus existing
baseline conditions for selenium cycling within the SJM also would not change significantly. For
example, a decrease in residence time and, more specifically, a subsequent decrease in dissolved
oxygen levels within the SIM, could affect selenium cycling and sequestration processes within
the marsh (consistent with what the commenter suggests); this is acknowledged in the RDTS on
page 53. However, the IAF specifically focuses on monitoring and adaptively managing dissolved
oxygen concentrations (and chlorophyll, as a proxy for algae) so as to sustain existing levels.
Therefore, implementation of the |AF would fully mitigate for the potential increased loss of
selenium through transformation to less soluble/mobile forms under project conditions.

Comment RWQCB-9

The comment suggests that the RDTS did not analyze the fact that reductions in downstream
flows as a result of the project will likely increase hydraulic residence times, especially in the
Sediment Basins, thereby increasing the potential for biotic uptake in the water column and in the
benthic community. This could result in an overall increase in selenium concentrations in fish and
birds.

Response RWQCB-9

As shown in Table 8 on page 37 and stated on page 42, the predicted changes in flow velocity
within PCW and SDC (including the Sediment Basins) are generally insignificant, with changes
ranging between 0 and 0.11 feet per second. As a result, the project would not result in any
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meaningful change in hydraulic residence time or selenium cycling within the channels or
Sediment Basins. The project would notably reduce selenium loading to PCW and SDC
downstream of the diversion points (i.e., by 40 to 43 percent, on average), and, as also stated on
page 42, this would be much greater in magnitude than any of the potential, though insignificant,
effects project implementation may have upon selenium cycling. As a result, the project would
not increase (and may reduce) the potential for biotic uptake in the water column and in the
benthic community, relative to existing baseline conditions.

Comment RWQCB-10

The comment suggests that the RDTS does not address potential increases in temperature, algal
growth, selenium cycling and bioaccumulation, and decreases in dissolved oxygen that may occur
due to reduced flows and increased residence times in the channels and Sediment Basins
downstream of the project during operation.

Response RWQCB-10

Please refer to Response RWQCB-4, RWQCB-5 and RWQCB-9. Given the conclusion regarding
the insignificant effect of the project on residence time, water depth, and flow velocity in PCW
and SDC, and contributions of groundwater to surface flow, the effect of the project on
temperature, dissolved oxygen, and algal growth would also be insignificant, given the similarly
close association between these parameters. For example, shallower flow depths may be
associated with increased water temperatures and algal growth, and slower flow rates may be
associated with increased temperatures and/or lower dissolved oxygen levels. Under existing
conditions, the hydraulic characteristics of PCW and SDC downstream of the project diversions
are generally shallow and/or slow moving. As described above, the project’s potential effect upon
flow velocities (i.e., residence time) and depths in the channel areas downstream are considered
small to essentially negligible.

Selenium cycling and sequestration processes are ultimately influenced to varying degrees by the
parameters listed above (e.g., water temperature, algal growth, and dissolved oxygen levels).
Because the project would not significantly affect any of these parameters within PCW, SDC, and
the Sediment Basins, it would not be expected to alter existing baseline conditions related to
selenium cycling and sequestration or bioaccumulation within the channels.

In response to the comment, the text of the IS'MND on page 3-55 has been modified as follows to
clarify the results of the analysis related to project impacts to water quality within PCW, SDC,
and the Sediment Basins:

The reduction in flow in Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek would also result
in a reduction in flow velocity and average depth. The predicted changes in flow velocity
(and thus residence time) would be generally insignificant, on the order of zero to 0.10
feet per second (Appendix C, Table 8). The predicted reduction in average flow depth
would be generally small, with average reductions in depth of approximately 16 percent
(Appendix C, Table 8). As a result of such minor changes to flow and depth, predicted
changes in temperature would be considered insignificant. Further, based upon available
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data, the reach of San Diego Creek comprising the sediment basins is likely a gaining
reach (i.e., on average there is a net inflow of groundwater) (Appendix C, pages 8-10, 23,
50), and thus groundwater input would likely exert much more influence upon average
stream temperature than small, predicted changes in flow depth.

In addition, the negligible Fhis change in flow velocity would not be great enough to
force the deposition of selenium or other pollutants that may be bound to silt and clay,
and thus there is no expected change in the behavior of bound selenium under project
conditions relative to baseline conditions. The process of selenium sequestration is not
expected to change within the Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek as a result of
the proposed project.

To further clarify, the process of sequestering dissolved selenium within the channels
appears to be controlled by flow depth (hydraulic head) and the subsequent forcing of
hyporheic exchange (i.e., locally forcing surface water to flow into the upper portion of
the channel bed sediments), a process that would not be enhanced by the proposed
project. Also, in Sediment Basin 1 (see Figure 9), the deposition of selenium bound to
clay-sized particles are controlled primarily by flocculation, which is driven by
freshwater mixing with salt water near the downstream extent of the Sediment Basins, a
process which would be unaffected by the proposed project. The project reductions in
channel flows is not expected to significantly increase the upstream extent of tidal
influence and salinity in the mouth of the San Diego Creek because the tidal extent is
controlled by the channel elevation and weirs rather than mixing of freshwater channel
flows and saline tidal flows.

Given the above conclusion regarding the insignificant effect of the proposed project on
residence time, water depth, and flow velocity in Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego
Creek, and contributions of groundwater to surface flow, the effect of the project on
temperature, dissolved oxygen, and algal growth would also be insignificant, given the
similarly close association between these parameters. For example, shallower flow depths
may be associated with increased water temperatures and algal growth, and slower flow
rates may be associated with increased temperatures and/or lower dissolved oxygen
levels. Under existing conditions, the hydraulic characteristics of Peters Canyon Channel
and San Diego Creek downstream of the project diversions are generally shallow and/or
slow moving. As described above, the project’s potential effect upon flow velocities (i.e.,
residence time) and depths in the channel areas downstream are considered small to
essentially negligible. The proposed project is therefore not expected to increase cycling
of selenium, nitrogen, or other pollutants within the channels and/or Sediment Basins.
Impacts to water quality would be considered less than significant.

Comment RWQCB-11

The comment states that the expected decrease in total selenium concentrations in downstream
areas may be offset by the increase in residence time in the ponds and in-stream Sediment Basins.
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This could then result in no change or a possible increase in selenium concentrations in the fish
and invertebrates that reside in these areas.

Response RWQCB-11

Please refer to Response RWQCB-4, RWQCB-5, RWQCB-9, and RWQCB-10. In addition,
IRWD notes that the RDTS evaluates the effects of the proposed project during the dry-season
and/or low-flow conditions. Such conditions are not persistent or sustained conditions.

Comment RWQCB-12

The comment provides an overview of the IAF included in the RDTS and Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-1 in the IS'MND. The comment states that no trigger is proposed for changes in
selenium speciation or concentrations in biota collected from the marsh. The comment provides
existing baseline conditions for selenium concentrations in fish tissue in the SJM, which are
greater than proposed numeric TMDLs for the Newport Bay watershed, and for selenium
concentrations in sediment of the SIM, which are greater than natural background concentrations.
The comment states that the anticipated increase in residence times in the SJM may increase
selenium bioaccumulation in the aquatic community above current concentrations.

Response RWQCB-12

The comment describes existing baseline conditions for selenium concentrations in fish tissue and
sediment in the SJIM, which exceed proposed numeric targets in the selenium TMDLs and
“natural background concentrations,” respectively. With implementation of the IAF, there would
be no increase in the selenium available for bioaccumulation relative to existing conditions. As
explained above in Response RWQCB-4, the RDTS analyzes the impact the project may have
upon the amount of selenium lost within the SIM (including that amount stored within the SIM
and potentially available for biotic uptake). The project would notably reduce the amount of
selenium loading from SDC to the SJM, and there would be a consequent reduction in the amount
of selenium removed by the SIM. This is due to the fact that selenium loading to the SIM influent
would be reduced from 294 pounds per year to 202 pounds per year. Subsequently, the amount of
selenium lost within the SJM would also be reduced as a result of project implementation,
dropping from approximately 107 pounds to 74 pounds per year (based upon the observed SIM
removal efficiency for total selenium). In addition, the amount of selenium discharged from the
SJM back to the Sediment Basins also would be reduced from 190 pounds per year to 131 pounds
per year. These results are shown in Table 7 on page 36 of the RDTS.

As explained above in Response RWQCB-4, over time, the potential indirect effect of reduced
SIM inflow upon selenium loss (including through bioaccumulation) or sequestration within the
SJM is uncertain, but this potential long-term effect is acknowledged (page 53) and mitigated for
(pages 54-69). Selenium speciation, cycling, and sequestration is closely related to and driven by
dissolved oxygen levels, and the IAF thus focuses on monitoring and adaptively managing
dissolved oxygen concentrations (and chlorophyll, as a proxy for algae) so as to sustain existing
levels. Thus, given the predicted reduction in selenium removal within the SIM, as well as the
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implementation of the 1AF, there would be no increase in the selenium available for
bioaccumulation relative to existing conditions.

Comment RWQCB-13

The comment states that neither the RDTS nor the proposed IAF address the potential for
increases in residence times and increases in selenium bioaccumulation that may occur in PCW,
SDC, or the Sediment Basins.

Response RWQCB-13

As stated in Response RWQCB-9, the predicted changes in flow velocity within PCW and SDC
(including the Sediment Basins) are generally insignificant, with changes ranging between 0 and
0.11 feet per second. As a result, the project would not result in any meaningful change in
hydraulic residence time or selenium cycling within the channels or Sediment Basins. The project
would notably reduce selenium loading to PCW and SDC downstream of the diversion points
(i.e., by 40 to 43 percent, on average), and, as also stated on page 42, this would be much greater
in magnitude than any of the potential, though insignificant, effects project implementation may
have upon selenium cycling. As a result, the project would not increase (and may reduce) the
potential for biotic uptake and selenium bioaccumulation relative to existing baseline conditions.
Thus, no mitigation is required for PCW, SDC, or the Sediment Basins as part of the IAF.

Comment RWQCB-14

The comment suggests that the water quality sampling program detailed in Table 1 of the RDTS
should include annual sediment collection and analysis that is timed to coincide with the annual
biota sampling that is conducted in the marsh by the Nitrogen and Selenium Management
Program (NSMP).

Response RWQCB-14

The analysis of project operations provided in the RDTS and IS/MND find no significant impacts
that would require changes in the frequency of sediment sampling in the SIM.

Comment RWQCB-15

The comment suggests that the IAF should include a trigger for management actions in the SIM
based on changes in selenium species or fish tissue concentration that may occur due to increased
residence time in the marsh ponds.

Response RWQCB-15

Please refer to Responses RWQCB-4, RWQCB-8, and RWQCB-12. Given the predicted
reduction in selenium removal within the SJM due to project operations, and maintenance of
water quality parameters that affect selenium speciation (i.e., dissolved oxygen) with
implementation of the 1AF, there would be no significant change in the selenium available for
bioaccumulation relative to existing conditions. Therefore, no triggers for selenium speciation or
fish tissue concentrations are required as part of the IAF.

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 7-20 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



7. Response to Comments

Comment RWQCB-16

The comment suggests that an IAF be developed for the Sediment Basins that includes similar
water quality monitoring, triggers, and a set of management measures similar to those proposed
for the San Joaquin Marsh that can be implemented to avoid potentially significant impacts from
the proposed project to the benthic and fish communities, and that maintains, to the extent
practicable, current habitat conditions.

Response RWQCB-16

The analysis of project operations provided in the RDTS and IS/MND find no significant impacts
related to water quality or habitat conditions in the Sediment Basins that would require an IAF as
mitigation.

Comment RWQCB-17

The comment suggests that Management Measure No. 1, Recirculation, of the IAF has the
potential to increase selenium cycling and bioaccumulation. The comment states that if this
management measure is triggered by dissolved oxygen and chlorophyll levels, then additional
selenium monitoring should be implemented.

Response RWQCB-17

In Section 5.3.4.1 of the RDTS, the management action of recirculating flow within the SIM is
described and evaluated. On page 61 of the RDTS, the potential for recirculation to remove and
possibly sequester more selenium within the SJIM is acknowledged. Recirculating a portion of the
SIM effluent would maintain the existing flow rate and water quality conditions within the SIM
(i.e., Ponds A, B, and 1-6), and thus compensate for the reduced intake from SDC under project
conditions. However, the overall residence time for the recirculated portion of the effluent would
increase as it is cycled back through the SJIM (RDTS, Figure 23). Thus, the recirculated portion of
flow would be subject to additional selenium removal, though the average removal efficiency of
the SJM treatment chain would remain unchanged. As such, the SIM effluent selenium
concentration, removal efficiency, and mass of selenium lost for the project condition with
recirculation of 1.1 cfs is calculated and compared to both the existing and project condition in
Table 11. The analysis shows that the amount of selenium removed in the SIJM increases with
recirculation to 84 pounds per year from 74 pounds per year; however this is still less than the
baseline condition of 107 pounds per year. Further, selenium cycling and speciation (i.e., the
oxidation state of selenium) is controlled in large part by dissolved oxygen levels in the water.
The IAF specifically focuses on monitoring and adaptively managing dissolved oxygen
concentrations (and chlorophyll, as a proxy for algae) so as to sustain existing levels, using
recirculation in conjunction with other management actions. As such, no selenium monitoring
associated with recirculation is included in the IAF.

Comment RWQCB-18

The comment, addressing Management Measure No. 3, Modified Pond Management, requests
that ponds that are taken offline but allowed to continue to function as wetland ponds be closely
monitored for increased selenium and bioaccumulation. The comment states that IRWD should
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include measures that will address how these offline ponds will be monitored and maintained
such that beneficial uses are not negatively affected, and should develop a plan for actions that
will be taken to restore flows to these ponds so that the poor water quality conditions that may
have developed in the ponds does not impact the other ponds once flows are restored.

Response RWQCB-18

The Modified Pond Management action in the IAF would allow for ponds to be taken offline and
for water levels and flows to be managed within the range of historic operations, as currently
allowed under the SJM operations and maintenance manual. Management of the SIM in
accordance with this manual is described in the RDTS on page 14. Since this Modified Pond
Management action would not change baseline conditions associated with SJM operations, no
additional mitigation is required.

Comment RWQCB-19

The comment, addressing Management Measure No. 4, Alternative Water Supply, suggests that
prior to moving forward with possible diversions of the flows from channels that discharge into
SDC, such as Sand Canyon Channel and the UCI box culvert, IRWD should assess what impacts
to the aquatic food web might occur in the Sediment Basins as a result of the loss of these flows.

Response RWQCB-19

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(d), if a mitigation measure would cause
significant effects in addition to those caused by the project then those effects are to be discussed
although in less detail than the significant effects of the project. Thus, in accordance with CEQA,
the IS/MND includes an assessment of potential environmental effects associated with each
potential alternative water supply identified in the RDTS for the IAF. The analysis of the surface
water supplies, including the Sand Canyon Channel and UCI box culvert, is included on pages 3-
59 and 3-60 of the IS/MND. Both Sand Canyon Channel and the UCI box culvert discharge into
SDC downstream of the SIM (see Figure 25 in the RDTS). Sand Canyon Channel discharges into
Sediment Basin 2, and the UCI box culvert discharges into Sediment Basin 1. The SIM inlet is
located in Sediment Basin 3, and the SIM outlet discharges at the top of Sediment Basin 2
upstream of Sand Canyon Channel. The conceptual design of these alternative water supplies
would involve pumping flow from the channel and/or box culvert upstream to Sediment Basin 3,
where water would be diverted to the SIM and discharged back into Sediment Basin 2, and
ultimately flow downstream past the existing discharge points.. The analysis concludes that the
effects of the diversion would not be significant downstream as the only change is the point of
discharge; total discharges to SDC would remain unchanged, less minor losses due to evaporation
and transpiration. There would be a benefit to water quality as the diverted flow passes through
the treatment system of the SJIM before flowing downstream. The IS/MND notes that although
potential impacts of the alternative water supplies are described, IRWD and the project sponsors
will evaluate whether or not additional assessment pursuant to CEQA would be required prior to
implementing any option.
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Comment RWQCB-20

The comment suggests that the MND and the RDTS do not adequately address potential water
quality impacts related to the reduction in flows in the downstream areas that are anticipated to
occur as a result of operation of the project (e.g., increased residence time, temperature and algal
growth, and decreased dissolved oxygen in the PCW, SDC and the Sediment Basins; and
potential increases in selenium bioaccumulation in PCW, SDC, Sediment Basins, and SIM). The
comment requests that potential impact 9(f) under Chapter 3.9 in the MND be listed as potentially
significant, unless additional documentation is provided to demonstrate that these potential
changes in water quality are less than significant or will have no impact, or additional mitigation
and/or management actions are incorporated.

Response RWQCB-20

As explained in Responses RWQCB-4 through RWQCB-21, there would be no additional
impacts to water quality either in-channel within PCW, SDC, and the Sediment Basins or in the
SJM due to project operations that would require additional mitigation.

Comment RWQCB-21

The comment states that the California Least Tern is listed as “Unlikely” to occur in the project
area due to lack of suitable nesting habitat (BRTR Volume 2, page 15, Table 2); however, the
comment states that the California Least Tern, along with Forester’s Terns and Black Skimmers
has been observed foraging in the in-stream Sediment Basins by Regional Board’; staff.

Response RWQCB-21

In response to the comment, Table 2 of the Biological Resources Technical Report (BRTR) will
be modified to change the potential to occur for California least tern from “Unlikely” to “Present”
as follows:

Present. Suitable habitat for foraging for this species is present at the SDC sediment

basins. Unlikely--Suitable-habitat-for-this-species-is-net present-onsite:

In addition, the text of the IS/MND on page 3-21 also has been modified as follows:

More specifically, in Peters Canyon Channel downstream of the project diversion points,
there is no habitat or natural communities that would support special-status wildlife
species; thus project operation would have no effect on resources in this area. Similarly,
there is no habitat or natural communities to support special-status wildlife in the portion
of San Diego Creek between the confluence with Peters Canyon Channel and
approximately the 1-405 Freeway bridge crossing. Downstream of the 1-405 bridge, there
is riparian vegetation, freshwater marsh, and some open water that could potentially
support special-status wildlife species as identified in Table 2 of the Biological Resources
Technical Report (Appendix B). Such special-status wildlife species include, but may not
be limited to, western pond turtle, great blue heron, southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii extimus), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), yellow breasted
chat (Icteria virens), California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni) and California
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black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus). As described above, operation of the
proposed project would reduce flow in this portion of San Diego Creek, which includes
the three Sediment Basins. Even though flow may be temporarily reduced relative to
historic baseline conditions, surface flow and groundwater would remain available to
support in-channel vegetation, although the wetted perimeter of the channel and the
extent of riparian vegetation may temporarily change. Therefore, operation of the project
is not anticipated to impact habitat for special-status wildlife species that may be present
within downstream portions of San Diego Creek.

Comment RWQCB-22

The comment suggests that Great Blue Herons, protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act,
frequently forage throughout the freshwater areas of the watershed, including areas that may be
directly or indirectly impacted by the project. This species is not included in Table 2 of the BRTR
Volume 2, Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur.

Response RWQCB-22

The Great Blue Heron is included in Table 2 of the BRTR Volume 2 on page 13. It is
acknowledged in the table and in the BRTR text that this species is present in the project area.

Comment RWQCB-23

The comment suggests that the BRTR does not adequately address potential impacts to the
aquatic community downstream of project diversions. The comment states that no benthic
community assessment was conducted in the creeks and that the monitoring by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Nitrogen and Selenium Management Program have
demonstrated that invertebrates and non-native fish species are present in Peters Canyon Channel,
San Diego Creek, and the San Joaquin Marsh. The comment states that the |AF does not address
potential effects to the aquatic community in the channels and Sediment Basins due to project
operation, including lower dissolved oxygen and increased residence time, temperature, algal
growth, and selenium bioaccumulation.

Response RWQCB-23

As the comment suggests, there are only non-native fishes present in PCW, SDC, and SIM. The
significance thresholds for biological resources applied to the proposed project from Appendix G
of the CEQA Guidelines pertain to impacts to native resident and migratory species, including
fishes. As such, there is no discussion of impacts to non-native fishes due to project operation in
the BRTR.

In addition, with respect to the effects of project operation on the in-channel aquatic community,
please refer to Response RWQCB-10. As previously explained, the proposed project would have
an insignificant effect on residence time, water depth, and flow velocity in PCW, SDC, and the
Sediment Basins. As a result, the effect of the project on water temperature, dissolved oxygen,
and algal growth would also be insignificant. Selenium cycling and sequestration processes are
ultimately influenced to varying degrees by these parameters. Because the project would not
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significantly affect any of these parameters within PCW, SDC, and the Sediment Basins, it would
not be expected to alter existing baseline conditions related to selenium cycling and sequestration
within the channels. As such the project would not adversely affect in-channel baseline conditions
related to selenium bioaccumulation within the aquatic community.

Rather, as the BRTR Volume 2 concludes on page 24, operation of the proposed project has the
potential to benefit biological resources due to improvements to water quality through removal of
selenium and nitrogen in upstream diversions and reductions in the loading and concentrations of
these constituents downstream. As stated in Response RWQCB-4, the project would reduce the
mass loading of selenium to PCW and SDC by approximately 154 pounds per year on average,
which represents about a 40 to 43 percent reduction. On page 3-21 of the ISSMND, the potential
for selenium bioaccumulation is acknowledged, and the beneficial impact of reduced selenium
loading due to project operation is explained:

Generally, operation of the proposed project has the potential to benefit wildlife due to
improvements to water quality through removal of selenium and nitrogen in upstream
diversions and reductions in the concentrations of these constituents downstream.
Selenium can be bioaccumulated, from water and aquatic sediments, through uptake by
benthic invertebrates. Elevated selenium levels in dietary items can cause reproductive
toxicity to wildlife and especially to some species of birds. The project would reduce the
loading of selenium downstream in Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek by 32
to 35 percent, and the San Joaquin Marsh by 22 percent, and thus reduce the potential for
such negative effects to wildlife to occur.

Comment RWQCB-24

The comment states that increased hydraulic residence time in the Sediment Basins and SIM
would affect selenium cycling and bioaccumulation, which increases potential risk to birds
feeding and fish and invertebrates in these areas. These potential impacts were not addressed in
the BRTR and require mitigation.

Response RWQCB-24

Response RWQCB-4 addresses the effect of the proposed project on residence time in the SIM
and Sediment Basins. For the Sediment Basins, the effect of project operation on residence time
is insignificant; thus, there would be no subsequent impact to baseline selenium cycling or
bioaccumulation, and no impact analysis is required in the BRTR. For the SIM, potential adverse
effects to water quality parameters due to increased residence time, which could in turn affect
selenium cycling and speciation, are fully mitigated through the 1AF (Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-1). Thus, there would be no adverse impacts to baseline conditions related to selenium
cycling, and as such, there would be no adverse impacts to baseline conditions related to
bioaccumulation in birds, fish, or invertebrates. The BRTR Volume 2 acknowledges on page 24
that with implementation of the IAF, impacts to water quality within the SJM would be avoided
or mitigated during critical dry weather periods.
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Comment RWQCB-25

The comment states that an IAF should be developed and implemented to address the potential
adverse impacts to the aquatic community from changes in water quality that may result in the

downstream channels and Sediment Basins due to operation of the project. The comment states
that this IAF should be coordinated with the Regional Board staff.

Response RWQCB-25

As explained in Responses RWQCB-4, RWQCB-5, RWQCB-6, RWQCB-9, RWQCB-10,
RWQCB-11, RWQCB-13, and RWQCB-16, the proposed project would not have adverse effects
to water quality within PCW, SDC, or the Sediment Basins. As such, there would be no
associated adverse impacts to the aquatic community, and no mitigation or 1AF is required.
IRWD will coordinate as necessary with the RWQCB in accordance with its jurisdiction over the
project and as a Responsible Agency.
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CHAPTER 8

Corrections and Additions to the IS/MND

This chapter provides a summary of all revisions made to the IS/MND. Where the responses
indicate additions or deletions to the text of IS/MND, additions are included as underlined text,
and deletions as striekentext. The revisions do not significantly alter the conclusions in the
IS/MND.

Table of Contents

Page III:

DTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control
ug/L micrograms per Liter

Page IV:

SOx Sulfur BiOxide
VOCs Volatile Organic ChemiealsCompounds

Chapter 1: Introduction
Page 1-1:

The Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline (“proposed project”) would divert
such flows to Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) for treatment and reuse to protect and
maintain local water quality and to augment local water supply.

Page 1-1:

The proposed pipeline system begins at the existing Caltrans GWTF in Fastin Irvine, collects
flow from three proposed diversion structures located at Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain,
and Valencia Drain, and discharges into a proposed IRWD manhole that discharges to OCSD’s
Main Street sewer for treatment (refer to Figure 2, Aerial Project Limits Map).
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Chapter 2: Project Description

Page 2-1:

The proposed pipeline system would begin at the existing Caltrans” GWTF, located near the
Walnut Avenue bridge crossing over Peters Canyon Channel in Fustin Irvine, then would connect
to the three proposed storm drain diversion structures at Como Channel, Edinger Circular Drain,
and Valencia Drain, then would connect to IRWD’s existing gravity sewer line at a proposed new
manhole west of San Diego Creek near Main Street in Irvine.

Page 2-3:

The proposed project area includes the section of Peters Canyon Channel running from the
channel’s intersection with Walnut Ave in Tustin Irvine to the channel’s intersection with Main

Street in Irvine (Figure 2).
Page 2-3:

The TMDL for selenium was based primarily on exceedances of the California Toxics Rule
(CTR) chronic criterion for selenium in freshwater (5 pg/L).

Page 2-5:

The NSMP Work Plan tasks included monitoring, testing and evaluation of best management
practices (BMP), and development of a BMP Strategic Plan (PeeemberRBF, 2013), an offset and
trading program, TMDLs and site-specific water quality objectives (SSOs), among others.

Page 2-5:

The proposed project diverts nuisance discharges to Lower Peters Canyon Channel, within the
historical Swamp of the Frogs, where nitrate- and selenium-laden shallow groundwater enters the
storm drain and surface water system via seeps, weepholes, and through the bottom of the unlined
channel.

Page 2-5:

It is anticipated that these discharges to Peters Canyon Channel would no longer be permitted by
the RWQCB after December 10, 26462019, and the City needs to find an alternate discharge
solution.

Page 2-16:

The estimated construction start date is Spring Summer 2015.
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Page 2-17:

e City of Irvine: Encroachment Permit (including Barranca Parkway Bridge crossing, and
Walnut Avenue Bridge crossing)

o City of Tustin: Encroachment Permit Gaecluding Walnut-Avenue Bridge-crossing)

Page 2-18:

e California Department of Transportation: Encroachment permit

Chapter 3: Initial Study Environmental Checklist

Page 3-1:

6. General Plan Designation(s): Recreation (City of Irvine); MCAS Tustin
Planned-Community Specific Plan (City of
Tustin)

Page 3-2:

Unchecked Aesthetics, and added a box for Energy, for consistency.

Page 3-4:

The Edinger Circular Drain diversion structure would be located near the Peters Canyon Channel
and Edinger Avenue intersection, generally within Edinger Avenue and part of an adjacent
roadside landscaped area, adjacent to the entrance to the bike path. Multi- and single-family
residential units are located adjacent to the proposed work area on both sides of Edinger Avenue.
The site for the electrical cabinet, antenna, transformer, and service panel would be shielded from
view and separated from neighboring residences by an existing 6-foot masonry wall. Given the
surroundings include the adjacent roadway, flood control channel, chainlink fence enclosure for
the bike path, and bridge overpass, the proposed facilities would not substantially alter the visual
character of the site and surroundings. Impacts would be less than significant.

Page 3-12:

Furthermore, SCAQMD states that if an individual development project generates less than
significant construction or operational emissions then the development project would not generate
a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin is in
nonattainment (SCAQMD. 2003).
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Page 3-21:

More specifically, in Peters Canyon Channel downstream of the project diversion points, there is
no habitat or natural communities that would support special-status wildlife species; thus project
operation would have no effect on resources in this area. Similarly, there is no habitat or natural
communities to support special-status wildlife in the portion of San Diego Creek between the
confluence with Peters Canyon Channel and approximately the 1-405 Freeway bridge crossing.
Downstream of the 1-405 bridge, there is riparian vegetation, freshwater marsh, and some open
water that could potentially support special-status wildlife species as identified in Table 2 of the
Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix B). Such special-status wildlife species
include, but may not be limited to, western pond turtle, great blue heron, southwestern willow
flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), yellow breasted
chat (Icteria virens), California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni) and California black rail
(Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus). As described above, operation of the proposed project
would reduce flow in this portion of San Diego Creek, which includes the three Sediment Basins.

Even though flow may be temporarily reduced relative to historic baseline conditions, surface
flow and groundwater would remain available to support in-channel vegetation, although the
wetted perimeter of the channel and the extent of riparian vegetation may temporarily change.
Therefore, operation of the project is not anticipated to impact habitat for special-status wildlife
species that may be present within downstream portions of San Diego Creek.

Page 3-48 to 3-49:

Less than Significant Impact. Long-Term Operations-Related: Selenium is a pollutant of concern
in San Diego Creek and Peters Canyon Channel. The primary source of selenium in San Diego

Creek is believed to be groundwater seepage into surface waters, particularly in areas of shallow
groundwater tables in lower Peters Canyon Channel. The region is located in an histerie historical
ephemeral lake and marsh area known as the “Swamp of the Frogs.” The Swamp of Frogs is
considered to be a likely source of ergante nitrogen and previeushyreaptured naturally
accumulated selenium. Selenium can be bioaccumulated, from water and aquatic sediments,
through uptake by algae and benthic invertebrates. Elevated selenium levels in dietary items can
cause reproductive toxicity to wildlife and especially to some species of birds and fish. The
USEPA has set a TMDL target of redueing selenium concentrations in water te-Jess-than based on
the California Toxics Rule (CTR) chronic criterion of 5 parts per billion (pug/L)-as-alens—term

average-inthe-watershed.

Page 3-49:

In 2003, when the RWQCB renewed the NPDES permit (Order No. R8-2003-0061) for de
minimis dewatering projects, the Newport Bay Watershed was specifically excluded from its
terms and conditions due to concerns that elevated levels of selenium and nitrogen in short-term
groundwater-related discharges had the potential to adversely affect surface waters and would not
comply with the adopted TMDLs in the Watershed.
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8. Corrections and Additions to the IS/EA

Page 3-54:

For a short period of time (approximately 15 to 20 days) each winter (typically anywhere from
mid-December through February), water is diverted from the San Joaquin Marsh to the University
of California (UC) San Joaquin Marsh Reserve to the south in order to help fill it to capacity. The
amount of water transferred each year is variable and subject to availability as determined by

IRWD. When this occurs, the rate at which water is recirculated through the marsh increases.

Page 3-55:

The reduction in flow in Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek would also result in a
reduction in flow velocity and average depth. The predicted changes in flow velocity (and thus

residence time) would be generally insignificant, on the order of zero to 0.10 feet per second

(Appendix C, Table &). The predicted reduction in average flow depth would be generally small,

with average reductions in depth of approximately 16 percent (Appendix C, Table 8). As a result

of such minor changes to flow and depth, predicted changes in temperature would be considered

insignificant. Further, based upon available data, the reach of San Diego Creek comprising the

sediment basins is likely a gaining reach (i.e., on average there is a net inflow of groundwater)

(Appendix C, pages 8-10, 23. 50), and thus groundwater input would likely exert much more

influence upon average stream temperature than small, predicted changes in flow depth.

In addition, the negligible Fhis change in flow velocity would not be great enough to force the

deposition of selenium or other pollutants that may be bound to silt and clay, and thus there is no
expected change in the behavior of bound selenium under project conditions relative to baseline
conditions. The process of selenium sequestration is not expected to change within the Peters
Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek as a result of the proposed project.

Page 3-56:

To further clarify, the process of sequestering dissolved selenium within the channels appears to
be controlled by flow depth (hydraulic head) and the subsequent forcing of hyporheic exchange
(i.e., locally forcing surface water to flow into the upper portion of the channel bed sediments), a
process that would not be enhanced by the proposed project. Also, in Sediment Basin 1 (see
Figure 9), the deposition of selenium bound to clay-sized particles are controlled primarily by
flocculation, which is driven by freshwater mixing with salt water near the downstream extent of
the Sediment Basins, a process which would be unaffected by the proposed project. The project
reductions in channel flows is not expected to significantly increase the upstream extent of tidal
influence and salinity in the mouth of the San Diego Creek because the tidal extent is controlled
by the channel elevation and weirs rather than mixing of freshwater channel flows and saline tidal
flows.

Given the above conclusion regarding the insignificant effect of the proposed project on residence

time, water depth, and flow velocity in Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek, and

contributions of groundwater to surface flow, the effect of the project on temperature, dissolved

oxvgen, and algal growth would also be insignificant, given the similarly close association

Peters Canyon Channel Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project 8-5 ESA / Project No. 130993
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration April 2015



8. Corrections and Additions to the IS/EA

between these parameters. For example, shallower flow depths may be associated with increased
water temperatures and algal growth, and slower flow rates may be associated with increased
temperatures and/or lower dissolved oxygen levels. Under existing conditions, the hydraulic
characteristics of Peters Canyon Channel and San Diego Creek downstream of the project
diversions are generally shallow and/or slow moving. As described above, the project’s potential
effect upon flow velocities (i.e., residence time) and depths in the channel areas downstream are
considered small to essentially negligible. The proposed project is therefore not expected to
increase cycling of selenium, nitrogen, or other pollutants within the channels and/or Sediment
Basins. Impacts to water quality would be considered less than significant.

Page 3-57:

During project operation, the San Joaquin Marsh inflow rate would still be greater than the rate of
flow transferred to the UC Marsh and thus such transfers eould-still be maintained would remain
unchanged if the project is approved and implemented, similar to existing baseline conditions.

Page 3-57 to 3-58:

The reduction in inflow would potentially affect residence time for water flowing through San
Joaquin Marsh. As stated above, it takes about 10 to 14 days for water to move through the marsh
under baseline conditions. It is estimated that project operation would result in an increase in
average residence time by approximately five days, from approximately 14 days to 19 days. This
increase in residence time would not affect the selenium or nitrogen removal efficiency of the San
Joaquin Marsh, based on an analysis showing no statistically signification correlation between
Marsh inflow and either selenium or nitrogen removal efficiency given historical data (see
Appendix C, Figures 14a and 14b). The increase in residence time, however, may induce
undesirable conditions, such as increased water temperature, increased algae production, and a
sustained reduction in dissolved oxygen (DO) levels during drought and summer dry conditions.
These reduced water quality conditions if sustained may impact the benthic and fish community
in the marsh in the absence of mitigation, either directly or indirectly by affecting selenium
cycling, speciation, and bioaccumulation. These potential impacts are based upon recent
observations during the current drought period that suggest there could be a causal link between
reduced marsh inflow and increased algae growth. However, it is important to also note that an
anticipated decrease in nutrient loading from the proposed project may likely reduce algae growth
during these critical periods. Nonetheless, in the event that algal mats develop and die off as a
result of reduced circulation and increased retention time, diurnal fluctuations in dissolved
oxygen may result in anoxic conditions (dissolved oxygen of 0-2). Sustained low oxygen
conditions can impact benthic communities, potentially result in fish kills, and create odor
problems. Sustained low oxygen can also affect selenium cycling and speciation, and thus could
potentially increase and/or alter the form of selenium removed within the marsh. These potential
effects could weuld significantly impact water quality and habitat conditions. Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-1 would require implementation of an Impact Avoidance Framework (IAF) to
ensure that the effects of the proposed project on flow availability to the San Joaquin Marsh do
not indirectly result in significant adverse effects to water quality due to increased residence time.
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The IAF would establish a range of acceptable water quality parameters (e.g., DO and
algae/chlorophyll concentrations) developed from an existing water quality sampling program; a
trigger for management actions when water quality parameters are sustained beyond the
acceptable range; a suite of corrective actions to implement to ensure water quality parameters
return to, and are maintained within, the acceptable range. Impacts would be considered less than
significant with mitigation.

Chapter 5: List of Preparers and Persons Consulted

Page 5-1:
Richard Mori — Prineiple Principal Engineer
Page 5-2:

Jian Peng, Ph.D. — Envirenmental ResoureesSpeetalist Environmental Engineering Specialist,
OC Watersheds

Appendix B: Biological Resources Technical Report, Volume 2
Table 2:

Table 2 of the Biological Resources Technical Report (BRTR) has been modified to change the
potential to occur for California least tern from “Unlikely” to “Present” as follows:

Present. Suitable habitat for foraging for this species is present at the SDC sediment

basins. Unlikely-Suitable habitat for this-species-is-not present-onsite:

Appendix C: Reduced Discharge Technical Study

Page 2:

Finally, potential impacts to the UC Irvine (UCI) Marsh adjacent to SJM and Upper Newport Bay
are expected to be less than significant. Water transfers from SJM to UCI Marsh, which occur at
IRWD’s discretion over approximately 15 to 20 days during the winter, are-expeeted-to-be
maintained would remain unchanged if the project is approved and implemented.
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CHAPTER 9
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

CEQA Requirements for Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program

Section 15091(d) and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines require a public agency to adopt a
program for monitoring or reporting on the changes it has required in the project or conditions of
approval to substantially lessen significant environmental effects. Accordingly, the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is hereby adopted for this project.

This MMRP summarizes the mitigation commitments identified in the Peters Canyon Channel
Water Capture and Reuse Pipeline Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (State
Clearinghouse No. 2015011018). Mitigation measures are presented in the same order as they
occur in the Initial Study Checklist.

The columns in the MMRP table provide the following information:

e Mitigation Measure(s): The action(s) that will be taken to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level.

¢ Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action: The appropriate steps to
implement and document compliance with the mitigation measures.

o Responsibility: The agency or private entity responsible for ensuring implementation of
the mitigation measure. However, until the mitigation measures are completed, IRWD, as
the CEQA Lead Agency, remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the
mitigation measures occur in accordance with the program (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15097(a)).

e Monitoring Schedule: The general schedule for conducting each task, either prior to
construction, during construction and/or after construction.
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9. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR THE PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE PROJECT

Mitigation Measures

Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action

Responsibility

Monitoring Schedule

Biological Resources

BIO-1: The following Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented during
construction:

e  Sediment and erosion control measures should be developed and
implemented in accordance with Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) Construction General Permit requirements in order to reduce the
potential for the project to result in increased siltation of, or release of
pollutants into, Peters Canyon Channel, San Diego Creek, and their
tributaries.

e  The footprint of disturbance should be limited to the maximum extent feasible,
such as limiting access to the project area via pre-existing access routes to the
greatest extent possible. Parking areas, staging, storage, excavation, and
disposal site locations should be confined to the smallest areas possible and
be positioned at previously disturbed areas to the greatest extent practical.

e  To prevent inadvertent entrapment of animals during construction, all
excavated, steep-walled holes or trenches more than two-feet deep should be
covered with tarp, plywood or similar materials at the close of each working
day to prevent animals from being trapped. Ramps may be constructed of
earth fill or wooden planks within deep walled trenches to allow for animals to
escape, if necessary. Before such holes or trenches are backfilled, they should
be thoroughly inspected for trapped animals. If trapped animals are observed,
escape ramps or structures should be installed immediately to allow escape. If
the trapped animal is injured and cannot use escape ramps or structures, a
qualified biologist should be contacted to identify the appropriate next steps.

e All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures that are stored at a
construction site for one or more overnight periods should be thoroughly
inspected for burrowing owls and nesting birds before the pipe is subsequently
buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved. An option is to cap the ends of
any stored pipes to prevent any animals from entering. If an animal is
discovered inside a pipe, that section of pipe should not be moved until the
project biologist or designated representative has been consulted and the
animal has either moved from the structure on its own accord or until the
animal has been captured and relocated out of harm’s way by an approved
biologist.

e Include mitigation measure in construction contractor

specifications.

e Perform construction site inspections to ensure BMPs

are implemented properly.

e Copies of inspection reports will be maintained in the

project file.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

Before and During
Construction

BIO-2: A pre-construction survey shall be conducted for burrowing owls 14 to 30 days
prior to initiation of ground disturbance by a qualified biologist in accordance with the
most recent CDFW protocol, currently the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation
(CDFW 2012). Surveys shall cover suitable burrowing owl habitat disturbed by
construction including a 500-foot buffer. The survey would identify adult and juvenile
burrowing owls and signs of burrowing owl occupation. If occupied burrowing owl habitat

e Include mitigation measure in construction contractor

specifications.

e A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction

surveys for burrowing owl as defined.

e Prepare documentation to record results of the pre-

construction survey.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

Before and During
Construction
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9. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR THE PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE PROJECT

Mitigation Measures

Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action

Responsibility

Monitoring Schedule

is detected on the proposed project site, measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
impacts shall be incorporated into the proposed project and shall include, but not be
limited to, the following:

. Construction monitoring will occur throughout the duration of ground-disturbing
construction activities to ensure no impacts occur to burrowing owl. The
frequency of monitoring will be determined by IRWD through consultation with
the qualified biologist.

. Construction exclusion areas shall be established around the occupied
burrows in which no disturbance shall be allowed to occur while the burrows
are occupied. Buffer areas shall be determined by IRWD through consultation
with a qualified biologist based on the recommendations outlined in the most
recent Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012).

. If burrow avoidance is infeasible, a qualified biologist should implement a
passive relocation program in accordance with the Example Components for
Burrowing Owl Atrtificial Burrow and Exclusion Plans of the CDFW 2012 Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW, 2012).

e If occupied burrowing owl habitat is detected, then
implement measures as appropriate. Perform
construction site inspections to ensure measures are
implemented properly. An inspection log will be
maintained to document results of site inspections.

e Retain copies of pre-construction survey
documentation and construction site inspection logs in
the project file.

BIO-3: Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the following are
recommended to minimize potential impacts to nesting birds.

. If construction is scheduled to commence outside of the nesting season (i.e.,
generally September 1 to January 31), no preconstruction surveys or
additional measures are required. Potential nesting habitat should be removed
prior to the bird nesting season.

. Otherwise, within 15 days of ground disturbing activities, a qualified biologist
shall conduct a preconstruction migratory bird nesting survey. The biologist
must be qualified to determine the status and stage of nesting by migratory
birds and all locally breeding raptor species without causing intrusive
disturbance. The survey shall include species protected under the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act. The survey shall cover all reasonably potential nesting
locations for the relevant species on or closely adjacent to the project area of
disturbance.

. If active nests are found during surveys then IRWD through consultation with a
qualified biologist shall determine whether construction activities have the
potential to disturb the nest(s) and determine appropriate construction
limitations, which may include but are not limited to erection of sound barriers,
full-time monitoring by a qualified biologist or establishment of no-construction
buffers (usually 300 ft for nesting song birds and 500 ft for nesting raptors and
special-status bird species). In addition, a qualified biologist shall serve as the
construction monitor during those periods when construction activities will
occur near the active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts to the
nest occur. If necessary, limits of construction to avoid active nest shall be

e Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

e If construction commences within the nesting season,
then a qualified biologist will conduct preconstruction
surveys as defined.

e Prepare documentation to record results of the pre-
construction survey.

e If active nests are found, then implement construction
limitations as defined. Perform construction site
inspections to ensure measures are implemented
properly and the construction contractor is complying
with construction limitations. An inspection log will be
maintained to document results of site inspections.

e Retain copies of pre-construction survey
documentation and construction site inspection logs in
the project file.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

Before and During
Construction
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9. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR THE PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE PROJECT

Mitigation Measures

Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action

Responsibility

Monitoring Schedule

established in the field with flagging, fencing, or other appropriate barriers and
construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the nest areas.

BlO-4: Any western pond turtles observed within the boundaries of construction impact
areas should be collected and relocated outside of the project area by a qualified
biologist with possession of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and Scientific
Collection Permit (SCP) from the CDFW Relocation procedures and communication
responsibilities should be carried out in accordance with the requirements of both the
MOU and SCP. Generally, western pond turtles should be relocated only if they do not
move out of the construction area on their own accord within one-day following the
observation.

e Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

e If any western pond turtles require relocation, then
document such activities in the project file.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

During Construction

BIO-5: Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the following are
recommended to minimize impacts to special status plant species:

e  Where vegetation is present within the project area of disturbance, a qualified
biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey no more than 30 days prior to
the commencement of ground-disturbing activities to identify any special-
status or locally protected plant species. The biologist should have knowledge
of the identification and life history of target species.

. If a special-status plant species is observed within the project impact area, the
qualified biologist should clearly delineate the individuals with flagging so that
the area can be avoided. The flagging will retain a buffer of at least five feet
around any herbaceous protected plant. If any protected trees are located,
temporary fencing should be installed to delineate an appropriate buffer
around the tree as determined by the biologist, typically five feet from the
dripline or 15 feet from the trunk of the tree, whichever distance is greater. The
biologist will notify construction crews of the buffer areas and educate them on
the importance of avoiding these resources.

. If a special-status plant species is identified within an area of impact and
cannot be avoided, then the qualified biologist should notify IRWD. IRWD, in
consultation with the qualified biologist, shall determine whether consultation
with regulatory agencies (e.g., CDFW, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
[USFWS], U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE], City of Irvine, City of
Tustin) is appropriate to determine mitigation requirements.

e Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

e A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction
surveys for special status plants as defined.

e  Prepare documentation to record results of the pre-
construction survey.

e If special-status plant species are detected, then
implement measures as appropriate. Perform
construction site inspections to ensure measures are
implemented properly. An inspection log will be
maintained to document results of site inspections.

e Retain copies of pre-construction survey
documentation and construction site inspection logs in
the project file.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

Before and During
Construction

BI1O-6: Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the following are
recommended to minimize impacts to special-status bat species:

. If construction is proposed outside of the bat roosting season (i.e., generally
April 1 to July 31), no focused surveys for bats are recommended. If
construction is proposed within the bat roosting season, a qualified biologist
should conduct focused day and night emergence surveys of all suitable
roosting habitat within the project area. Surveys should be conducted no more
than 14 days prior to construction activities. If an active roost is found, a

e Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

e If construction commences within the bat roosting
season, then a qualified biologist will conduct
preconstruction emergence surveys as defined.

e  Prepare documentation to record results of the pre-
construction survey.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

Before and During
Construction
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9. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR THE PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE PROJECT

Mitigation Measures

Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action

Responsibility

Monitoring Schedule

suitable buffer should be established around active roosts as determined by
IRWD through consultation with the qualified biologist. No construction or
intrusion into the buffer should be allowed until a qualified biologist has
determined that the roost is no longer active. Encroachment into the buffer
may occur at the discretion of a qualified biologist. Moreover, nighttime lighting
should be avoided to the greatest extent feasible if an active roost is found to
avoid impacts to the roost, as well as, to avoid impacts to juvenile bats that
may be foraging within the watercourses.

e If active roosts are found, then implement construction
limitations as defined. Perform construction site
inspections to ensure measures are implemented
properly and the construction contractor is complying
with construction limitations. An inspection log will be
maintained to document results of site inspections.

e Retain copies of preconstruction survey documentation
and construction site inspection logs in the project file

Cultural Resources

CUL-1: Prior to earth moving activities, a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary * Include mitigation measure in construction contractor IRWD Before Construction
of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology shall conduct specifications.
cultural resources sensitivity training for construction personnel. Construction personnel e Retain documentation of training in the project file.
shall be informed of the proper procedures to be enac_ted in the event of an inadvertent «  Perform site inspections to ensure compliance with
discovery of archaeological resources or human remains. cultural sensitivity requirements.
CUL-2: IRWD shall contract with a qualified professional archaeologist to be available *  Include mitigation measure in construction contractor IRWD; Before and During
“on-call” throughout the duration of the ground-disturbing activities. In the event that specifications. construction Construction
prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are discovered during ground- e In the event that subsurface cultural resources are contractor
disturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the resources will be halted and IRWD wiill discovered, documentation of the assessment of the
consult with the qualified archaeologist to assess the significance of the find according to significance of the find will be prepared and retained in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. If any find is determined to be significant, IRWD and the project file.
the arch_aeologi_st Will meet to d(_etermine the _appropriate_ avpidance measures or other o Perform site inspections to ensure construction
appropriate mitigation. IRWD will make the final determination. All significant cultural contractor is in compliance with any avoidance
materials repovere_d will be,_as necessary and at thg discretion of the C(_)nsulting measures or other mitigation requirements.
archaeologist, subject to scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and . Retai . f tructi ite i tion | in th
documentation according to current professional standards. etain copies ot construction site inspection fogs in the
project file.
CUL-3: Prior to the commencement of construction activities, an Orange County e Include mitigation measure in construction contractor IRWD Before and During

Certified (OCC) Paleontologist shall be retained to review project design plans and
geotechnical investigations in order to ascertain where excavation will exceed five (5)
feet in depth, or the depth of documented artificial fill, and could impact highly sensitive
sediments. Based on this information the OCC Paleontologist will determine, in
consultation with IRWD, when and where paleontological monitoring is required during
construction. Paleontological resource monitoring shall be performed by qualified
paleontological monitors under the direction of the OCC Paleontologist. Based on
observations of subsurface soil stratigraphy or other factors, monitoring may be reduced
or discontinue if the OCC Paleontologist determines that the possibility of encountering
fossiliferous deposits is low. When onsite, monitors shall prepare logs, and the OCC
Paleontologist shall prepare a final monitoring report to be submitted to IRWD.

The OCC Paleontologist shall also contribute to any construction worker cultural

specifications.

e Retain copies of project design reviews and
geotechnical investigations in project file.

e Paleontological monitoring reports and logs will be
retained in project file.

e  Proof of participation in cultural resources sensitivity
training sessions will be retained in project file.

Construction
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9. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR THE PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE PROJECT

Mitigation Measures

Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action

Responsibility

Monitoring Schedule

resources sensitivity training either in person or via a training module provided to the
qualified archaeologist. The training session shall focus on the recognition of the types of
paleontological resources that could be encountered within the project area and the
procedures to be followed if they are found.

CUL-4: In the event of the discovery of paleontological resources, the contractor shall ¢ Include mitigation measure in construction contractor IRWD; During Construction
immediately cease all work activities within 50 feet of the discovery, and IRWD shall be specifications. Construction
contacted immediately. The OCC Paleontologist shall evaluate the significance of the e In the event that paleontological resources are Contractor
find and if it is determined that the discovery constitutes a significant resource under discovered, documentation of the assessment of the
CEQA, the OCC Paleontologist in cooperation with IRWD shall determine appropriate significance of the find will be prepared and retained in
procedures to follow before construction can resume at the location of the find. If the the project file.
OCC Paleontologist determines that avoidance of the find is not feasible, then a o Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is
Pal_eontolog|ca| Resources Treatment Plan shall b¢ prepared and subm|tt_eq to IRWD for following procedures determined by IRWD and the
review and gipproval. The Treatment Plan shall be implemented by a qualified OCC Paleontologist. Retain copies of inspection logs in
paleontologist project files.
e If a Treatment Plan is required, retain copies of the

Plan and documentation related to its implementation

in the project file.
CUL-5: In the unlikely event that human remains are encountered, CA Health and Safety | ¢  Include mitigation measure in construction contractor IRWD; During Construction
Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the county specifications. Construction
coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to CA Public Contractor
Resources Code Section 5097.98. The county coroner shall be notified immediately if
any human remains are found. If the remains are determined to be prehistoric, the
coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which will determine and
notify the most likely descendant. With the permission of IRWD or an authorized
representative, the most likely descendant may inspect the site of the discovery. IRWD
will meet and confer with the most likely descendant regarding their recommendations
prior to disturbing the site by further construction activity.
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
GEO-1: During the design phase of the proposed project, a geotechnical report shallbe | *  Retain copies of the geotechnical investigation in the IRWD Before and During

prepared that evaluates soils and seismic and geologic hazards in the project area,
including the potential for expansive soils and liquefaction to occur. The geotechnical
report shall make recommendations related to protecting the proposed facilities from
structural damage due to seismic and geologic hazards, and such recommendations
shall be incorporated into the project design.

project file.

e  Verify that recommendations have been incorporated
into the project design prior to initiation of the project.

e  Perform site inspections to ensure contractor
compliance with geotechnical report recommendations.

Construction
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9. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR THE PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE PROJECT

Mitigation Measures

Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action

Responsibility

Monitoring Schedule

Hydrology and Water Quality

HYDRO-1: Impact Avoidance Framework (IAF). IRWD and the project sponsors shall
develop and implement an IAF for the San Joaquin Marsh to avoid changes in water
quality that result from reduced inflow and increased residence time. The conceptual
framework and approach for developing the IAF is described in greater detail in the
Reduced Discharge Technical Study prepared for the project (ESA, 2014; see Appendix
C). The development of the IAF shall include the following steps:

A. Utilize the existing water quality sampling program data to develop baseline
water quality conditions and a target range for DO and algae or chlorophyll
concentrations.

B. Establish triggers for corrective action when water quality parameters are
sustained beyond the target range.

C. Establish a suite of management actions that may be implemented when
triggers are reached. Ongoing evaluation of the effectiveness of such
management actions through water quality sampling would inform any
decisions to alter or discontinue management actions.

The' IAF management actions may include, but not be limited to, those listed below. The
IAF shall be flexible and adaptable to allow triggers and management actions to be
revised based on actual results and outcomes while still allowing for goals and
performance criteria to be achieved. The following management actions may or may not
be implemented in the order presented below:

1. Recirculation: To maintain the existing flow-through rate, water will be
recirculated through the San Joaquin Marsh ponds (Ponds A, B and 1 through
6) using the existing pump station and pipe system. The goal shall be to
compensate for the reduced inflow available from the San Diego Creek and
maintain water quality conditions similar to baseline conditions.

2. Reduce Project Diversions: Project diversions shall be reduced to increase
the available inflow to the San Joaquin Marsh to increase residence time and
maintain water quality. A target minimum project diversion rate shall be
established such that the portion of the diversion required by the City of
Irvine’s NPDES permit would be met (R8-2005-0079 extended by Time
Schedule Order R8-2009-0069).

3. Modified Pond Management: Modify pond management as allowed by
existing operations and maintenance protocols for the San Joaquin Marsh to
correct for any increases in residence time and resulting impacts to water
quality. For example, water levels in the San Joaquin Marsh ponds may be
temporarily reduced, or one or more ponds may be temporarily removed from
the flow-through water quality treatment system, in order to increase residence
time when inflow to the marsh is reduced.

4. Alternative Water Supply: The reduction in San Joaquin Marsh inflow shall

e Prepare the Impact Avoidance Framework prior to
project implementation.

e Retain copies of the IAF in the project file.

e Retain copies of sampling and analyses conducted in
accordance with the IAF in the project file.

IRWD

Before and After
Construction
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9. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR THE PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE PROJECT

Mitigation Measures

Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action

Responsibility

Monitoring Schedule

be compensated for and replaced with a supplemental water source, such as
potable water, water from another surface channel, or water from existing or
new shallow groundwater dewatering wells at the Michelson Water Recycling
Plant. This management option results in no reduction in inflow to the San
Joaquin Marsh and maintains existing marsh operations, residence time, and
water quality. At a minimum, the supplemental water source offsets the
minimum project diversion established as part of #2 above; on an annual basis
this represents replacement of approximately 14 to 54 million gallons per year.
In the event that supplemental water is not available and no other
management actions are available to mitigate for residence time and water
quality, project diversions may be temporarily discontinued.

Noise

NOISE-1: Project construction activities shall comply with the noise ordinances of the
City of Tustin and City of Irvine, including any daily restrictions on construction hours.

Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is in
compliance with noise mitigation measures.

Retain copies of inspection logs in the project file.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

During Construction

NOISE-2: The construction contractor shall ensure proper maintenance and working
order of equipment and vehicles and that all construction equipment is equipped with
manufacturers approved mufflers and baffles.

Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is in
compliance with noise mitigation measures.

Retain copies of inspection logs in the project file.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

During Construction

NOISE-3: The construction contractor(s) shall endeavor to use quieter equipment as
opposed to noisier equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than track
equipment), when feasible. Noisy equipment shall be switched off when not in use.

Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is in
compliance with noise mitigation measures.

Retain copies of inspection logs in the project file.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

During Construction

NOISE-4: Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels, to the extent
feasible.

Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is in
compliance with noise mitigation measures.

Retain copies of inspection logs in the project file.

Construction
Contractor; IRWD

During Construction

NOISE-5: The construction contractor shall place all stationary construction equipment
so that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the project site.

Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is in
compliance with noise mitigation measures.

Retain copies of inspection logs in the project file.

Construction
Contractor; IRWD

During Construction
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9. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR THE PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE PROJECT

Mitigation Measures

Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action

Responsibility

Monitoring Schedule

NOISE-6: In conjunction with Mitigation Measure TR-3, prior to any construction * Include mitigation measure in construction contractor IRWD Before Construction
activities, the existing residents located directly adjacent to the construction work area specifications.

shall be notified of the project location and dates of construction. e Retain copies of the notification in the project file.

NOISE-7: IRWD shall designate a public liaison for the proposed project that will be * Include mitigation measure in construction contractor IRWD Before and During
responsible for addressing public concerns about construction activities, including specifications. Construction
excessive noise. The contact information for the public liaison shall be included in all e Retain copies of the notification and complaint log in

notices and project signage. the project file.

Traffic and Transportation

TR-1: The construction contractors shall prepare and implement a Traffic Control/Traffic | ¢  Include mitigation measure in construction contractor Construction Before and During

Management Plan subject to approval by the cities prior to construction. The plan shall:
. Identify hours of construction and hours for deliveries;

. Include a discussion of haul routes, limits on the length of open trench, work
area delineation, traffic control and flagging;

. Identify all access and parking restrictions, pavement markings and signage
requirements (e.g., speed limit, temporary loading zones);

. Include a plan to coordinate all construction activities with emergency service
providers in the area at least one month in advance. Emergency service
providers shall be notified of the timing, location, and duration of construction
activities. All roads shall remain passable to emergency service vehicles at all
times.

. Include a plan to coordinate with public transit agencies regarding the location
and duration of construction activities and lane closures to allow for relocation
of transit routes or stops if necessary.

specifications.

o  Verify that the Traffic Control/Traffic Management Plan
has been prepared and approved by the applicable
local jurisdiction(s).

e Perform site inspections to routinely verify proper
implementation of the approved Plan.

e Retain copies of the Plan and inspection records in the
project file.

Contractor; IRWD

Construction

TR-2: IRWD shall layout a plan to maintain access to residences and businesses, public | ®  Include mitigation measure in construction contractor IRWD; Before and During
facilities, and recreational resources at all times to the extent feasible. specifications. Construction Construction

e Perform site inspections to ensure contractor is in Contractor

compliance with plan to maintain access.

e Retain copies of inspection logs in the project file.
TR-3: IRWD shall layout a plan for notifications and a process for communication with * Include mitigation measure in construction contractor IRWD; During Construction
affected residents, businesses, and public transit agencies prior to the start of specifications. Construction
construction. Advance public notification shall include posting of notices and appropriate | «  Retain a copy of the communication plan in the project Contractor
signage of construction activities. The written notification shall include the construction file.

schedule, the exact location and duration of activities within each street (i.e., which lanes
and access point/driveways would be blocked on which days and for how long), and a
toll-free telephone number for receiving questions or complaints.

e Retain copies of any notices or written notifications
related to construction of the project in the project file.

e Prepare complaint logs to document the receipt of
guestions or complaints during construction of the
project.
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9. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR THE PETERS CANYON CHANNEL WATER CAPTURE AND REUSE PIPELINE PROJECT

Mitigation Measures

Implementation, Monitoring, and Reporting Action

Responsibility

Monitoring Schedule

e Retain copies of complaint logs in the project file.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

CUM-1: The construction contractor shall consult with appropriate local agencies and
jurisdictions prior to initiating ground-disturbing activities, to determine if other
construction projects will occur coincidentally at the same time and in the vicinity of the
proposed project, depending on project schedule and pipeline segment installation.
Coordination of construction activities for coincident projects shall occur to ensure
impacts to traffic, circulation, access, and noise do not compound to be cumulatively
significant. Adjustments to construction schedules and plans, such as traffic control
plans and bike path detours, shall be made accordingly as necessary.

e Include mitigation measure in construction contractor
specifications.

e Retain copies of correspondence and coordination with
other agencies and jurisdictions in the project file.

IRWD;
Construction
Contractor

Before Construction
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APPENDIX A

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Calculations
and Model Output
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Air Quality Analysis
CalEEMod Output for Construction-Related Emissions

Peak Day






CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Page 1 of 1 Date: 6/17/2014 4:53 PM

Peters Canyon Reuse Pipeline Project - Jack & Bore Construction Emissions

1.0 Project Characteristics

Orange County, Annual

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage ﬁoor Surface Area Population
User Defined Industrial 0.00 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 30
Climate Zone 8 Operational Year 2015
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 630.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -
Land Use -

Construction Phase - Assumes 3-month construction period for a jack and bore site.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment during excavation and shoring activities.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment for pipe installation and backfilling activities.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment for site preparation activities.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment for work site restoration activities.

Trips and VMT - Anticipated truck trips for open trench construction.

Grading - Max. area disturbed = 0.9 acres for jack and bore site.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Off-road Equipment - Equipment for pipleline and casing installation.




Off-road Equipment - Equipment for removal of jacking and receiving pit.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstructionPhase NumbDays 0.00 20.00
tbiConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 20.00
tblConstructionPhase NumbDays 0.00 5.00
tbiConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00
tblConstructionPhase NumbDays 0.00 15.00
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/7/2015 3/9/2015
tbiIConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/7/2015 2/9/2015
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/25/2015 4/27/2015
tbiIConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/4/2015 4/6/2015

tbiGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 0.90
tbiGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 0.90
tbiGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 0.90
tbiGrading Materiallmported 0.00 4,000.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.46 0.46
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.50 0.50
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38
tblOffRoadEquipment L