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WELLS NO. 12 AND NO. 14 AND PIPELINE PROJECT

PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (MND) AND
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT THE PROPOSED MND

This serves as the Mesa Water District’'s Notice of Intent to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for
the Wells No. 12 and No. 14 and Pipeline Project, prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.

Name of Project:
Project Location:

Lead Agency:

Project
Description:

Wells No. 12 and No. 14 and Pipeline Project

The proposed Mesa Water District Wells No. 12 and No. 14 and Pipeline Project
(“Project”) site is located in the City of Santa Ana, in the central portion of Orange
County (County), within Section 28 of Township 5 South, Range 10 West, on the
Newport Beach, California, U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Quadrangle Map
(2015). Well No. 12 is located at 4011 W. Chandler Avenue. Well No. 14 is located
at 3120 S. Croddy Way. The proposed pipeline will connect the two wells to the
Mesa Water District’s distribution system traversing Chandler Avenue to Croddy
Way to W. MacArthur Boulevard to Hyland Avenue.

Mesa Water District
1965 Placentia Avenue
Costa Mesa, California 92627

Mesa Water District is proposing to construct two new potable water wells on
approximately 0.89 acre of land located in the City of Santa Ana, California. Mesa
Water District provides potable water for a population of approximately 110,000
within an 18-square mile service area which includes the City of Costa Mesa,
portions of the City of Newport Beach, and portions of unincorporated Orange
County. Mesa Water District distributes a combination of imported water and local
groundwater and maintains five clear water wells, two tinted water wells which is
treated by the Mesa Water Reliability Facility to remove color, and two reservoirs
with a combined capacity of 28 million gallons. In 2014, Mesa Water District Board
of Directors adopted a policy for local water reliability to be 115 percent of demand.
This policy provides Mesa Water District with additional assurance to meet peak
ater demands with local groundwater supplies when other water production
facilities undergo routine maintenance.

In order to provide additional local water reliability, Mesa Water District purchased
two properties within the City of Santa Ana to be used as groundwater well sites.
Proposed Well No. 12 and associated structures and equipment would be
constructed within a 0.43-acre site. Proposed Well No. 14 and associated
structures and equipment would be constructed within a 0.46—acre site. Each well
site will include a well building, electrical building, SCE transformer, chemical
storage area, emergency backup generator, and a well water waste air gap.

Both wells are located outside of Mesa Water District’s service area and will require
the construction of approximately 4,500 feet of pipeline to connect the proposed
wells to Mesa Water District’s existing system. Construction is anticipated to begin
in the third quarter of 2020 fiscal year and last approximately 20 months. Once



operational, Wells No. 12 and No. 14 can potentially provide an additional 6 to 8
million gallons per day of safe and reliable drinking water.

The Project site is not designated a hazardous waste property, or a hazardous
waste disposal site as enumerated under Section 65962.5 of the California
Government Code.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT Mesa Water District proposes to adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the above-cited Project. Such Mitigated Negative Declaration is based on the finding
that, by implementing the identified mitigation measures, the Project’'s potential impacts will be
maintained at a less than significant level. The reasons to support such a finding are documented by
the Initial Study prepared by Mesa Water District. Copies of the Initial Study, the proposed Mitigated
Negative Declaration and supporting materials are available for review at Mesa Water District
headquarters located at 1965 Placentia Avenue, Costa Mesa, CA 92627.

For questions regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration, please contact:
NAME: Karyn lgar, P.E. PHONE: 949.631.1200
TITLE: Senior Civil Engineer EMAIL: karyni@mesawater.org

ADDRESS: Mesa Water District
1965 Placentia Avenue
Costa Mesa, CA 92627

Public Review Period: 30 days Begins: February 20, 2019 Ends: March 22, 2019

Public Hearing: Consideration of adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration via public
hearing by Mesa Water District is scheduled to take place on April 11, 2019 at
6:00 p.m. at Mesa Water District headquarters located at 1965 Placentia
Avenue, Costa Mesa, CA 92627.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, any comments concerning the findings of the proposed Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration must be submitted in writing and received by Mesa Water
District no later than 5:00 p.m. on March 22, 2019, in order to be considered prior to Mesa Water
District’s final determination on the Project. Please submit your written comments to Karyn Igar, P.E.
(karyni@mesawater.org), Mesa Water District, 1965 Placentia Avenue, Costa Mesa, CA 92627.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

A ampere

AB Assembly Bill

APE area of potential effect

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

bgs below ground surface

BMP Best Management Practices

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model®

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

City Santa Ana City

CMU concrete masonry unit

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CcO carbon monoxide

CO2e carbon dioxide equivalent

County Orange County

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources

dBA A-weighted sound level

EIR Environmental Impact Report

GHG greenhouse gas

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning

Leq equivalent continuous sound level

LST localized significance threshold

MLD Most Likely Descendant

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NOx nitrogen oxides

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

O3 ozone

OCFA Orange County Fire Authority

PM particulate matter

PMjo particulate matter 10 micrometers or less in diameter
PMzs particulate matter 2.5 micrometers or less in diameter
PRC Public Resources Code

PVC polyvinyl chloride
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Mesa Water District is proposing to develop and install two new potable water wells and
connecting pipeline at 4011 W. Chandler Avenue (Well No. 12) and 3120 S. Croddy Way (Well
No. 14) in the City of Santa Ana, California. Mesa Water District Water Wells No. 12 and No. 14
and Pipeline Project (herein referenced as “Project”) is needed to provide additional local water
reliability.

Following initial review of the proposed Project, Mesa Water District has determined that it is
subject to the guidelines and regulations of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
This Initial Study addresses the environmental effects of the Project, as proposed.

1.1 STATUTORY AUTHORITY AND REQUIREMENTS

This Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared by Mesa Water District with technical
assistance from Tetra Tech, Inc. to evaluate if implementation of the Project would have a
significant effect on the environment. Pursuant to Section 15070 of the Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (14 California Code of Regulations
§§ 15070-15075), a public agency shall prepare or have prepared a proposed negative
declaration or mitigated negative declaration for a project subject to CEQA when:

(a) The initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole
record before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment, or

(b) The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but:

(1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the applicant
before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial study are released
for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where
clearly no significant effects would occur, and

(2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency,
that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment.
1.2 REQUIRED CONTENT

CEQA Guidelines Section 15071 indicate that a Negative Declaration circulated for public
review shall include:

(a) A brief description of the project, including a commonly used name for the project, if
any;

(b) The location of the project, preferably shown on a map, and the name of the project
proponent;

(c) A proposed finding that the project will not have a significant effect on the
environment;

(d) An attached copy of the Initial Study documenting reasons to support the finding; and

(e) Mitigation measures, if any, included in the project to avoid potentially significant
effects.

February 2019 Page 1-1 '|'.|:|
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2.0 PROJECT INFORMATION

Project title:

Lead agency name and
address:

Contact person and phone
number:

Project location:

Project sponsor's name and
address:

General Plan Designation:
Zoning Designation:

Surrounding land uses:

Mesa Water District Water Wells No. 12 and No. 14 and
Pipeline Project

Mesa Water District
1965 Placentia Avenue
Costa Mesa, California 92627

Karyn lgar, P.E. (karyni@mesawater.org)
949.631.1200

The Project site is located in the City of Santa Ana, in
the central portion of Orange County, within Section 28
of Township 5 South, Range 10 West, on the Newport
Beach, California, U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute
Quadrangle Map (2015). Well No. 12 is located at 4011
W. Chandler Avenue (Assessor’s Parcel Number 415-
014-03). Well No. 14 is located at 3120 S. Croddy Way
(Assessor’s Parcel Number 415-024-17). The proposed
pipeline will connect the two wells to Mesa Water
District’s distribution system traversing Chandler Avenue
to Croddy Way to W. MacArthur Boulevard to Hyland
Avenue. See Figure 2-1, Project Location Map.

Mesa Water District
1965 Placentia Avenue
Costa Mesa, CA 92627

IND 0.45 (Industrial)
M1 (Light Industrial)

Surrounding land uses consist of light industrial uses.
The Santa Ana river trail is located approximately 440
feet to the west. Nearby major cross streets are

S. Harbor Boulevard to the east and W. MacArthur
Boulevard to the south.

February 2019
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21 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

211 Regional

The City of Santa Ana (City) encompass 27.3 square miles in the west-central section northern
Orange County (City of Santa Ana 1998). The City is located in the central block of the Tustin
Plain in the Orange County Coastal Basin (Centec Engineering 2017a). The Santa Ana River is
the major drainage channel flowing through the City which diagonally traverses the western
portions of the City running southwest-northeast.

The City is surrounded by the incorporated cities of Garden Grove, Anaheim, Orange, Tustin,
Irvine, Newport Beach, Costa Mesa, and Fountain Valley. Regional access to the City is
provided by Interstate 5, which diagonally traverses the northeastern portions of the City running
southeast-northwest, State Route 22, which generally forms the City’s northern boundary; State
Route 55, which generally forms the City’s eastern boundary; Interstate 405, which runs
southeast-northwest south of the City’s southern boundary; and State Route 57, which travels
north-south from the north side of the City. The City is also accessible from adjacent
communities via major arterial surface streets.

Land uses in Santa Ana are characterized as a diverse collection of residential, commercial,
light industrial, and public uses, including parks. As the seat for Orange County, the Civic
Center area of Santa Ana contains Federal, State, and local governmental facilities including the
courts, criminal justice facilities, administrative offices, and service centers. (City of Santa Ana
1998)

21.2 Project Area

The Project’s well sites and new pipeline are located within a commercial/light industrial area of
the City of Santa Ana, the area bounded by the Santa Ana River on the west, Warner Ave. on
the north, Harbor Boulevard on the east, and MacArthur Boulevard on the south, see Figure 2-2,
Project Layout. This area adjoins the City of Costa Mesa, which is south of MacArthur
Boulevard.

The Well No. 12 site consists of a rectangular-shaped parcel of land approximately 0.426 acres
in size. The site is currently improved with one, two-story office building along the south
perimeter which is attached to a larger light-industrial/warehouse building that totals
approximately 8,450 square feet of building improvements, asphalt-paved driveway surface
along the east perimeter, drainage features, and associated landscaping. (Centec Engineering
2017b)

The Well No. 14 site consists of a rectangular-shaped parcel of approximately 0.468 acres in
size. The site is currently developed with a concrete tilt-up light-industrial building of
approximately 6,944 square feet with associated drive and parking areas. (Centec Engineering
2017a)

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

221 General Description

Mesa Water District is proposing to construct two new potable water wells on approximately
0.89 acre of land located in the City of Santa Ana, California. Well No. 12 is located at 4011 W.
Chandler Avenue. Well No. 14 is located at 3120 S. Croddy Way. The Project includes drilling,
constructing, developing, testing, and equipping of Wells No. 12 and No. 14, plus construction of
facilities at the sites for operation of the wells. In addition, approximately 4,500 feet of pipeline
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will connect the two wells to Mesa Water District’s distribution system traversing Chandler
Avenue to Croddy Way to W. MacArthur Boulevard to Hyland Avenue.

The long-range plan for the Project is to provide enough space to construct a second
generation, separate water well at each well site when the original well has reached its end of
life. The second well at each location would be used in succession over the intended life of the
Project, providing two generations of well production. Thus, only one well would be in use at
each well site at any given time. The project sequence would be that the first well at each site
will be drilled, equipped, and operated until it no longer produces a sufficient amount of water.
Replacement of the previous generation well will only occur when the original production rate of
that well is significantly reduced and cannot be recovered by rehabilitation. At that point, the
second well will be drilled and placed into service, so the initial well can be properly abandoned.
It is unknown at this time how long the first well will last, but based on the existing wells in the
area, the service period for the initial well could potentially be between 30 and 50 years. Hence,
the Project description details in this section are focused on what is known to be required for
construction and operation of the first well for each well site, but some information regarding the
subsequent wells is also provided in Section 2.2.7 Future Subsequent Wells.

Mesa Water District provides potable water for a population of approximately 110,000 within an
18-square mile service area which includes the City of Costa Mesa, portions of the City of
Newport Beach, and portions of unincorporated Orange County. Mesa Water District distributes
a combination of imported water and local groundwater and maintains five clear water wells, two
tinted water wells (providing water which is treated by the Mesa Water Reliability Facility to
remove color), and two reservoirs with a combined capacity of 28 million gallons. In 2014, Mesa
Water District Board of Directors adopted a policy for local water reliability to be 115 percent of
demand. This policy provides Mesa Water District with additional assurance to meet peak water
demands with local groundwater supplies when other water production facilities undergo routine
maintenance.

In order to provide additional local water reliability, Mesa Water District purchased two
properties within the City of Santa Ana to be used as groundwater well sites. Proposed Wells
No. 12 and associated structures and equipment would be constructed within a 0.43-acre site.
Proposed No. 14 and associated structures and equipment would be constructed within a
0.46-acre site. Each well site will include a well building, electrical building, Southern California
Edison (SCE) transformer, chemical storage area, emergency backup generator, and a well
water waste air gap.

Both wells are located outside of Mesa Water District's service area and will require the
construction of approximately 4,500 feet of pipeline to connect the proposed wells to Mesa
Water District’s existing system.

2.2.2 Demolition of Existing Structures

The existing office and storage building at 4011 West Chandler Avenue will be demolished and
three trees located in the front of the property also removed in order to provide work area to drill
Well No. 12.

The existing office building and storage at 3120 South Croddy Way shall be demolished and
seven trees located throughout the property removed in order to provide work area to drill Well
No. 14.

2.2.3 Project Components and Ancillary Facilities

At this time, the Project includes drilling the initial water wells at each site, installing equipment
to operate the new wells, and constructing the associated housing, and perimeter fence and

'|'.|:| Page 2-4 February 2019



Mesa Water District Water Wells No.12 and No. 14
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

block walls. It also involves constructing approximately 4,500 linear feet of pipeline to connect
the proposed wells to Mesa Water District’s existing system.

2.2.3.1 Well No. 12

The Well No. 12 site is bounded by West Chandler Avenue to the south, industrial uses and
South Shannon Street to the west and north, and industrial uses and South Croddy Way to the
east.

Well No. 12 and associated structures and equipment will consist of a well building, electrical
building, SCE transformer, emergency backup generator, covered chemical storage area, and a
well water waste air gap structure, see Figure 2-3, Well No. 12 Site Plan.

Water Well: Based on production data for surrounding existing wells, as discussed in the
Preliminary Design Well Report, the optimal depth for the well to be drilled is approximately
1,030 feet below ground surface (bgs). The final design of the well will depend on the actual
geology and water quality determined by zone isolation testing during drilling. The pump for Well
No. 12 will be a vertical turbine pump with above ground electrical motor. The well building will
be located in the center of the site, west of the chemical storage building, and will be
approximately 693 square feet in size and 18 feet in height with a 3-foot parapet.

Chemical System: Well No. 12 will include chloramination to disinfect the groundwater prior to
distribution. Chloramine is formed when chlorine reacts with ammonia. The well will be equipped
with a dedicated chemical storage, dosing and containment area for sodium hypochlorite and
agueous ammonia.

Sodium hypochlorite is injected directly into a static mixer at the discharge of each wellhead.
The chemical metering pumps will be flow-paced to maintain an operator adjustable dosing rate.
The total chlorine will be monitored downstream of chemical dosing.

Downstream of the sodium hypochlorite injection, agueous ammonia is injected directly into a
static mixer. The chemical metering pumps will be flow-paced to maintain an operator
adjustable dosing rate. Monochloramine will be monitored downstream of chemical dosing.

The covered chemical storage area for the sodium hypochlorite and ammonia will be located in
the center of the site, east of the well. This area will occupy approximately 769 square feet with
a canopy (roof) about 9.5 feet in height.

Electric Power Transmission: Electricity will be supplied by SCE through an SCE connection
and transformer to power all the electrical equipment including the 600 horsepower variable
frequency drive electrical motor, pump control, supervisory control and data acquisition
(SCADA) system, gate motor, lights, alarm systems, ventilation fans, air conditioning units and
miscellaneous instrumentation. The electrical building will be located on the south end of the
site and will be approximately 351 square feet in size and 18 feet in height with a 5-foot parapet.

SCE will provide electrical services through a three-phase pad mounted transformer. The Well
site will have a 480 volt (V), 1000 amperes (A), 3-phase main switchboard with a kilowatt hour
meter and a main circuit breaker. This main switchboard will be in an isolated room outside the
electrical room, with roof to protect from weather, per local code. Access to this switchboard will
be through a double door to allow the three-foot clearance per electrical code.

The distribution switchboard will be installed inside the electrical room. This switchboard will
include all the necessary circuit breakers, a 480 to 208/120V step down transformer, and a
208/120V panelboard. The variable frequency drive will be standalone, and will be housed in a
National Electrical Manufacturers Association type 1 enclosure located inside the electrical
room. The design also has an automatic transfer switch and emergency diesel generator with
enclosure located on the exterior of the electrical building.
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Structure Designs: As described above, Well No. 12 will include three structures consisting of
a well building, electrical building and a chemical storage area. The well and electrical buildings
will have steel roof framing, corrugated steel roof deck, expanded polystyrene rigid insulation
and single ply polyvinyl chloride (PVC) roofing. The PVC roofing is durable, flexible and energy
efficient (due to the white color of the roofing). Both buildings will have interior ladders with
ladder-up and roof hatches to allow access to the roof mounted exhaust fan or air conditioning
unit and roof drains. The walls of both buildings will be 8-inch thick, solid-grouted concrete
block.

In order to have the well and electrical buildings visually blend in with the surrounding buildings,
a flat stucco finish is proposed over the exterior of the concrete block. Access to the wellhead
will be provided by a 10 foot-8 inches by 12 foot removable steel roof panel and removable steel
wall panels at the northwest corner of the building at Well No. 12. Both buildings will have
concrete slabs-on-grade. Steel doors with heavy duty hardware will be provided for secured
access to both buildings.

The chemical area will have a steel framed canopy with factory coated steel roofing panels. A
substantial mat foundation will provide support for chemical tanks and canopy. The tanks will be
surrounded by a 3.5-foot minimum high reinforced concrete walls, as secondary containment.
The tanks will be anchored to the foundation with cast-in-place anchor bolts.

Perimeter Fencing: For security, 10-foot-high block walls will be installed around the majority of
the well site, except where 10-foot-high screened metal fences and rolling metal gates will be
provided for access. The proposed wall adjacent to West Chandler Avenue will be a minimum
10-foot offset north of existing right-of-way, consistent with the City Ordinance for the existing
building.

Site Access: The existing 27-foot-wide driveway connecting the project site to Chandler
Avenue is located on the eastern half of the project site between the existing building located to
the west and the surface parking on the eastern boundary. The driveway will be relocated to the
eastern boundary of the property with a 25-foot-wide driveway to allow access for delivery and
fire trucks. An additional 13-foot-wide driveway will be constructed on the west side of the
property to allow for maintenance vehicle access adjacent to the well.

Parking: No public parking will be provided. Parking for maintenance vehicles will be provided
within the Well Site perimeter fencing.

Landscaping: The Project site frontage will be landscaped per City of Santa Ana Landscape
guidelines.

Lighting: The Project will include access lighting for the building doorways and entrance gate
and security lighting for the site.

Storm Drain: A new 18-inch storm drain will convey site storm water and pump waste
discharge from Well No. 12 to an existing City of Santa Ana stormwater catch basin on the north
side of West Chandler Avenue. The existing catch basin is approximately 3.9 feet deep per
existing record drawings and is connected to an existing 18-inch storm drain pipe. The eventual
discharge of the existing storm drain is the Santa Ana River.

2.2.3.2 Well No. 14

The Well No. 14 site is bounded by South Croddy Way to the east, industrial uses and West
MacArthur Boulevard to the south, industrial uses and South Shannon Street to the west, and
industrial uses and West Garry Avenue to the north.

Well No. 14 and associated structures and equipment will consist of a well building, electrical
building, SCE transformer, emergency backup generator, covered chemical storage area, and a
well water waste air gap structure, see Figure 2-4, Well No. 14 Site Plan.
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Water Well: Based on production data for surrounding existing wells, as discussed in the
Preliminary Design Well Report, the optimal depth for the well to be drilled at the Well No. 14
site is approximately 990 feet bgs. The final design of the well will depend on the actual geology
and water quality determined by zone isolation testing during drilling. The pump for Well No. 14
will be a vertical turbine pump with above ground electrical motor. The well building will be
located in the east side of the site and will be approximately 693 square feet in size and 18 feet
in height with a 3-foot parapet.

Chemical System: Well No. 14 will include chloramination for disinfection of groundwater prior
to its distribution. Chloramine is formed when chlorine reacts with ammonia. The well will be
equipped with a dedicated chemical storage, dosing and containment area for sodium
hypochlorite and aqgueous ammonia.

Sodium hypochlorite is injected directly into a static mixer at the discharge of each wellhead.
The chemical metering pumps will be flow-paced to maintain an operator adjustable dosing rate.
The total chlorine will be monitored downstream of chemical dosing.

Downstream of the sodium hypochlorite injection, agueous ammonia is injected directly into a
static mixer. The chemical metering pumps will be flow-paced to maintain an operator
adjustable dosing rate. Monochloramine will be monitored downstream of chemical dosing.

The covered chemical storage area for the sodium hypochlorite and ammonia, will be located in
the north-central area of the site, will occupy approximately 769 square feet, and will measure
about 9.5 feet in height.

Electric Power Transmission: Electricity will be supplied by SCE through an SCE connection
and transformer to power all of the electrical equipment including the 600 horsepower variable
frequency drive electrical motor, pump control, variable frequency drive, SCADA system, gate
motor, lights, alarm systems, ventilation fans, air conditioning units and miscellaneous
instrumentation. The electrical building will be located in the south-central area of the site and
will be approximately 351 square feet in size and 18 feet in height with a 5-foot parapet.

SCE will provide electrical services through a three-phase pad mounted transformer. The Well
site will have a 480V, 1000A, 3-phase main switchboard with a kilowatt hour meter and a main
circuit breaker. This main switchboard will be located in an isolated room outside the electrical
room, with roof to protect from weather, per local code. Access to this switchboard will be
through a double door to allow the 3-foot clearance per electrical code.

The distribution switchboard will be installed inside the electrical room. This switchboard will
include all the necessary circuit breakers, a 480 to 208/120V step down transformer, and a
208/120V panelboard. The variable frequency drive will be standalone housed in National
Electrical Manufacturers Association type 1 enclosure located inside the electrical room. The
design also has an automatic transfer switch and emergency diesel generator with enclosure
located adjacent to the electrical building.

Structure Designs: As describe above, Well No. 14 will include three structures consisting of a
well building, electrical building and a chemical storage area. The well and electrical buildings
will have steel roof framing, corrugated steel roof deck, expanded polystyrene rigid insulation
and single ply PVC roofing. The PVC roofing is durable, flexible and energy efficient (due to the
white color of the roofing). Both buildings will have interior ladders with ladder-up and roof
hatches to allow access to the roof mounted exhaust fan or air conditioning unit and roof drains.
The walls of both buildings will be 8-inch thick, solid-grouted concrete block.

In order to have the well and electrical buildings visually blend in with the surrounding buildings,
a flat stucco finish is proposed over the exterior of the concrete block. Access to the wellhead
will be provided by a 10 foot-8 inches by 12 foot removable steel roof panel and removable steel
wall panels at the northeast corner of the building at Well No. 14. Both buildings will have
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concrete slabs-on-grade. Steel doors with heavy duty hardware will be provided to allow access
to both buildings.

The chemical area will have a steel framed canopy with factory coated steel roofing panels. A
substantial mat foundation will provide support chemical tanks and canopy. The tanks will be
surrounded by a 3.5-foot minimum high reinforced concrete walls, as secondary containment.
The tanks will be anchored to the foundation with cast-in-place anchor bolts.

Perimeter Fencing: For security, 10-foot-high block walls will be installed around the majority of
the well site, except where 10-foot-high screened metal fences and rolling metal gates will be
provided for access. The proposed wall adjacent to South Croddy Way will be a minimum 35-
foot offset west of existing right-of-way, consistent with the offset for the existing buildings on
South Croddy Way..

Site Access: The existing 24-foot-wide driveway will be protected in place to allow access for
delivery and fire trucks and an additional 13-foot-wide driveway will be constructed in the middle
of the site to allow for maintenance vehicle access adjacent to the well.

Parking: No public parking will be provided. Parking for maintenance vehicles will be provided
within the Well Site perimeter fencing.

Landscaping: The Project site frontage will be landscaped per City of Santa Ana Landscape
guidelines.

Lighting: The Project will include access lighting for the building doorways and entrance gate
and security lighting for the site.

Storm Drain: Approximately 535 linear feet of 18-inch storm drain is proposed to convey site
stormwater and pump waste discharge from Well No. 14 to an existing City of Santa Ana
stormwater catch basin on the west side of Croddy Way approximately 500 feet to the south of
the Well No. 14 site. The existing storm drain catch basin is approximately 6.9 feet deep per
existing record drawings and is connected to an existing 27-inch storm drain pipe. The eventual
discharge of the existing storm drain is the Santa Ana River.

2.2.4 Project Pipeline

As discussed above, both wells are located outside of Mesa Water District’s service area and
will require the construction of approximately 4,500 linear feet of pipeline to connect the
proposed wells to Mesa Water District’s existing system, see Figure 2-5, Pipeline Route.

A proposed pipeline of approximately 2,200 linear feet of 16-inch diameter ductile iron pipeline
will convey water from Well No. 12 and continue east along West Chandler Avenue then bear
south onto South Croddy Way to allow a connection to Well No. 14. At the connection point with
Well No. 14 the pipeline will increase in diameter to 30-inches. The 2,300 linear feet of 30-inch
diameter ductile iron or cement mortar lined and coated steel pipeline will continue south along
South Croddy Way and bear west onto MacArthur Boulevard. At Hyland Avenue the pipeline
with turn south and connect to the existing 18-inch and two 12-inch asbestos-cement pipes.

2.2.5 Construction Details

Construction is anticipated to begin in the third quarter of 2020 fiscal year and last
approximately 20 months.

Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) for stormwater, erosion/sediment control, and
spill prevention will be used.
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2.2.51 Well No. 12
Well No. 12 construction sequencing will occur as follows:
1. Demolition of existing building, piping, and site features
Well Drilling
Well Development
Well Equipping

On-site Pipeline Construction

2 e

Testing
7. Final Site Improvements

All staging and stockpiling will occur on-site for well drilling, developing, and equipping only,
within the work zones. A 24-foot-high sound wall will be provided to enclose the well area during
drilling. The pipeline contractor will be responsible for obtaining temporary storage area. The
entire Site will be graded. Waste and excess debris will be hauled away for disposal.
Equipment and material will be hauled from the Site traveling east on Chandler Avenue, south
on Croddy Way, east on Segerstrom Avenue, and then south on Harbor Boulevard to the
entrance of the 405 Freeway ramp.

Water for the drilling project will be provided by the existing fire hydrant located adjacent to the
Project site on West Chandler Avenue. Groundwater generated during well drilling and testing
will be discharged to baker tanks, that will be located onsite or within a designated area of the
public right-of-way and will later be disposed of as discharge to the storm drain. Construction of
the well and facilities will include approximately 420 working days of construction during normal
working days and hours (Monday through Friday, except District holidays). This will include
three phases of construction that must be conducted 24 hours per day as follows: 7 days of 24
hours per day drilling, 4 days of 24 hours per day testing, and 7 days of 24 hours per day
mechanical development. Construction will require between two to eight construction workers.

2.2.5.2 Well No. 14
Well No. 14 construction sequencing will occur as follows:
1. Demolition of existing building, piping, and site features

2. Construct new fire hydrant and storm drain piping on South Croddy Way and catch basin
on-site

Well Drilling
Well Development
Well Equipping

On-site Pipeline Construction

N o o bk w

Testing
8. Final Site Improvements

All staging and stockpiling will occur on-site for well drilling, developing, and equipping only,
within the work zones. A 24-foot-high sound wall will be provided to enclose the well areas during
drilling. The entire Site will be graded. Waste and excess debris will be hauled away for
disposal. Equipment and material will be hauled from the Site traveling south on Croddy Way,
east on MacArthur Boulevard, and then south on Harbor Boulevard to the entrance of the 405
Freeway ramp.
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Water for the drilling project will be provided by a new fire hydrant to be located on South
Croddy Way that will be installed as a part of the storm drain construction. Groundwater
generated during well drilling and testing will be discharged to baker tanks, that will be located
onsite and will later be disposed of as discharge to the storm drain.

Construction of the well and facilities will include approximately 350 working days of
construction during normal working days and hours (Monday through Friday, except District
holidays). This will include three phases of construction that must be conducted 24 hours per
day as follows: 7 days of 24 hours per day drilling, 4 days of 24 hours per day testing, and
7 days of 24 hours per day mechanical development. Construction will require between two to
eight construction workers.

2.2.5.3 Project Pipeline

The pipeline contractor will be responsible for obtaining temporary storage areas. The
construction work area along the proposed pipeline will be approximately 24 feet wide. A traffic
control plan will be prepared to accommodate this work area width along the pipeline route. A
single 20 feet wide travel lane can be provided for construction on Chandler Avenue and Croddy
Way resulting in a work area of 24 feet wide. Traffic in the opposite direction shall be detoured
to one of the adjacent arterial streets, or flaggers can be provided to keep one lane open for
traffic in both directions. Refer to Figures 2-6 through 2-8 for conceptual traffic detour plans.
MacArthur Boulevard is an 86-foot-wide major arterial street. The northern half (westbound
lanes) of the street is within the City of Santa Ana, and the southern half (eastbound lanes) is
within the City of Costa Mesa. One westbound lane and three eastbound lanes can be
maintained from Croddy Way to Hyland Avenue resulting in a work area of 24 feet wide. At the
intersection of Hyland Avenue and MacArthur Boulevard, one westbound and one eastbound
can be maintained. Hyland Avenue southbound lanes will be closed to traffic and northbound
left and through will be closed.

It is anticipated that the construction duration of the proposed water pipeline and Well No. 14
storm drain will be completed in 196 calendar days from notice to proceed. The Well No. 14
storm drain connection will be needed to convey water generated during well development to
the City storm drain. Therefore, Well No. 14 storm drain and construction of a new fire hydrant
for Well No. 14 will be completed prior to drilling of Well No. 14.

All the work for this phase will be during normal working days and hours (Monday through
Friday, except District holidays, working hours will be as noted on the City encroachment permit.
This phase will require up to seven construction workers.

2.2.6 Operations

Once operational, Wells No. 12 and No. 14 can potentially provide an additional 6 to 8 million
gallons per day of safe and reliable drinking water. During normal operation, the well is
expected to operate 24 hours per day, 7 days a week. The estimated well production could be
up to 4,000 gallons per minute.

The normal operation of the well will require one vehicle trip weekly for one worker to monitor
the operation of the well facilities. Maintenance and tank filling will require one bi-weekly vehicle
trip. Periodic maintenance activities will include replacement of the sodium hypochlorite or
ammonia tanks, and testing and maintaining equipment. During filling of the tanks, Mesa Water
District personnel will be present to guard against spillage. Strict procedures will be in place and
adhered to at all times. Wash down/containment facilities will also be in place in the event of a
spill. The well facility will be highly automated to ensure protection of the public health, safety,
and general welfare, and to monitor maintenance requirements and operations.
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The well would be shut down and restarted approximately two to three times per month for
maintenance and testing.

No solid waste will be generated at the Site.

Well operations will require electrical power to be provided by SCE (for the electric systems and
motor). Diesel generators will supply back-up power to the electric motor for emergencies and
when electricity is not available. Mesa Water District will monitor operation of the plant through
Mesa Water District's SCADA system.

2.2.7 Future Subsequent Wells

Replacement of the initial well installed at each well site location would occur when the original
production rate of the current well is significantly reduced and cannot be recovered by
rehabilitation.

Second Generation Well No. 12: The first generation well and facilities will be located on the
front half of the project site. The remaining space towards the back of the property can
accommodate a second generation well to be drilled. A 20-foot-wide fire lane will be required
the length of the property per Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) requirements.

Second Generation Well No. 14: The first generation well and facilities will be located on the
front half of the project site. The remaining space toward the back of the property can
accommodate a second generation well to be drilled. A 20-foot-wide fire lane will be required
the length of the property per OCFA requirements.

23 OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED

Other public agencies whose approval is expected to be required in the form of permits,
financing approval, or participation agreements are as follows:

e Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board — Variance for 50-foot control zone
horizontal separation

e State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water - Water Quality
¢ Orange County Flood Control District — Discharge Permit

o City of Santa Ana, Department of Public Works — Encroachment Permit and Storm Drain
Connection

e Orange County Fire Authority — Planning and Development Fire Service Permit and
Hazardous Materials & Process

o Orange County Health Care Agency — Risk Management Plan
o South Coast Air Quality Management District — Backup generators; Air Quality

e City of Costa Mesa — Encroachment Permit
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3.3

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

(1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “no impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “no impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “no impact” answer should
be explained if it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g.,
the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-
specific screening analysis).

(2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off site as well as
on site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

(3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially significant impact” is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more “potentially significant impact” entries when the determination is made, an
EIR is required.

(4) “Negative declaration: less than significant with mitigation incorporated” applies when
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from a “potentially
significant impact” to a “less than significant impact.” The lead agency must describe the
mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level.

(5) Earlier analyses may be used if, pursuant to tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative
declaration (Section 15063[c][3][D]). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the
following:

a. Earlier analysis used. Identify and state where earlier analyses are available for
review.

b. Impacts adequately addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards and state whether such effects were
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation measures. For effects that are “less than significant with mitigation
incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined
from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.

(6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, when appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

(7) Supporting information sources. A source list should be attached and other sources
used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

(8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that
are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
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(9) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question, and

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to a less than
significant level.
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3.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

3.4.1 Aesthetics

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. | Have a substantial adverse effect on a X
scenic vista?

b. | Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings along
a scenic highway?

c. | Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its X
surroundings?

d. | Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect daytime X
or nighttime views in the area?

Existing Conditions:

The Project site is located in an urban setting characterized by views of light industrial buildings.
None of the scenic corridors identified in the City of Santa Ana’s General Plan Scenic Corridors
Element are near or within the viewshed of the project site. The closest identified scenic corridor
is the Sana Ana River, which is within approximately 440 feet of the site (City of Santa Ana
1982a). However, due to intervening buildings, the viewshed of the project site does not include
the river.

According to the Caltrans Map of Designated Scenic Routes (Caltrans 2018), there are no
official State-designated routes in the Project vicinity. State Route 1, an eligible State Scenic
Highway, is located approximately 5.5 miles to the west. The Project site is not visible from
State Route 1 due to distance and intervening structures and topography.

Both well sites are developed with light-industrial buildings, asphalt-paved drive ways and
parking areas, and landscaping with ornamental vegetation. Views of the both sites are limited
to the surrounding light-industrial uses and adjacent roadways.

Discussion:
a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
No Impact.

The Project site does not contain a scenic vista. As discussed above, direct views of the Project
site are from surrounding light-industrial uses and adjacent roadways.

The proposed Project will involve enclosing the Project site with a 10-foot tall block wall.
Implementation of the proposed Project would not block any scenic views. In addition, views of
the proposed Project will be predominately screened from public view. As the Project site does
not contain any scenic vistas, and because the proposed Project will not block existing views of
any scenic vista and will be predominately screened from viewpoints from the adjacent
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neighborhood part, implementation of the proposed Project would not impact views of any
scenic vista. No impact will be experienced.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact. The Project site is not in the viewshed of any designated or eligible State scenic
highway. No impact to a scenic highway will occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would involve both temporary and
permanent changes to the visual character of the site. Temporary changes are associated with
construction activities, including construction equipment, staging, and Site construction. These
visual impacts would be short-term in nature and are not considered to be significant.

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in long-term/permanent changes to the
visual character of the site due to the replacement of light-industrial buildings with a water well,
associated housing, and perimeter walls. The Project site will be enclosed by a 10-foot tall block
wall. In order to have the well and electrical buildings visually blend in with the surrounding
buildings, a stucco finish is proposed over the exterior of the concrete block. From most
viewpoints, only views of the upper portion of the well housing structure would be available.
While the proposed Project would result in a change to the existing visual character of the site, it
would not result in the removal or degradation of any significant visual resources and would be
consistent in appearance to the existing and adjacent light-industrial land uses. For this reason,
impacts are considered to be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Less Than Significant Impact. There are two primary sources of light: light emanating from
building interiors that pass through windows, and light from exterior sources (e.g., street lighting,
parking lot lighting, building illumination, security lighting, and landscape lighting). Light
introduction can be a nuisance to adjacent uses and diminish the view of the clear night sky.
Currently, light and glare in the Project vicinity is produced by vehicle headlights, street lighting,
and lighting from the onsite and light-industrial adjacent uses.

The Project would include access lighting for the building doorways and entrance gate.
However, the amount of light produced at the Site would be the minimum required for safety and
security purposes. The lights on the Site would be designed to direct the light toward the Site to
reduce spillage into the surrounding streets and residences. The Project would not introduce a
substantial amount of additional night lighting or glare compared to the existing lighting around
the Project site. Furthermore, since the structures, roofs, and wall would not include shiny
finishes, the Project is not expected to create any daytime glare. Therefore, a less than
significant impact from the standpoint of light and glare would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

b. | Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use or conflict with a X
Williamson Act contract?

c. | Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in PRC
Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as
defined in PRC Section 4526), or X
timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section
51104(qg))?

d. | Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest X
use?

e. | Involve other changes in the existing
environment that, 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?

Existing Conditions:

The City of Santa Ana is predominately built-out with limited vacant land. On the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program Map for California (California Department of Conservation
2018), the Project site and the surrounding area is designated as Urban and Built-Up Land,
which is generally described as land occupied by structures that has a variety of uses including
residential, industrial, commercial, construction, institutional, public administration, railroad and
other transportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage
treatment, water control structures, and other developed purposes.

Discussion:

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 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?

No Impact. According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Map for California, the
Project site is an area designated as Urban and Built-Up Land. No Prime or Unique Farmland,
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or Farmland of Statewide importance exists within the Project site or vicinity; therefore, no
impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson
Act contract?

No Impact. The Project site is designated in the Santa Ana General Plan Land Use Plan as IND
0.45 (Industrial), and there are no agricultural zoning designations or agricultural uses within the
Project limits or adjacent areas (City of Santa Ana 1998). The Project would not convert
farmland or conflict with any land zoned for agriculture. No Williamson Act contracts apply to the
Project site. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in PRC Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined in PRC Section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The Project site is zoned as M1 (Light Industrial). It is surrounded by land zoned as
M1. The proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning, or cause rezoning of forest
land or timberland resources. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use?

No Impact. There is no forest land in the vicinity of the Project site. Therefore, the proposed
Project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
No impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to
their location or nature, could individually or cumulatively result in loss of Farmland
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. There is no farmland or forest land located within or near the Project site. Therefore,
the Project would not involve any changes that could result in the loss or conversion of farmland
or forest land to other uses. No impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

'|'.|:| Page 3-8 February 2019



Mesa Water District Water Wells No.12 and No. 14
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

3.4.3 Air Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. | Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan?

b. | Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or X
projected air quality violation?

c. | Resultin a cumulatively considerable net

increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air X
quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d. | Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

e. | Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report was prepared by Tetra Tech and is
provided under Appendix A. The following summarizes the air quality analysis results and
conclusions.

Existing Conditions:

The Project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and is within the jurisdiction
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAB region is bounded
by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto
Mountains to the north and east. It includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of
Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. Basin-wide air pollution levels are
administered by the SCAQMD through the most current Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP;
2017). The AQMP provides a program for obtaining attainment status for key monitored air
pollution standards, based on existing and future air pollution emissions.

Air pollutants are typically classified as primary or secondary pollutants. Carbon monoxide
(CO), nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide (SO.), and lead are considered
primary pollutants because they are emitted directly into the atmosphere. Ozone (O3), a
secondary pollutant, is formed through a photochemical reaction in the atmosphere with reactive
organic compounds (ROGs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) in the presence of sunlight.

Both the federal and State governments have established ambient air quality standards for
outdoor concentrations of various pollutants in order to protect public health (see Table 1 of
Appendix A). The national and State ambient air quality standards have been set at levels
whose concentrations could be generally harmful to human health and welfare and to protect
the most sensitive persons from illness or discomfort with a margin of safety. While ambient air
quality standards have been developed specifically for Oz and NOx, there is no State or federal
ambient air quality standard for ROGs. ROGs include many compounds of carbon, excluding
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CO, carbon dioxide (CO.), carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, ammonium
carbonate, and methane, among others. While the State and federal entities have not
established ambient attainment levels for ROGs, they have for Os;. Because ROGs react with
NOx through photochemical reactions to form Ogs, air districts, including SCAQMD, have
provided ROG significance thresholds for project-level analysis in order to further limit the levels
of ROGs available in the atmosphere that can be converted to Os.

Areas are classified under the Federal Clean Air Act as either “attainment” or “nonattainment”
areas for each criteria pollutant, based on whether the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
have been achieved or not. Attainment relative to the State standards is determined by
California Air Resources Board. The SCAB has been designated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency as a nonattainment area for Os, particulate matter 10 micrometers or less in
diameter (PM1o), and particulate matter 2.5 micrometers or less in diameter (PM.5). The SCAB
is also designated as being in extreme nonattainment for the 8-hour average Oz standard.
Currently, the SCAB is in attainment with the ambient air quality standards for CO, lead, SO,
and nitrogen dioxide.

Discussion:

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plans?

No impact. The SCAQMD is required, pursuant to the Clean Air Act, to reduce emissions of
certain pollutants for which the Basin is in non-attainment (i.e., Oz and PM1o). The project would
be subject to the SCAQMD’s AQMP. The AQMP contains a comprehensive list of pollution
control strategies directed at reducing emissions and achieving ambient air quality standards.
These strategies are developed, in part, based on regional population, housing, and employment
projections.

The determination of AQMP consistency is primarily concerned with the long-term influence of the
project on air quality in the Basin. Neither the development of the project nor its operation would
result in short-term and long-term regional impacts. The project would comply with SCAQMD
Rule 403 and would implement all feasible mitigation measures for control of PM1o and PMa; the
project would be consistent with the goals and policies of the AQMP for control of fugitive dust.
The proposed project is not expected in conflict with the AQMP and no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction Impacts. Construction emissions are expected from the following equipment and
processes:

¢ On-site Fugitive Dust Associated with Site Construction Activities;
e On-site Construction Equipment (dump trucks, backhoes, graders, etc.);
¢ On-site and Off-site Vehicle Emissions, including Delivery Trucks and Worker Vehicles.

The California Emissions Estimator Model® (CalEEMod) model divides the construction
processes into phases, including demolition, site preparation, grading, building construction,
paving, etc. These model settings can be modified to fit applicable features of a specific project.
Each construction phase could generate the following emissions:

(1) Fugitive dust emissions resulting from soil disturbance activity.
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Construction activities at the site include grading, trenching, and truck filling/dumping. These
activities generate dust emissions. Vehicles and trucks traveling on paved and unpaved roads
are also a source of fugitive emissions during the construction period.

During construction, the proposed project would be subject to SCAQMD Rules 403 (Fugitive
Dust). The purpose of Rule 403 is to reduce man-made fugitive dust. Rule 403 requires
implementing control measures to prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust emissions and
includes a performance standard that prohibits visible emissions from crossing any property line
(SCAQMD Rule 403). Dust control measures, such as water application on dry soil and
reduced vehicles travelling on unpaved roads, are standard mitigation techniques. Project
construction will be required to comply with Rule 403. Implementing the dust suppression
techniques specified in Rule 403 can reduce the fugitive dust generation (and thus the PM1o
component) by 50 percent or more. Therefore, the estimation of fugitive dust emissions during
project construction assumes Rule 403 compliance.

(2)

On-site construction equipment will be a source of combustion emissions. Construction
equipment is expected to include excavator, tractor, loader, scraper, crane, water truck, paver,
and compactor. See Table 3 of Appendix A for the typical construction equipment mix used at
each site.

(3)

Vehicles used for worker commute and delivery trucks for material delivery to the site, and haul
trucks used for construction debris disposal will be a source of combustion emissions. Primary
emissions generated will include combustion emissions from engines during idling and while
operating. Emissions are based on the estimated number of trips per day and the round trip
travel distances. See Table 4 of Appendix A provides the worker commute and haul truck
information.

Emissions of air pollutants from fuel combustion in construction equipment

Emissions of air pollutants from fuel combustion in vehicles and trucks

Data presented above was input into the CalEEMod model. Construction activities result in
emissions of CO, ROGs, NOx, SOx, PMi, and PM.s and greenhouse gas (GHGs). The
CalEEMod model output files are provided in Appendix A.

Construction emissions are summarized in Tables 1, 2 and 3. Table 4 compares the project
element emissions with the SCAQMD’s regional and localized construction significance
threshold levels. As Table 4 shows, construction-related daily (short-term) emissions would not
exceed SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for ROGs, NOx, CO, SO, and PM. Thus,
project construction emissions would result in a less than significant regional impact.

Table 1. Construction Emissions Summary - Well No. 12 Construction Phase
Construction Phases co NOx ROG SO: PM1o Total | PM2s Total| CO2e
(Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (lbs/day) | (tonlyr)
Demolition 11.62 18.1 1.85 0.02 2.02 1.072 8.77
Demolition (Hauling) 0.99 2.34 0.12 0.06 1.326 0.178 2.93
Well (drilling) 44.5 66.2 6.42 0.184 23 2.19 223.7
Well (developing) 26.7 28.9 2.83 0.066 1.31 1.24 115.5
Well (Hauling) 0.70 0.50 0.083 0.002 0.425 0.076 3.26
Well Equipping 134 13.7 1.55 0.020 0.794 0.735 102.2
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Table 2. Construction Emissions Summary - Well No. 14 Construction Phase

Construction co NOx ROG SO PMio Total [PM25s Totalf CO2e
Phases (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (ton/yr)
Demolition 11.62 18.14 1.85 0.020 2.02 1.07 8.77
Demolition (Hauling) 0.76 2.32 0.096 0.006 1.26 0.16 2.629
Well (drilling) 445 66.2 6.42 0.184 2.30 2.19 223.7
Well (developing) 26.69 28.88 2.83 0.066 1.31 1.235 115.5
Well (Hauling) 0.688 0.548 0.083 0.002 0.193 0.052 3.26
Well Equipping 14.46 14.48 1.65 0.022 0.887 0.783 112.2

Table 3. Construction Emissions Summary - Well Nos. 12 and 14, Storm Drain and
Pipeline Construction Phase

Construction co NOx ROG SO PM1o Total |PM2s Total] CO2e
Phases (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (tonlyr)
Storm Drain 13.32 14.30 1.733 0.025 0.772 0.731 16.29
Well Drilling 0.605 0.055 0.072 0.001 0.177 0.048 1.186
Storm Drain Paving 8.520 8.160 0.892 0.012 0.480 0.452 2.834
Pipeline 5.322 12.98 1.603 0.025 0.669 0.646 385.5
Pipeline Hauling 0.194 0.018 0.023 0.001 0.057 0.015 9.01
Pipeline Paving 8.244 7.289 0.791 0.013 0.411 0.387 4.94

Table 4. Construction Emissions vs. SCAQMD Regional and Localized Emissions

Thresholds
Air Pollutants ROG NOx co SO; PM1o PMa2s GHG
Emissions Unit Ibs/day MT/yr
Max. Overlapping 6.4 66.2 445 0.2 23 2.19 544
Emissions
Regional Gonstruction 75 100 550 150 150 55 10,000
Emissions Threshold
Over (Under) (68.6) (33.8) (505.5) | (149.8) | (147.7) (52.8) (9,456)
Exceed Threshold
(Yes/No) No No No No No No No
Localized Construction
Emissions Thresholds 81 485 4 3
Over (Under) (14.8) (440.5) (1.7) (0.81)
Exceed Threshold
(Yes/No) No No No No No No No

Operation Impacts. During operation, the two wells will include chloramination to disinfect the
groundwater prior to distribution. Chloramine is formed when chlorine reacts with ammonia. The
well will be equipped with a dedicated chemical storage, dosing and containment area for
sodium hypochlorite and aqueous ammonia.

Sodium hypochlorite is injected directly into a static mixer at the discharge of each wellhead.
The chemical metering pumps will be flow-paced to maintain an operator adjustable dosing rate.
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The total chlorine will be monitored downstream of chemical dosing. Downstream of the sodium
hypochlorite injection, aqueous ammonia is injected directly into a static mixer. The chemical
metering pumps will be flow-paced to maintain an operator adjustable dosing rate.
Monochloramine will be monitored downstream of chemical dosing. The chemical storage area
for the sodium hypochlorite and ammonia tanks at each well will be covered with a canopy roof.

The normal operation of the well will require one vehicle trip per week for one worker to monitor
the operation of the well facilities. Maintenance and tank filling will require one bi-weekly vehicle
trip. Periodic maintenance activities will include replacement of the sodium hypochlorite or
aqueous ammonia tanks and testing and maintaining equipment, including an emergency
generator. During filling of the tanks, Mesa Water District personnel will be present to guard
against spillage. Strict procedures will be in place and adhered to at all times. Wash
down/containment facilities will also be in place in the event of a spill. The well facility will be
highly automated to ensure protection of the public health, safety, and general welfare, and to
monitor maintenance requirements and operations.

For the air quality impact analyses of the operation phase, the CalEEMod model was run to
quantify emissions from a conservative worker daily trip (though one trip per week is expected)
and bi-weekly trip and monthly testing of the emergency generator. Appendix A provides the
CalEEMod output files.

Table 5 shows the CalEEMod results for operational emission. Table 6 shows the comparison
of the operational emission vs the SCAQMD Regional and Localized Thresholds. As shown in
Table 6, the project is less than significant impact.

Table 5. Operation Emissions Summary

PMio PM:zs
. . co NOX ROG SO CO2e
Location Operation Total Total
(Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) (ton/day)
Maintenance 0.072 0.007 0.004 [1.1x10%*| 0.012 0.003 2.04
Well No. 12
el No- 1« |Emergency 0287 | 0314 | 0.112 |548x104| 0.017 | 0017 | 955
Generator Testing
Maintenance 0.079 0.007 0.005 1.1x10% | 0.013 0.004 2.22
Well No. 14
Emergency 0.041 | 0.037 | 0.011 |5.48x10°| 0.002 | 0.002 | 0.96
Generator Testing

Table 6. Operation Emissions vs. SCAQMD Regional and Localized Emissions

Thresholds

ROG NOx co SO2 PMo PM2s GHG
Emissions Unit Ibs/day MT/yr
Total Emissions 0.13 0.36 0.5 0.001 0.04 0.03 14.0
Regiona Dperation Emissions | 5 55 550 150 150 55 | 10,000
Over (Under) (54.9) (54.6) | (549.5) | (150) (150) (150) | (9,986)
Exceed Threshold (Yes/No) No No No No No No No
et o | ws R
Over (Under) (80.6) | (484.5) (3.96) (2.97)
Exceed Threshold (Yes/No) No No No No

February 2019 Page 3-13 '|'.|=|




Mesa Water District Water Wells No.12 and No. 14
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. In addition to the SCAQMD’s regional significance threshold,
the SCAQMD has also developed localized significance thresholds (LSTs) that identify daily
emissions levels at a project construction site that could cause or contribute to adverse localized
air quality impacts to the nearest sensitive receptors.

For projects with a daily construction footprint larger than five acres, SCAQMD recommends
that the localized air quality impact analysis be performed using an appropriate air dispersion
model. For projects with a daily construction footprint of five acres or less, the SCAQMD has
developed the LST methodology to determine localized impacts. This LST Methodology
consists of mass emission rate look-up tables. If the calculated emissions for the construction
activity are below the emission level found in the LST lookup tables, the construction activity is
not considered significant. The screening tables were developed using conservative
assumptions, including the worst meteorological conditions. If localized emissions exceed the
values in the lookup tables, dispersion modeling, which is more precise, may be performed.

Since the maximum daily construction footprint for each site would be less than five acres, the
LST Methodology would be applicable. LSTs apply only to the following criteria pollutants: NOx,
CO, PMyo, and PMzs, and apply only to emissions generated on site. LSTs represent the
maximum on-site 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 in that area.

Table 4 summarizes the localized impacts from the construction activities for each site, together
with the SCAQMD'’s daily construction LST significance threshold levels.

As Table 4 shows, construction-related daily (short-term) emissions would not exceed SCAQMD
LSTs for NOx, CO, and PM. Thus, project construction emissions would result in a less than
significant localized impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

Less Than Significant Impact. Potential sources that may emit odors during construction
activities include the use of coating and solvents, and diesel-powered equipment. Due to
relatively small footprint of the construction sites, limited use of odorous solvent and coating,
and few pieces of diesel-powered equipment operating simultaneously, odor impacts would be
less than significant. During operation, all odorous chemicals will be properly stored and
handled, odor impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.4 Biological Resources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

a.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or 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?

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

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

Interfere substantially with the movement
of any 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?

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

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
habitat conservation plan, natural
community conservation plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Existing Conditions:

Regional and Local Plans

The Project site is not located within or near a Habitat Conservation Plan area or a Natural
Community Conservation Plan area (County of Orange 2012).

According to the City of Santa Ana General Plan Conservation Element, is a built-up, urban

community with limited natural habitat and wildlife resources (City of Santa Ana 1982b).
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The Project area is highly urbanized and is an area that has been heavily modified by humans,
including roadways, existing buildings, and landscaping with ornamental vegetation. Because of
the high degree of disturbance in these areas, they generally have low habitat value for wildlife;
wildlife found here are adapted to living in heavily urbanized areas.

City Tree Ordinance

Article VII (Regulation of the Planting, Maintenance, and Removal of Trees), establishes
policies, regulations and standards necessary to ensure that the city will continue to realize the
benefits provided by its urban forest. Section 33-188 of Article VII, states that:

“Site plan review shall require the planting of street trees to coincide with the development,
redevelopment, renovating of any tract or parcel. The site plan for development or improvement
of any tract or parcel of land shall be evaluated and approved by the city's transportation and
development services division and street maintenance division for the placement of street trees
by the developer in accordance with Santa Ana Municipal Code sections 33-47 through 33-53
and section 34-81. The approved site plan, in addition to the usual requirements of the zoning
code, contained in chapter 41 of this Code, shall show the approximate location, size, and
species of all existing trees to be maintained, trees to be removed and trees required for
approval of the project.”

Wetlands/Riparian Habitat

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2018) was reviewed
for potential wetlands and riparian habitat in the vicinity of the Project site. No wetlands or
riparian areas are mapped in or near the Project site. The closest resource is the Santa Ana
river, located approximately 440 feet to the west of the Project site.

Project Site

The Project site is developed with and surrounded by light-industrial land uses. Several large
mature trees are located on both well sites and along the adjacent streets. No wetlands or
riparian habitat occur on or in the vicinity of the Project site.

Discussion:

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse impact, either directly or 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 Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The Project site is developed with and surrounded by light-industrial land uses. The
Project site does not contain any sensitive habitat or wildlife resources. Therefore, the Project
will result in no impact to biological resources.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project have a substantial adverse impact on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

No Impact. There are no riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities present on or near
the Project site. No impacts would occur to riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. There are no wetlands, marshes, or vernal pools within or in the vicinity of the
Project Site. Therefore, no impact would occur to any federally protected wetlands under the
Clean Water Act.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of wildlife nursery sites?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. With no native habitat, and no wildlife
corridors that traverse the project site, implementation of the proposed project is not anticipated
to interfere with the movement of native animals of any kind, or to impede the use of any native
wildlife nursery sites. The Santa Ana River is located approximately 440 feet west of the project
site and is separated from the site by urban development.

The project site supports trees that could potentially provide cover, forage, and nesting habitats
for bird species that have adapted to urban areas, such as rock pigeons (Columba livia) or
mourning doves (Zenaida macroura). Mourning doves are protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and certain Fish and Game Codes. The statutes make it unlawful to take native
breeding birds, and their nests, eggs, and young. The Project will involve the removal of the
trees on site. If these trees are removed during breeding bird nesting season (typically from
February 15 through September 15), implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1, provided in
the event that any nesting birds are found at the project site location, will reduce impacts to less
than significant.

Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Project activities that will remove or disturb
Project site trees will be scheduled outside the breeding bird season. The breeding bird nesting
season is typically from February 15 through September 15.

If project activities cannot be avoided during February 15 through September 15, a qualified
biologist will conduct a pre-construction breeding bird survey for breeding birds and active nests
or potential nesting sites within the limits of project disturbance. The survey will be conducted at
least seven days prior to the onset of scheduled activities, such as mobilization and staging. It
will end no more than three days prior to vegetation, substrate, and structure removal and/or
disturbance.

If no breeding birds or active nests are observed during the pre-construction survey or they are
observed and will not be impacted, project activities may begin and no further mitigation will be
required.

If a breeding bird territory or an active bird nest is located during the pre-construction survey
and will potentially be impacted, the site will be mapped on engineering drawings and a no-
activity buffer zone will be marked (fencing, stakes, flagging, orange snow fencing, etc.) a
minimum of 100 feet in all directions or 500 feet in all directions for listed bird species and all
raptors. The biologist will determine the appropriate buffer size based on the type of activities
planned near the nest and the type of bird that created the nest. Some bird species are more
tolerant than others of noise and activities occurring near their nest. This no-activity buffer zone
will not be disturbed until a qualified biologist has determined that the nest is inactive, the young
have fledged, the young are no longer being fed by the parents, the young have left the area, or
the young will no longer be impacted by project activities. Periodic monitoring by a biologist will
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be performed to determine when nesting is complete. Once the nesting cycle has finished,
project activities may begin within the buffer zone.

If listed bird species are observed within the project site during the pre-construction survey, the
biologist will immediately map the area and notify the appropriate resource agency to determine
suitable protection measures and/or mitigation measures and to determine if additional surveys
or focused protocol surveys are necessary. Project activities may begin within the area only
when concurrence is received from the appropriate resource agency.

Birds or their active nests will not be disturbed, captured, handled or moved. Active nests
cannot be removed or disturbed; however, nests can be removed or disturbed if determined
inactive by a qualified biologist.

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would require the removal of ten trees.
Trees in the public right-of-way in the City of Santa Ana are protected under Article VII
(Regulation of the Planting, Maintenance, and Removal of Trees).

Nine of the trees that will be removed as part of the proposed project are on private property
and not subject to the City ordinance. One tree on the Well No. 12 site is within the City’s right
of way and will be subject to the City ordinance. With compliance with the City ordinance, the
proposed Project would not conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources and no
impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation
plan, natural communities conservation plan, or any other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The Project site is not located within a Habitat Conservation Plan area, a Natural
Community Conservation Plan area, or in any other local, regional, or State habitat conservation
plan areas. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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345 Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. | Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource as X
defined in Section 15064.5?

b. | Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological X
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

c. | Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique X
geologic feature?

d. | Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal X
cemeteries?

Existing Conditions:

Section 15064.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines generally defines a historical resource as a
resource that is listed in, or eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR), listed in a local register of historical resources, identified as significant in a historical
resource survey (meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code),
or determined to be a historical resource by a project's lead agency. Historic, cultural, and
paleontological resources include historic buildings, structures, artifacts, sites, and districts of
historic, architectural, archaeological, or paleontological significance.

According to the City of Santa Ana General Plan Conservation Element (City of Santa Ana
1982b), Santa Ana was founded in 1869 by William Spurgeon. The original town, laid out by
Mr. Spurgeon, consisted of 24 blocks. The town served as a shopping center and post office for
surrounding agricultural areas. In 1878 the Southern Pacific Railroad arrived and the Santa Fe
Railroad followed in 1886. This encouraged development of the City. In 1889 the Orange
County seat was located in Santa Ana and this further stimulated the development of
businesses, stores, financial institutions and hotels serving the metropolitan population. Citrus
and walnut farms were still plentiful and buying and selling land became the number one
enterprise. Many of the structures in downtown and the surrounding bungalow homes were built
in the early 1900’s and 1920’s. Today the City is developed with urban uses and limited vacant
land.

According to the County of Orange General Plan (County of Orange 2012), sub-surface
resources such as archaeological and paleontological sites are abundant in South Orange
County, along the coast and in creek areas. Based on the County of Orange General Plan, the
Project Site is not located in areas mapped for archaeological and paleontological sensitivity or
historical areas.

Focusing the discussion of existing conditions for cultural resources in specific reference to the
Project Site, the Site and surrounding area is developed land that has been permanently altered
due to the construction of below and aboveground improvements including streets, sidewalks,
buildings, and utilities.
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The Well No. 12 site is currently improved with one, two-story office building which was built in
1977. (Centec Engineering 2017b)

The Well No. 14 site is currently developed with a concrete tilt-up light-industrial building which
was built in 1979. (Centec Engineering 2017a)

Record Search Results

A records search was conducted of the Project’'s Area of Potential Effect (APE) and surrounding
areas via the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) of the California Historical
Resources Information System on September 13, 2018 (SCCIC File No.: 19378.5313). For the
records search, the study area included a half mile buffer centered on the APE. As part of this
records search, the SCCIC database of survey reports and overviews was consulted, as well as
documented cultural resources, cultural landscapes, and ethnic resources. Additionally, the
search included a review of the following publications and lists: California Office of Historic
Preservation Historic Properties Directory, National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
California Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, California
Inventory of Historical Resources/CRHR, California Points of Historical Interest, California
Historical Landmarks, and local historic resource inventories. See Appendix B for record search
results.

One previously conducted cultural resource survey (VN-00299") and no previously recorded
cultural resources were identified within the APE. VN-00299 consisted of an overview for
archaeological, architectural, and paleontological resources and was conducted in 1975. An
additional 16 previous studies have been conducted within a half mile of the APE between 1975
and 2007. These cultural resource investigations are comprised of archaeological and
architectural surveys, and literature searches.

Based on the SCCIC record search results, no CRHR or NRHP listed or eligible sites were
identified within the APE. One previously recorded historic building (P-30-176943: Ana Mesa
Inn) was identified within a half mile of the APE. This building appears unevaluated for the
CRHR/NRHP.

Review of Historic Aerial Photographs

Review of historic aerial photographs provides information regarding potential unrecorded
historic features or sites within the APE. Based on the map review?, the APE was undeveloped
agricultural land from 1953 to 1972. By 1995, the APE appears as a paved north to south
trending road with building adjacent east and west, similar as it appears today.

Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands Files Search

Tetra Tech, Inc. contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on
August 24, 2018 and requested that the NAHC review its Sacred Lands Files. The NAHC
replied on August 27, 2018 that results were negative for Native American Native tribal
resources within the APE and provided a list of local Native American contacts with knowledge
of the Project area. The NAHC recommends conducting outreach to the listed tribes or
individuals as they may have knowledge of cultural resources within or near the Project area.
Native American consultation is part of the lead CEQA agency’s responsibilities under Assembly
Bill (AB) 52, and CEQA as discussed under Section 3.4.17, Tribal Cultural Resources.

' Archaeological Associates 1975. Compilation of Historical, Archaeological, and Paleontological Data for
Costa Mesa. On file at the SCCIC.

2 Historic Aerials by Netronline 2018. Electronic database located at
https://www.historicaerials.com/viewer accessed 9/23/2018.
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Discussion:

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

No Impact. Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines specifically defines a “historical resource”
as a resource that meets one or more of the following criteria:

o Listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the CRHR; or

o A resource listed in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code (PRC); or

¢ Identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements of
Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC; or

¢ Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military,
or cultural annals of California that may be considered to be an historical resource,
provided the lead agency's determination is supported by substantial evidence in
light of the whole record.

Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be "historically significant” if the
resource meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR (PRC, § 5024.1, Title 14 California Code of
Regulations, Section 4852) including the following:

¢ An association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United
States.

o An association with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national
history.

¢ An embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method
of construction, or a representation of the work of a master, or possesses high
artistic values.

e A resource that has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the
prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation.

The buildings on the well sites proposed for demolition were both constructed post 1977 and are
under 45 years of age. As of the date of this document, the buildings are not considered historic
resources under CEQA. The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA guidelines. The
Project Site and immediate vicinity do not contain any known historic resources. Therefore, the
proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource and no Project impact would result.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project Site is not located in an
area of archaeological resources sensitivity (County of Orange 2012). Although the Project area
is relatively densely developed, very few previous archaeological studies have been conducted
throughout the region. The surficial deposits within the APE have been subjected to previous
ground disturbance. The depth of ground surface disturbance is unknown. The Project area is
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within the southern end of the broad Coastal Plain of Orange County, specifically the Tustin
Plain. Sediments within the APE consist of Holocene (recent to 10,000 years old, 10 to 20 feet
in depth) and Pleistocene (10,000 to 2 million years old, 20 feet -plus in depth) alluvium deposits
derived from the erosion of bedrock out of the Santa Ana Mountain and the San Joaquin Hills.
Late Pleistocene and Holocene deposits are generally considered more likely to contain
prehistoric deposits. If construction ground disturbance depths range within native soils
(approximately 1 to 2 feet in depth and beyond), there would be a potential to impact previously
unrecorded subsurface cultural resources. With incorporation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 and
CUL-2 listed below, these effects on archaeological resources as a result of Project construction
would be reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

CUL-1: Environmental Training — prior to construction of the Project, a qualified archaeologist
will provide a cultural resource briefing that includes all applicable laws and penalties pertaining
to disturbing cultural resources, a brief discussion of the prehistoric and historic regional context
and archaeological sensitivity of the area, types of cultural resources found in the area,
instruction that Project workers will halt construction if a cultural resource is inadvertently
discovered during construction, and procedures to follow in the event an inadvertent discovery
(Inadvertent Discovery Plan) is encountered, including appropriate treatment and respectful
behavior of a discovery (e.g., no posting to social media or photographs). If requested, a local
tribal representative(s) shall be invited to participate in the environmental training to discuss or
provide text from a tribal cultural perspective regarding the cultural resources within the region.

CUL 2: Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources During Construction — A qualified
archaeologist shall prepare an Inadvertent Discovery Plan for the Project. During Project-level
construction, should subsurface archaeological resources be discovered, all activity in the
vicinity of the find shall stop and a qualified archaeologist shall be contacted to assess the
significance of the find according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. If any find is determined
to be significant, the archaeologist shall determine, in consultation with the implementing
agency and any local Native American groups expressing interest, appropriate avoidance
measures or other appropriate mitigation. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3),
preservation in place shall be the preferred means to avoid impacts to archaeological resources
qualifying as historical resources. Methods of avoidance may include, but shall not be limited to,
Project re-route or re-design, Project cancellation, or identification of protection measures such
as capping or fencing. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), if it is
demonstrated that resources cannot be avoided, the qualified archaeologist shall develop
additional treatment measures, such as data recovery or other appropriate measures, in
consultation with the implementing agency and any local Native American representatives
expressing interest in prehistoric or tribal resources. If an archaeological site does not qualify as
an historical resource but meets the criteria for a unique archaeological resource as defined in
Section 21083.2, then the site shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section
21083.2.

c. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project Site is not located in an
area of paleontological sensitivity (County of Orange 2012). Given the highly disturbed condition
of the Project Site and surroundings, the likelihood that paleontological resources or unique
geologic features exist on-site is considered low. Nevertheless, ground-disturbing activities,
such as grading or excavation, could unearth undocumented paleontological resources or
unique geologic features by disturbing native soils that may contain cultural resources. The
proposed Project could potentially cause a substantial adverse change in significance to a
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paleontological resource, but incorporation of the following Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would
reduce the potential impact on paleontological resources to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

CUL-3: Inadvertent Discoveries of Paleontological Resources—If the construction staff or
others observe previously unidentified paleontological resources during ground disturbing
activities, they will halt work within a 200-foot radius of the find(s), delineate the area of the find
with flagging tape or rope (may also include dirt spoils from the find area), and immediately
notify a qualified Paleontologist. Construction will halt within the flagged or roped-off area. The
Paleontologist will assess the resource as soon as possible and determine appropriate next
steps in coordination with Mesa Water District. Such finds will be formally recorded and
evaluated. The resource will be protected from further disturbance or looting pending evaluation.

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less than Significant Impact. Ground disturbance within native soils may potentially contain
unanticipated cultural material. Existing regulations require that if human remains and/or
cultural items defined by the Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5, are inadvertently
discovered, all work in the vicinity of the find would cease and the Orange County Coroner
would be contacted immediately. If the remains are found to be Native American as defined by
Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5, the coroner will contact the NAHC by telephone within
24 hours. The NAHC shall immediately notify the person it believes to be the Most Likely
Descendant (MLD) as stipulated by California PRC, Section 5097.98. The MLD(s), with the
permission of the landowner and/or authorized representative, shall inspect the site of the
discovered remains and recommend treatment regarding the remains and any associated grave
goods. The MLD shall complete their inspection and make their recommendations within 48
hours of notification by the NAHC. Any discovery of human remains would be treated in
accordance with Section 5097.98 of the PRC and Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety
Code. Therefore, with compliance with existing regulations, Project impact would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required. Compliance with existing regulations will
ensure that any Project impact on human remains would be less than significant.
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3.4.6

Geology and Soils

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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 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?

iii.) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv.) Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable or that would become
unstable as a result of the project and
potentially result in an onsite or offsite
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?

Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
in areas where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

Existing Conditions:

The Project is located within the Tustin Plain of the Orange County Coastal Basin. According to
the Department of Water Resources, the Tustin Plain is a relatively flat physiographic
expression of alluvial fans and flood plains. The Orange County Coastal Basin is a large alluvial
basin extending from the Pacific Ocean in the west to the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains
in the east and from the Los Angeles-Orange County line in the north to the San Joaquin Hills in
the south. (Centec Engineering 2017a)

The stratigraphic sequence underlying the Tustin Plain consists of a basement complex of
Mesozoic and older ingenuous and metamorphic rocks, Tertiary semi-consolidated sediments,
Pleistocene alluvium, and Recent alluvium. The thickness of the alluvium beneath the site is
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reportedly several hundred feet, with the upper 50 feet consisting of silty sands, medium-
grained sands, silty clays, and sandy clays. (Centec Engineering 2017a)

The well sites and pipeline alignment are not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone (Leighton 2018).

Subsurface soils that underlie the pavement sections of the Project site, consisted of 2 to 5 feet
of artificial fill overlying Quaternary-aged young alluvial fan deposits to the maximum explored
depth of 26.5 feet. The fill materials generally consisted of silty sand, clayey sand, and sandy
clay with some gravel; and the alluvial deposits generally consisted of medium stiff to stiff sandy
clay and lean clay, and loose sand and silty sand. (Leighton 2018)

The Well Site No. 12 site is located at an elevation of approximately 40 feet above sea level.
The natural ground surface slopes gently to the southwest, parallel to the river gradient. Depth
to groundwater has historically ranged from approximately 9 to 14 feet bgs. (Centec Engineering
2017Db)

The Well Site No. 14 site is located at an elevation of approximately 35 feet above sea level.
Below the site, perched and unusable groundwater zones may be expected at depths from 20-
25 feet bgs, and would be expected to flow in a southerly direction. (Centec Engineering 2017a)

Discussion:

a. Would the project 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 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.

No Impact.

The well sites and pipeline alignment are not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone (Leighton 2018). No active faults are known to cross the well sites or pipeline route (City of
Santa Ana 1982c). The probability of damage because of surface ground rupture is low due to
the lack of known active faults crossing the Project area. The proposed water well and
supporting facilities have been designed in accordance with applicable seismic safety
standards. The operation of the proposed Project, therefore, is not anticipated to expose people
or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including risk of loss, injury, or death from
the rupture of a known earthquake fault. No impact is anticipated.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
ii.)  Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project is located within the seismically active Southern
California region and is likely to experience strong ground shaking from seismic events
generated on regionally active faults. The project has been designed in accordance with
applicable seismic safety standards. The operation of the proposed Project, therefore, is not
anticipated to expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects from strong
seismic ground-shaking. The impact is anticipated to be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
iii.)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project is within a liquefaction hazard zone (JCP-LGS
2017). Construction projects within a liquefaction hazard zone require geotechnical reports to
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address and mitigate the potential vulnerability of structural integrity during earthquakes.
Construction of the well and associated Project facilities will comply with applicable measures of
the California Building Code regarding construction in a liquefaction zone and other seismic
safety measures. Operation of the proposed Project would not expose people or structures to
substantial impacts involving seismic-related ground failure from liquefaction; therefore, a less
than significant impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
iv.) Landslides?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located in a landslide area. The land within and in the vicinity
of the Project Site is relatively flat; thus, no impact from landslides is anticipated.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the Project would include ground-disturbing
activities, such as excavation, drilling, and grading in order to build the structure and install the
associated pipelines that would connect the Project elements. Excess soil from the excavation
of the infiltration basin will be placed as fill on the other portions of the site. Since the project
impact area would be below one acre, the proposed project would not be subject to the
requirements of the Construction General Permit under the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) program administered by the State Water Resources Control
Board. However, construction of the proposed project would be required to ensure that current
industry-standardized best management practices (BMPs) are implemented. This would include
the implementation of BMPs to minimize the potential for water quality impacts during
construction. The Project site will be paved or landscaped so that no exposed soil would remain.
The Project will have a less than significant impact related to erosion and loss of topsoil in the
construction and operational phases.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

c. Is the project located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Less than Significant Impact. Based on the analysis provided in Response 3.4.6(a)(iv) above,
no impact would be experienced related to on-site or off-site landslides. Since the Project Site is
located within a liquefaction hazard zone, the potential for liquefaction to occur during intense
ground shaking does exist. The Project Site is also located in a subsidence hazard zone (City of
Santa Ana 1982c). As with the potential for liquefaction, construction projects within a
subsidence hazard zone require geotechnical reports to address and mitigate the potential
vulnerability of structural integrity during earthquakes. Construction of the well and associated
Project facilities will comply with applicable measures of the California Building Code regarding
construction in a liquefaction hazard zone, subsidence hazard zone, and other seismic safety
measures. Operation of the proposed Project would not expose people or structures to
substantial impacts involving seismic-related ground failure from liquefaction; therefore, a less
than significant impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Is the project located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Less than Significant Impact. Expansiveness refers to the potential to swell and shrink with
repeated cycles of wetting and drying and is a common feature of fine-grained clayey soils. This

February 2019 Page 3-27 '|'.|:|




Mesa Water District Water Wells No.12 and No. 14
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

wetting and drying causes damage due to differential settlement within buildings and other
improvements. The City of Santa Ana General Plan does not identify areas of expansive soils;
however, the design and construction of the Project will be in compliance with applicable
regulations and standard specifications to prevent potential risk of damage from expansive soils.
The project would be required to comply with building code requirements in order to minimize
the potential for hazards due to expansive soils. Therefore, regulatory compliance will ensure
that impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

e. Would the project have soils that are incapable of supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?

No Impact. No septic tanks or alternative wastewater systems will be constructed as part of the
project, and no impacts will occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. | Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have X
a significant impact on the environment?

b. | Conflict with any applicable plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report was prepared by Tetra Tech and is
provided under Appendix A. The following summarizes the air quality analysis results and
conclusions.

Existing Conditions:

Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on Earth as a whole,
including changes in temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. Historical records
indicate that global climate changes have occurred in the past due to natural phenomena;
however, data indicate that current global conditions differ from past climate changes in rate and
magnitude. According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the increase in
atmospheric GHGs is largely the result of human activities, namely fossil fuel combustion, land
use changes and agriculture (IPCC 2007). GHGs are those compounds in the Earth’s
atmosphere that play a critical role in determining the Earth’s surface temperature. Specifically,
these gases allow high-frequency solar radiation to enter the Earth’s atmosphere, but retain the
low frequency energy which is radiated back from the Earth towards space, resulting in a
warming of the atmosphere. Increased concentrations of GHGs in the Earth’s atmosphere have
been linked to global climate change and such conditions as rising surface temperatures,
melting icebergs and snowpack, rising sea levels, and the increased frequency and magnitude
of severe weather conditions.

GHGs include CO;, methane, Os, water vapor, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Carbon dioxide is the most abundant GHG in the
atmosphere. GHGs are the result of both natural and anthropogenic activities. Forest fires,
decomposition, industrial processes, landfills, and consumption of fossil fuels for power
generation, transportation, heating, and cooking are the primary sources of GHG emissions.

In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, also known as AB 32, into law. AB 32 commits the State to achieving the
following:

e 2000 GHG emission levels by 2010 (which represents an approximately 11 percent
reduction from business as usual)

o 1990 levels by 2020 (approximately 25 percent below business as usual)

To achieve these goals, AB 32 mandates that California Air Resources Board establish a
quantified emissions cap, institute a schedule to meet the cap, implement regulations to reduce
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Statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources, and develop tracking, reporting, and
enforcement mechanisms to ensure that reductions are achieved

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.7, define a threshold of significance as an identifiable
quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-
compliance with which means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the
agency and compliance with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than
significant. CEQA gives wide latitude to lead agencies in determining what impacts are
significant and does not prescribe thresholds of significance, analytical methodologies, or
specific mitigation measures (OPR 2007). CEQA leaves the determination of significance to the
reasonable discretion of the lead agency and encourages lead agencies to develop and publish
thresholds of significance to use in determining the significance of environmental effects.

The SCAQMD released a draft guidance document regarding interim CEQA GHG significance
thresholds in October 2008. SCAQMD proposed a tiered approach, whereby the level of detail
and refinement needed to determine significance increases with a project’'s total GHG
emissions. In December 2008, SCAQMD adopted interim CEQA GHG significance thresholds
for use only when SCAQMD is the lead agency on projects. These thresholds apply to
industrial projects only, and include a 10,000 metric ton carbon dioxide equivalent (CO.e)
screening level. For purposes of this analysis, the 10,000-metric ton COse threshold for
industrial projects is applied to this project.

While it is difficult to predict the specific impact of one project’s incremental contribution to the
global effects of GHG emissions due to a variety of factors, including the complex and long-term
nature of such effects and the global scale of climate change, it is possible to determine whether
a project is implementing design strategies consistent with the guidance that is available. Thus,
if a project implements design strategies consistent with the goals of AB 32, the project will not
be considered to have a significant impact with respect to global climate change, either on a
project-specific basis or with respect to its contribution to a cumulative impact on global climate
change.

Discussion:

a. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. GHG emissions from this proposed project are from two major
sources: Fuel combustion in construction equipment and truck hauling. The CalEEMod model
was run to determine the GHG emissions. Table 7 shows the total GHG emissions together
with the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7, GHG emissions are below
SCAQMD significance thresholds of 10,000 metric tons per year and no significant impact will
occur.

Table 7. GHG Emissions

COze (Metric SCAQMD Exceed Threshold
Phases Tonslyr) Significance (Yes/No)
y Threshold
Construction 544 10,000 No
Operation 14 10,000 No
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
'|'.|:| Page 3-30 February 2019




Mesa Water District Water Wells No.12 and No. 14
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

b. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with the AQMP or the City’s policies to
reduce GHG emissions, as the project would not increase population. Furthermore, the project
would not generate substantial vehicle trips and would not increase roadway capacity.
Therefore, the implementation of the proposed project would not affect any plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions and impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.8

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

a. | Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b. | Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions X
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c. | Emit hazardous emissions or involve
handling hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within X
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d. | Be located on a site that is included on a
list of 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. | Be located within an airport land use plan
area or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, be within 2 miles of a public
airport or public use airport, and result in a
safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f. Be located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip and result in a safety hazard for

people residing or working in the project
area?

g. | Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h. | Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
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Existing Conditions:

The Project area is urbanized with light industrial land uses. Phase | Environmental Site
Assessments conducted for the well sites revealed no evidence of current or historical
Recognized Environmental Conditions associated with the sites. A review of adjacent properties
indicated little to no concerns to well sites. Due to the pre-1980 construction of the buildings at
both sites, some asbestos-containing materials and/or lead-based paint may be present in the
existing building materials. Neither well site is included on the list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. (Centec Engineering 2017a, 2017b)

The Project site is also not located within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. The
nearest airport is John Wayne Airport located approximately 3.5 miles to the southeast. The
Project site is within an Orange County Airport Land Use Plan Area for John Wayne Airport but
is not within the John Wayne Airport Safety Zone (ALUC 2005).

The OCFA provides emergency response to fires and hazardous materials incidents in the City
of Santa Ana. The City of Santa Ana maintains an Emergency Services Plan which provides
direction and guidance for officials and citizens in the event of emergency; including
emergencies related to major fires and/or explosions, industrial accidents, traffic control, and
hazardous materials spills (City of Santa Ana 1982d).

Discussion:

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less than Significant Impact. The short-term construction process for the proposed Project
would not involve any routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Some
examples of hazardous materials include fuels, lubricating fluids such as paints and adhesives,
and solvents. Fuels and solvents for construction would be stored and utilized pursuant to
existing regulatory requirements. Therefore, short-term construction impacts would be less than
significant.

Operation of the well would require limited transport, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous
materials. The project would involve the use of sodium hypochlorite and aqueous ammonia for
disinfection, and diesel fuel for the emergency diesel generator. The chemical storage area will
be fully contained and covered for protection from the elements. The emergency diesel
generator will be located within an enclosure located on the exterior of the electrical building.

All chemical storage and usage would comply with existing federal, State, and local
requirements (including chemical hygiene requirements administered by the California Division
of Occupational Safety and Health). During filling of storage tanks, Mesa Water District
personnel will be present to guard against spillage. Wash down/containment facilities will also
be available in the event of a spill. The well facility will be highly automated to ensure protection
of the public health, safety, and general welfare, and to monitor maintenance requirements and
operations.

Strict safety procedures and best management practices will be implemented for fuel transport
and during tank refueling. No disposal of hazardous materials would occur on-site. With the
aforementioned procedures and BMPs implemented as part of the Project, impacts would be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
likely release of hazardous materials into the environment?
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Less than Significant Impact. Due to the pre-1980 construction of the buildings at both sites,
some asbestos-containing materials and/or lead-based paint may be present in the existing
building materials. Any activity that involves cutting, grinding, or drilling during building
renovation or demolition, or that involves relocation of underground utilities, could release friable
asbestos fibers unless proper precautions are taken. The federal Clean Air Act regulates
asbestos as a hazardous air pollutant, which subjects it to regulation by SCAQMD under its
Rule 1403. The federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration also regulates asbestos
as a potential worker safety hazard. Prior to demolition or renovation of any of the well sites’
existing buildings, any asbestos-containing materials and/or lead-based paint must be identified
and abated. With removal of these hazardous materials prior to demolition, as required, and in
accordance with all applicable laws, no significant impacts are expected.

During construction, there is a potential for accidental release of hazardous substances such as
petroleum-based fuels or hydraulic fluid used by construction equipment. The level of risk
associated with the accidental release of hazardous substances is not considered significant
due to the small volume and low concentration of hazardous materials utilized during
construction. The construction contractor would be required to use standard construction
controls and safety procedures that would avoid and minimize the potential for accidental
release of such substances into the environment. Standard construction practices would be
observed such that any materials released are appropriately contained and remediated as
required by local, State, and federal law. As with the discussion for 3.4.8(a) above, all chemical
and fuel storage and usage would comply with existing federal, State, and local requirements
(including chemical hygiene requirements administered by the California Division of
Occupational Safety and Health). In addition, Mesa District will implement a risk management
plan for each well facility. During filling of storage tanks for sodium hypochlorite and aqueous
ammonia, personnel will be present to guard against spillage. Wash down/containment facilities
will also be available in the event of a spill. The well facility will be highly automated to ensure
protection of the public health, safety, and general welfare, and to monitor maintenance
requirements and operations. With the aforementioned measures implemented as part of the
proposed Project, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or
proposed school?

No Impact. There are no schools within 0.25 mile. The closest school, Mamie L. Northcutt
Elementary School, is located approximately 0.7 mile to the northwest of the Project site. No
impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Is the project located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material 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?

No Impact. Since neither well site is on the list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5, there would be no hazard to the public or environment
and therefore, no impact would be experienced.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 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?
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No Impact. The Project site is also not located within 2 miles of a public airport or public use
airport. The nearest airport is John Wayne Airport located approximately 3.5 miles to the
southeast. The Project site is within an Orange County Airport Land Use Plan Area for John
Wayne Airport but is not within the John Wayne Airport Safety Zone (ALUC 2005). In addition,
the project is an infill project, consistent with the City’s General Plan and zoning designations,
see Response 3.4.10(b); and therefore, is consistent with the Orange County Airport Land Use
Plan. The Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area and no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

f. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip or heliport;
therefore, the Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area and no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

g. Would the project impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. For construction of the proposed Project, traffic control will be
needed to temporarily reduce available lanes during the construction of the pipeline, storm
drain, utility services and street resurfacing. Full road closures are not anticipated, however. In
addition, a traffic control plan will be prepared to accommodate this work area width along the
pipeline route. Refer to Figures 2-6 through 2-8 for conceptual traffic detour plans. These
impacts would be short term and temporary and would have a less than significant impact to
roadways utilized for emergency purposes. The Project would not require full time employees at
the site and thus would not increase the burden on existing emergency response plans. Only
one weekly trip to the Site would be required during operation and thus would not generate
traffic congestion, obstruct traffic flow, or emergency operations. During Project operation,
emergency access would be maintained to all residences and public facilities since the existing
adjacent roads would not be altered. Therefore, the proposed Project would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

h. Would the project expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

No Impact. The Project site is located in an urbanized and fully developed area and is not
located within or near any wildland areas (County of Orange 2012). Also, the proposed
landscaping would not create hazardous conditions due to wildland fires. Therefore, the Project
would not pose a fire hazard due to wildland fires and no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

a.

Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?

X

b.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, resulting in 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 that would not
support existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been granted)?

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

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

Create or contribute runoff water that
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, 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?

Contribute to inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow?
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Existing Conditions:

Surface Water

Both well sites are currently developed with small areas of ornamental vegetation. The
surrounding area is developed with light industrial land uses. Stormwater flows across the site to
storm drains located in the surrounding streets.

The Project and the surrounding areas are in a Federal Emergency Management Agency flood
Zone X, where the probability of flooding inundation has been evaluated to be 0.2 percent (i.e. a
500-year event, FEMA 2009).

The Project is within the Prado Dam Inundation Area and the Santiago Reservation Inundation
Area (City of Santa Ana 1982d).

The Project site is not located in a tsunami run-up area (California Emergency Management
Agency 2009).

The Santa Ana River is the major drainage channel flowing through the City and many of the
major storm drains in the City, are (directly or indirectly) connected to it. The reach through
Santa Ana consists mostly of a trapezoidal, concrete lined channel with a bottom width of 180
feet. Santiago Creek is the main tributary to the Santa Ana River. The creek joins the Santa Ana
River just south of Garden Grove Boulevard. (City of Santa Ana 1998)

The City of Santa Ana is served by two primary flood control and drainage systems: City-
operated and maintained storm drain system, including catch basins and storm drain pipes; and
flood control facilities operated and maintained by the Orange County Flood Control District,
including the large flood control channels in the City (City of Santa Ana 2015). The NPDES
Stormwater Permit issued to the County of Orange and its co-permittees requires development
projects to incorporate appropriate best management practices to minimize pollutant levels in
runoff (County of Orange 2017).

Groundwater

The Project site is located within the Tustin Plain of the Orange County Coastal Basin. The Well
Site No. 12 is located approximately 1,600 feet east of the engineered channel of the Santa Ana
River. The site is located at an elevation of approximately 40 feet above sea level. The natural
ground surface slopes gently to the southwest, parallel to the river gradient. Depth to
groundwater has historically ranged from approximately 9 to 14 feet bgs. (Centec Engineering
2017Db)

The Well Site No. 14 is located approximately 400 feet east of the engineered channel of the
Santa Ana River. The site is located at an elevation of approximately 35 feet above sea level.
Below the site, perched and unusable groundwater zones may be expected at depths from 20-
25 feet bgs, and would be expected to flow in a southerly direction. (Centec Engineering 2017a)

Discussion:

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
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Less than Significant Impact.

Short-term Impacts

The proposed Project could potentially result in water quality impacts during the short-term
construction process. The grading and excavation required for Project implementation would
result in exposed soils that may be subject to wind and water erosion. Since the project impact
area would be below one acre, the proposed project would not be subject to the requirements of
the Construction General Permit under the NPDES program administered by the State Water
Resources Control Board. However, construction of the proposed project would be required to
ensure that current industry-standardized best management practices (BMPs) are implemented.

This would include the implementation of BMPs to minimize the potential for water quality
impacts during construction.

For Well No. 12, an 18-inch storm drain will convey site storm water and pump waste discharge
from Well No. 12 to an existing City of Santa Ana 18-inch storm drain catch basin on the north
side of West Chandler Avenue.

For Well No. 14, approximately 535 linear feet of 18-inch storm drain will be constructed to
convey site stormwater and pump waste discharge from Well No. 14 to an existing City of Santa
Ana 27-inch storm drain catch basin on the west side of Croddy Way approximately 500 feet to
the south of the Well No. 14 site.

The storm drains will be constructed based on Regional Water Quality Control Board Non-
Stormwater discharge requirements. Upon adherence to these existing requirements, short term
impacts to water quality standards and waste discharge requirements would be less than
significant.

Long-Term Operational Impacts

The proposed Project would not affect hydrology or water quality in the Project area upon
completion of construction. Development of the Well Site would not increase the amount of
impervious area as compared to existing conditions. The Project is not expected to alter the
drainage conditions in the Project area. Impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project 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 (i.e., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

No Impact. Mesa Water District's water system currently meets its potable water demand
through utilization of groundwater wells supplemented with imported water. In 2014, Mesa
Water District Board of Directors adopted a policy for local water reliability to be 115 percent of
demand. This policy provides Mesa Water District with additional assurance to meet peak water
demands with local groundwater supplies when other water production facilities undergo routine
maintenance. The proposed Project would enable the use of Wells No. 12 and No. 14 to provide
additional local water reliability.

Implementation of the wells would not result in any exceedance of Mesa Water District’s existing
water entitlements. Rather, it would improve reliability and efficiency of the supply system. Thus,
the Project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the groundwater table level.
Therefore, impacts to groundwater supply would be less than significant.

February 2019 Page 3-39 '|'.|:|




Mesa Water District Water Wells No.12 and No. 14
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on site or off site?

Less than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 3.4.9(a) above. Development of the Project
is not expected to alter drainage conditions in the Project area. As noted above, the proposed
Project will construct storm drains based on Regional Water Quality Control Board Non-
Stormwater discharge requirements. Thus, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in
flooding on site or off site?

Less than Significant Impact. Refer to Responses 3.4.9(a) and 3.4.9(c) above. The proposed
Project is not expected to alter off-site runoff in comparison to existing conditions. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

e. Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

Less than Significant Impact. Refer to Responses 3.4.9(a) and 3.4.9(c) above. The Project is
not expected to alter off-site runoff in comparison to existing conditions. Therefore, impacts to
stormwater drainage systems would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
f. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

No Impact. Refer to Responses 3.4.9(a) and 3.4.9(c) above. The proposed Project would be
subject to the Orange County Flood Control District NPDES permit conditions for discharges
into the storm drain system. Impacts to water quality are expected to be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

g.- Would the project place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

No Impact. The Project site is not located within a 100-year floodplain (FEMA 2009) and does
not include construction of housing or remapping of a floodplain; therefore, no impact would
occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

h. Would the project place within a 100-year floodplain structures that would impede
or redirect flood flows?

No Impact. The Project site is not located within a 100-year flood plain and therefore would not
impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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i. Would the project 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?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project is within the Prado Dam Inundation Area and the
Santiago Reservation Inundation Area (City of Santa Ana 1982d), so in the event of a dam
breach the area could be flooded. However, flood depths would be less than 1 foot in the event
of a dam failure and are not considered a significant risk. In addition, the Project and the
surrounding areas are in Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Zone X, the 500-year
floodplain, where the probability of flood inundation is only 0.2 percent. As a result, potential
impacts to structures would be less than significant, and these facilities will not require active
and on-site operations personnel so no injury or death from flooding is anticipated.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
j- Would the project contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

No Impact. The Project site is not located near any or areas at risk for seiche, tsunami or
mudflows; therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.410 Land Use and Planning

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. | Physically divide an established
community?

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

c. | Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community X
conservation plan?

Existing Conditions:

The Project is located within a light industrial area of the City of Santa Ana. Both well sites are
currently developed with light industrial land uses.

Land use in the City of Santa Ana is directed by the City of Santa Ana General Plan (City of
Santa Ana 1998). According to the Santa Ana General Plan Land Use Map, the land use
designation for the Project site and adjacent areas is IND 0.45 (Industrial). The Project site and
surrounding areas are zoned as M1 (Light Industrial).

The City of Santa Ana’s General Plan defines the IND 0.45 (Industrial) designation as “...those
areas developed with manufacturing and industrial uses. The designation applies to areas which
are predominantly industrial in character, and includes those industrial districts in the
southwestern, south central and southeastern sections of the City.... The maximum floor area
ratio for this designation is 0.45.” Typical land uses found under these designations include light
and heavy product manufacturing and assembly and commercial uses ancillary to industrial
uses.

The City of Santa Ana Municipal Code Section 41-472 states that permitted uses in the M1
zoning district include public utility structures (City of Santa Ana 2018).

The California legislature granted water districts the power to exempt water district property
from county and city zoning requirements, provided the water district complies with the terms of
Government Code Section 53091.3

3 Government Code Section 53091.
(d) Building ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the
production, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a local
agency.
(e) Zoning ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the
production, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water...
(Amended by Stats. 2002, Ch. 267, Sec. 1. Effective January 1, 2003.).
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The Project site is not located within any habitat conservation plan areas or natural community
conservation plan areas.

Discussion:
a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The Project area is urbanized with light industrial land uses. The Project well sites
are small in size and development of the water well facilities would not hinder pedestrians or
travelers on the adjacent streets or sidewalks from accessing other areas in the surrounding
community. Therefore, the proposed Project would not divide an established community and no
impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project 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?

No Impact. Land uses permitted under the Santa Ana General Plan Land Use Map for the
Project site include light and heavy product manufacturing and assembly and commercial uses
ancillary to industrial uses. The permitted uses for the Project site M1 zoning district includes
public utility structures. Since the proposed Project is considered an allowed use in this zoning
district, the proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project. In addition, the Project would be
exempt from local jurisdiction zoning regulations.; therefore, no impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

c. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
communities conservation plan?

No Impact. The Project site is not located within any habitat conservation plan areas or natural
community conservation plan areas; therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.11 Mineral Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. | Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be X
of value to the region and the residents of
the state?
b. | Resultin the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local X
general plan, specific plan, or other land
use plan?

Existing Conditions:

Mineral Resource Zones are commercially viable mineral or aggregate deposits, such as sand,
gravel, and other construction aggregate. The mineral resources in Orange County consist of
deposits of regionally significant aggregate resources identified by the California Department of
Conservation, Divisions of Mines and Geology (County of Orange 2012). These significant sand
and gravel resources for the Orange County region are located in portions of the Santa Ana
River, Santiago Creek, San Juan Creek, Arroyo Trabuco and other areas. Orange County's
petroleum resources are in the form of oil and natural gas deposits. The primary petroleum
resource areas of the Orange County are Huntington Beach, Newport Beach, Seal Beach and
the Brea/La Habra foothill regions. The Project site is not located near any of these areas.

Discussion:

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. No mineral recovery activities currently occur in the Project area, and the Project
site is not underlain by any known mineral resources of value to the region and residents of the
State. Thus, no impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other
land use plan?

No Impact. As stated above, the Project site is not located within a Mineral Resource Zone or
an area of oil and gas resources. Thus, no impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.412 Noise
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project result in:

a. | Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in a local general plan or noise X
ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

b. | Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or X
groundborne noise levels?

c. | A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity X
above levels existing without the project?

d. | A substantial temporary or periodic
increase 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 or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the X
project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

f. | For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Existing Environment:

The existing noise environment in the vicinity of the proposed Well No. 12 consists of vehicle
noise from Chandler Avenue, Croddy Way, and Segerstrom Avenue. For Well No. 14 the
existing noise environment consists of vehicle noise from Croddy Way and MacArthur
Boulevard. Adjacent land uses to both well locations are industrial zoned. The Courtyard by
Marriott hotel is located along Harbor Boulevard approximately 1,000 feet from Well No. 12 and
800 feet from Well No. 14. The nearest residential receptors are located approximately 0.35
mile south of Well No. 12 and approximately 0.85 miles to the east of Well No. 14. There are no
residential land uses located in the direct vicinity of the well sites and pipeline route. No ambient
noise monitoring data have been identified for the project vicinity, but existing land uses and
street patterns as well as the existing noise contours published in the City of Santa Ana’s Noise
Element indicate that the existing ambient noise levels at the proposed project site should be at
or below 65 A-weighted decibels (dBA) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).
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Discussion:

a. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Less than Significant. The City of Santa Ana’s Noise Element to the General Plan identifies
the land use compatibility standard for noise-sensitive land uses as a CNEL of 65 dBA. No
ambient noise monitoring data have been identified for the project vicinity, but existing land uses
and street patterns indicate within the City of Santa Ana’s Noise Element that the existing
ambient noise levels should be at or below the CNEL standard of 65 dBA at the project site and
adjacent properties. The construction of the proposed well sites and pipeline would have only a
minimal impact on daily traffic volumes in the project vicinity, and thus would have minimal
impact on traffic noise conditions.

The City of Santa Ana’s Municipal Code Chapter 18 Article VI limits noise propagation to residential
land uses from stationary equipment during the daytime period (7:00 am to 10:00 pm) to 55 dBA
equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) and during the nighttime period (10:00 pm to 7:00 am) to
50 dBA Leq. Both well sites are proposing a pump building, a chemical storage area, an electrical
building, an emergency backup generator, a single ground level heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) unit, and a transformer. The pump structure contains an electric motor pump
that generates a noise emission level not to exceed 90 dBA at 5 feet. The pump is also enclosed
within a steel framed concrete masonry unit (CMU) building. The electrical building incorporates a
ground level HVAC unit with a sound power level of 83 dBA and an emergency backup generator
with a sound power level of 73 dBA. A transformer is also located on the southern portion of Well
No. 12 and the eastern portion of Well No. 14. Each transformer will have a sound power level of
79 dBA. Given that high noise producing equipment is located with steel framed CMU buildings
and assuming all equipment will operate simultaneously the noise levels from the project
operations would be less than 20 dBA Leq at the nearest residential land use located 0.35 miles
south of Well No. 12. At the nearest sensitive receptor (Courtyard by Marriott hotel) the noise
levels will be less than 30 dBA Leq. Noise levels at the property lines of both well sites will be 50
dBA Leq Or less and are, therefore, considered to be a less than significant impact.

The City Santa Ana’s Municipal Code Chapter 18 Section 18.314 exempts construction equipment
operating between the daytime hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on weekdays, including Saturday.
The majority of the construction of the proposed project would be conducted during weekdays
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.f However, the well drilling, pump testing, and
mechanical development will require 24-hour operation occurring over a total of 18-day period for
each well site. Noise levels from the drilling operations will exceed the City of Santa Ana’s
nighttime threshold level of 50 dBA Leg.

To reduce the noise levels below the below the 50 dBA Leg, Project construction will include
provision of 24-foot-high sound wall to enclose the well areas during drilling. Project construction
will also incorporate construction BMPs including use of the best available noise control
techniques for equipment and vehicles.

With the incorporation of the sound wall and construction BMPS, noise impacts generated by the
construction of the project will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Less than Significant Impact. Operation of the pump facility would not generate vibration;
however, construction of the structures and site grading would require the use of equipment that
could generate vibration. Possible sources of vibration may include a drill rig, jackhammer,
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dump trucks, backhoes, rollers, and other construction equipment that produces vibration. No
blasting will be required at the project site.

Project construction activities would occur within approximately 50 feet from the nearest structure.
According to the Federal Transit Administration guidelines, a vibration level of 65 vibration
decibel (VdB) is the threshold of perceptibility for humans. For a significant impact to occur,
vibration levels must exceed 80 VdB during infrequent events (Federal Transit Administration
2006). Based on the levels published by the Federal Transit Administration (Federal Transit
Administration 2006) and the type of equipment proposed for use at the Proposed Project,
coupled with the distance to the existing identified receptors as well as adjacent structures,
analysis shows that all identified sensitive receptors and adjacent structures will be below the
maximum vibration guideline criteria of 80 VdB. This vibration level is considered acceptable for
short term infrequent impacts at residential homes as well as other nearby buildings and is,
therefore, considered to be a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

c. Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less Than Significant Impact. The dominant noise sources in the vicinity of the Well No. 12
consists of vehicle noise from Chandler Avenue, Croddy Way, and Segerstrom Avenue. For
Well No. 14 the existing noise environment consists of vehicle noise from Croddy Way and
MacArthur Boulevard. Based on existing traffic volumes noise levels at the Courtyard by Marriott
hotel and the nearest residence located approximately 0.35 miles from Well No. 12 range from
60 dBA CNEL to 65 dBA CNEL. Both well sites are proposing a pump building, a chemical
storage area, an electrical building, an emergency backup generator, a single ground level HVAC
unit, and a transformer. The pump building encloses the pump within a steel framed CMU building.
The electrical building incorporates a ground level HVAC unit. A transformer is also located on the
southern portion of Well No. 12 and the eastern portion of Well No. 14. The noise levels from the
project operations would be less than 20 dBA L, at the nearest residential land use located 0.35
miles south of Well No. 12. At the nearest sensitive receptor (Courtyard by Marriott hotel) the
noise levels will be less than 30 dBA L.q. Based on the existing noise levels generated by the
vehicle traffic, the noise impacts from the project related equipment at both well sites would
result in an increase of less than one dBA to the ambient noise levels at the nearest residential
property lines and at the nearest sensitive receptor (hotel). Since the Proposed Project is shown
to only increase the overall ambient community noise level by less than one dBA, it is
considered to be a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less than Significant. Construction of the Well No. 12, Well No. 14, and the pipeline is
planned to start in January of 2020 and last approximately 20 months. The project construction
activities are anticipated to occur in phases and include the installation of the pipeline, drilling
and equipping at Wells No. 12 and No. 14. These construction activities would require a variety
of equipment. Typical construction equipment would not be expected to generate noise levels
above 90 dBA at 50 feet, and most equipment types would typically generate noise levels of
less than 85 dBA at 50 feet.

The highest noise levels during construction are normally generated during the use of earth
moving equipment or drilling. Drilling equipment would be the loudest equipment used at the
well sites. This equipment is expected to generate a maximum instantaneous noise level of up
to 50-55 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptor located at a distance of 850 feet. The pipeline

February 2019 Page 3-49 '|'.|:|




Mesa Water District Water Wells No.12 and No. 14
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

construction would result in noise levels ranging from 56 to 73 dBA maximum instantaneous
noise level at a distance of 350 feet to the nearest sensitive receptor. The noise levels from the
construction would be loud enough to temporarily interfere with speech communication outdoors
and indoors with the windows open. Majority of the project construction would occur between
the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., Monday through Friday as well as implement standard
noise reduction measures. However, the well drilling, pump testing, and mechanical development
will require 24-hour operation occurring over a total of 18-day period for each well site. The drilling
operations will incorporate sound barrier mitigation and construction BMPS. Due to the infrequent
nature of loud construction activities at the site, the limited hours of construction, and the
implementation of standard noise mitigation measures, the temporary increase in noise due to
construction is considered to be a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

No Impact. There is no public airport or public use airport located within two miles of the
proposed Project site. The Project would not result in exposing people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels associated with a public airport and no impact would
occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

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

No Impact. There are no private airstrips located in the Project vicinity. The Project would not
result in exposing people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels
associated with a private airstrip and no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.13 Population and Housing

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. | Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly X
(e.g., through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b. | Displace a substantial number of existing
housing units, necessitating the X
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c. | Displace a substantial number of people,
necessitating the construction of X
replacement housing elsewhere?

Existing Conditions:

According to the City of Santa Ana’s 2014-2021 Housing Element (City of Santa Ana 2014),
population growth in the City of Santa Ana during the 1990s was significantly slower than
surrounding communities and the county as a whole. Between 2000 and 2010 the City’'s
population decreased by about 4 percent. In 2010, the City of Santa Ana’s estimated population
of 324,528 represented approximately 11 percent of the county’s total population, ranking Santa
Ana as the second most populated city in the county behind Anaheim. Estimates from the
California Department of Finance show the City of Santa Ana‘s 2018 population to be 338,247,
a 0.1 percent increase from 2017 (California Department of Finance 2018). The City has an
estimated 78,052 housing units.

Discussion:

a. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly
(e.g., by proposing new homes and business) or indirectly (e.g., through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

No Impact. Mesa Water District provides potable water for a population of approximately
110,000 within an 18-square mile service area which includes the City of Costa Mesa, portions
of the City of Newport Beach, and portions of unincorporated Orange County. Mesa Water
District’'s water system currently meets its potable water demand through a combination of
imported water, local groundwater, and five clear water wells and two tinted water wells. In
2014, Mesa Water District Board of Directors adopted a policy for local water reliability to be 115
percent of demand. This policy provides Mesa Water District with additional assurance to meet
peak water demands with local groundwater supplies when other water production facilities
undergo routine maintenance.

The proposed Project would provide additional local groundwater water reliability.
Implementation of the Project would not result in any exceedance of Mesa Water District's
existing water entitlements. Rather, it would improve reliability and efficiency of the water supply
system. The proposed Project would not involve the construction of any homes, businesses, or
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other uses that would result in direct population growth. Therefore, no impacts in regard to
growth-inducement would be expected.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The Project site is developed with light industrial uses and is not currently used for
housing. Construction of the Project would not require the removal or obstruction of existing
housing. Therefore, no impacts to existing housing would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

¢c. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The Project site is not used for housing. Construction of the Project would not
require the removal or obstruction of existing housing and thus would not require the
displacement of people or the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no
impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.14 Public Services

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. | Result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental
facilities or a 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.) Fire protection? X
ii.) Police protection? X
iii.) Schools? X
iv.) Parks?
v.) Other public facilities? X

X

Existing Conditions:

Public services include critical facilities such as police stations, fire stations, hospitals, shelters,
and other facilities that provide important services to the community. Other public services
include schools and parks and libraries that serve the communities.

Fire protection and other related services in Santa Ana are provided by the OCFA. The closet
OCFA station to the Project site is Station No. 77, located at 2317 S. Greenville Street, Santa
Ana, approximately 1.16 miles east of the Project site (OCFA 2018).

Police protection services for the City of Santa Ana are provided by the City of Santa Ana Police
Department at the Santa Ana Civic Center located at 60 Civic Center Plaza, approximately
3.7 miles northeast of the Project site (SAPD 2018).

The City of Santa Ana is served by four school districts: Santa Ana Unified, Garden Grove
Unified, Tustin Unified and Orange Unified (City of Santa Ana 1988). The City owns and
operates approximately 35 parks, comprising about 400 acres (City of Santa Ana 1982f). The
City library system consists of a central library in Civic Center’ Plaza and two branch libraries in
the western portion of Santa Ana: the McFadden and Newhope Branches (City of Santa Ana
1982e).
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Discussion:

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities or a 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 public services:

i.) Fire Protection

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not substantially increase the need
for fire protection services as no residential uses are proposed and the Project is not expected
to result in an increase in the City of Santa Ana’s population. The water well would not cause
the development of uses that would result in a substantial increase in the likelihood of a fire or
other hazard. Moreover, by increasing Mesa Water District's water supply reliability for its
service area, the Project is expected to result in beneficial impacts related to fire flow and
protection. Therefore, impacts to fire protection services or facilities would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
ii.) Police Protection

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not substantially increase the need
for additional police protection services. The proposed Project would not introduce residential,
commercial, or other uses, that would require an increase in demand for police protection
beyond what is currently provided and therefore, would not require police facilities to be altered.
The buildings on-site would be equipped with an alarm system for security purposes, and the
proposed perimeter block walls around the site would limit unauthorized access. Therefore,
impacts to police protection services or facilities would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
iii.) Schools

No Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the need for the
construction of additional school facilities, as the Project would not result in an increase in
population nor would it result in a removal of a school, a reduction of school capacity, or
displacement of students from existing schools. Therefore, no impact to school services or
facilities would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
iv.) Parks

No Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the need for the
construction of additional park facilities, as the Project would not result in an increase in
population nor would it result in a removal of a park. Therefore, no impact to park facilities would
occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
v.) Other Public Facilities

No Impact. The proposed Project would not alter any of the government facilities in the area or
produce a need for additional or new government services; therefore, no impacts to other public
facilities would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.15 Recreation

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that X
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
b. Include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an X
adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Existing Conditions:

The City owns and operates approximately 35 parks, comprising about 400 acres (City of Santa
Ana 2010).

Discussion:

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

No Impact. The construction or operation of the proposed Project would not involve temporary
access to, or use of, any park. The proposed Project would not add additional residences or
business in the neighborhood and thus would not cause additional use of any park or other
recreational facilities in the area. Therefore, no impact to existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities would occur.

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

No Impact. The proposed Project does not include recreational facilities or expansion of
existing recreational facilities; therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.16 Transportation/Traffic

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. | Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
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 program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other X
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c. | Resultin a change in air traffic patterns,
including 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 (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e. | Resultin inadequate emergency access? X

f. Would the project conflict with adopted
policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian X
facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

Existing Conditions:

Well No. 12 is located at 4011 W. Chandler Avenue. Well No. 14 is located at 3120 S. Croddy
Way. The Project includes drilling, constructing, developing, testing, and equipping of Wells
No. 12 and No. 14, plus construction of facilities at the sites for operation of the wells. In
addition, approximately 4,500 feet of pipeline will connect the two wells to Mesa Water District’s
distribution system traversing Chandler Avenue to Croddy Way to W. MacArthur Boulevard to
Hyland Avenue. The nearest airport is John Wayne Airport located approximately 3.5 miles to
the southeast.

Discussion:

a. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, including
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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?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not conflict with any transit plan or
ordinance. Traffic control will be needed to temporarily reduce available lanes during
construction of the pipeline, storm drain, utility services and street resurfacing, but full road
closures are not anticipated during construction. Construction equipment and staging for the
wells would be contained within the Project site. These impacts would be short term and
temporary, and would have a less than significant impact on circulation surrounding the site.

The normal operation of the well would generate one trip weekly for a worker to monitor the
operation of the well facilities and perform maintenance as necessary. Periodic maintenance
activities such as replacement of tanks, and testing and maintaining equipment will require a
weekly trip to the Site. This is considered an insignificant change in the trips in the vicinity of the
Project Site. Therefore, long-term impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management 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?

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 3.4.16(a), the Project would have
less than significant impacts to traffic and circulation.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

c. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety
risks?

No impact. The proposed Project involves the development of water wells and supporting
facilities. The proposed Project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risk. Therefore,
no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would include for the Well No. 12 site:
relocation of the existing driveway to the eastern boundary of the property with a 25-foot-wide
driveway to allow access for delivery and fire trucks. An additional 13-foot-wide driveway will be
constructed on the west side of the property to allow for maintenance vehicle access adjacent to
the well. For the Well No. 14 site: the existing 24-foot-wide driveway will be protected in place to
allow access for delivery and fire trucks and an additional 13-foot-wide driveway will be
constructed in the middle of the site to allow for maintenance vehicle access adjacent to the
well. Changes to adjacent roads will include pavement replacement over the pipeline trenches.
These changes are not expected to result in any design features that would increase hazards,
and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
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No Impact. The proposed Project would not result in inadequate emergency access. The
Project is the development of water wells and supporting facilities, and will maintain adequate
emergency access; therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

f. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not involve or interfere with any public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities; therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.17 Tribal Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and
that is:

a. | Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of X
historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

b. | Aresource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024 .1, the lead agency shall consider
the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

Public Resources Code section 21074 defines tribal resources as follows:
(@) “Tribal cultural resources” are either of the following:

(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe that are either of the following:

(A) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources.

(B) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section
5020.1.

(2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this
paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

(b) A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a tribal cultural resource
to the extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape.

(c) A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as
defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “nonunique archaeological resource” as
defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal cultural resource if it conforms
with the criteria of subdivision (a).
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Existing Conditions:

As specified in the Public Resources Code Section 21080.31,4 as amended by AB 52, Gatto,
lead agencies must provide notice inviting consultation to California Native American tribes that
are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project if the
Tribe has submitted a request in writing to be notified of proposed projects. Mesa Water District
was contacted by the Juaneno Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation in August of 2015
through AB 52 to be notified of Mesa Water District’s proposed projects.

Discussion:

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?

No Impact. The project is located in a highly urbanized area of the City. As discussed in
Section 3.4.5, Cultural Resources, above, the Project Site is currently developed with industrial
uses and does not contain any historic resource either listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register or in a local register of historical resources. The potential for discovery of
unknown archaeological cultural resources beneath the ground surface was also evaluated
above in Section 3.4.5, Cultural Resources. With implementation of Mitigation Measure Cul-1,
impacts to unknown archaeological cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant.

As specified in AB 52, Mesa Water District provided written notification on December 5, 2018 to
the Juaneno Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation representatives regarding the
Proposed Project. The Juaneno Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation must respond in
writing within 30 days of Mesa Water District's notice of the Proposed Project. Should the
Juaneno Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation request consultation regarding the project
site, in accordance with AB 52, Mesa Water District as Lead Agency would facilitate such
consultation. The Juaneno Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation did not respond in
writing within 30 days of Mesa Water District’s notice of the Proposed Project.

On January 15, 2019, Joyce Stanfield Perry, President of the Juaneno Band of Mission
Indians/Acjachemen Nation requested continued consultation regarding the Project and the
results of the record searches. On January 31, 2019, Mesa Water District provided the Juaneno
Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation with the results of the record searches (Appendix
B).

Mesa Water District has completed the requirements for AB52. No impacts are expected.

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is a resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

4 Public Resources Code, Division 13, Chapter 2.6, Section 21.080.3.1.
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No Impact. As specified in AB 52, Mesa Water District provided written notification on
December 5, 2018 to the Juaneno Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation representatives
regarding the Proposed Project. The Juaneno Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation must
respond in writing within 30 days of Mesa Water District’'s notice of the Proposed Project.
Should the Juaneno Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation request consultation regarding
the project site, in accordance with AB 52, Mesa Water District as Lead Agency would facilitate
such consultation. The Juaneno Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation did not respond in
writing within 30 days of Mesa Water District’s notice of the Proposed Project.

On January 15, 2019, Joyce Stanfield Perry, President of the Juaneno Band of Mission
Indians/Acjachemen Nation requested continued consultation regarding the Project and the
results of the record searches. On January 31, 2019, Mesa Water District provided the Juaneno
Band of Mission Indians/Acjachemen Nation with the results of the record searches (Appendix
B).

Mesa Water District has completed the requirements for AB52. No impacts are expected.
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3.4.18 Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. | Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable regional X
water quality control board?

b. | Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, X
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

c. | Require or result in the construction of
new stormwater drainage facilities or

expansion of existing facilities, the X
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d. | Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing X
entitlements and resources, or would new
or expanded entitlements be needed?

e. | Resultin a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider that
serves or may 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 capacity to accommodate the X
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g. | Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid X
waste?

Existing Conditions:

The City of Santa Ana’s sewer collection system consists of approximately 450 miles of sewer
mains, including approximately 60 miles of Orange County Sanitation District trunk sewers
within the City (City of Santa Ana 2016).

The City of Santa Ana is served by two primary flood control and drainage systems: City-
operated and -maintained storm drain system, including catch basins and storm drain pipes;
and flood control facilities operated and maintained by the Orange County Flood Control District,
including the large flood control channels in the City (City of Santa Ana 2015). The NPDES
Stormwater Permit issued to the County of Orange and its co-permittees requires development
projects to incorporate appropriate best management practices to minimize pollutant levels in
runoff (County of Orange 2017).

Mesa Water District provides potable water for a population of approximately 110,000 within an
18-square mile service area which includes the City of Costa Mesa, portions of the City of
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Newport Beach, and portions of unincorporated Orange County. Mesa Water District distributes
a combination of imported water and local groundwater and maintains five clear water wells, two
tinted water wells (the water from which is treated by the Mesa Water Reliability Facility to
remove color), and two reservoirs with a combined capacity of 28 million gallons.

The City of Santa Ana Public Works Agency coordinates the collection and recycling of solid
waste. In 2016, nearly 90 percent of the solid waste landfilled from the City of Santa Ana was
disposed of at the Frank Bowerman Landfill (Calrecycle 2017).

Discussion:

a. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
regional water quality control board?

No Impact. The proposed Project is the construction and operation of a potable water well. It
would not require wastewater treatment and therefore no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

b. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project is the construction and operation of two
water wells. Construction of the wells also includes establishment of the associated housing
structure, ancillary facilities, and perimeter wall. Construction of the well facilities would result in
temporary and minor impacts to air, noise, and traffic during construction activities, but these
have been reduced through mitigation, where necessary, to maintain impacts at a less than
significant level. All impacts from well operations are less than significant or no impact. Overall,
impacts from construction and operation of the wells would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

c. Would the project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Less than Significant Impact. For Well No. 12, an 18-inch storm drain will convey site storm
water and pump waste discharge from Well No. 12 to an existing City of Santa Ana 18-inch
storm drain catch basin on the north side of West Chandler Avenue.

For Well No. 14, approximately 535 linear feet of 18-inch storm drain will be constructed to
convey site stormwater and pump waste discharge from Well No. 14 to an existing City of Santa
Ana 27-inch storm drain catch basin on the west side of Croddy Way approximately 500 feet to
the south of the Well No. 14 site.

The storm drains will be constructed based on Regional Water Quality Control Board Non-
Stormwater discharge requirements. Upon adherence to these existing requirements, short term
impacts to water quality standards and waste discharge requirements would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

d. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

No Impact. Mesa Water District’'s water system currently meets its potable water demand
through utilization of groundwater supplemented with imported water. In 2014, Mesa Water
District Board of Directors adopted a policy for local water reliability to be 115 percent of
demand. This policy provides Mesa Water District with additional assurance to meet peak water
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demands with local groundwater supplies when other water production facilities undergo routine
maintenance. The proposed Project would enable the use of Wells No. 12 and No. 14 to provide
additional local water reliability.

Implementation of the wells would not result in any exceedance of Mesa Water District’s existing
water entittements. Rather, it would improve reliability and efficiency of the supply system. As
such, no impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

e. Has the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project
determined that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

No Impact. The proposed Project is the construction and operation of a potable water well. It
would not require wastewater treatment and therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

f. Is the project served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not include any habitable structures and
would not have the capability to produce solid waste during long-term operations. Although the
Project may require the disposal of construction/demolition debris during the construction
process (soil, asphalt, demolished materials, etc.), the generation of these materials would be
short-term in nature and would not have the capability to substantially affect the capacity of
regional landfills; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

dg. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

No Impact. The proposed Project would comply with all federal, State, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste, including the California Integrated Waste Management Act
and City requirements for solid waste generated during the construction process; therefore, no
impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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3.4.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Mandatory Findings of Significance

a. | Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the 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 X
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. | Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when X
viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)

c. | Does the project have environmental
effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Discussion:

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 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?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section 3.4.4,
Biological Resources, the Project is located in an urban area and does not provide biological
habitat for species of concern or for federally listed species. The Project will involve the removal
of the trees on site. If these trees are removed during breeding bird nesting season (typically
from February 15 through September 15), implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1,
provided in the event that any nesting birds are found at the project site location, will reduce
impacts to less than significant.

In addition, as discussed in Section 3.4.5, Cultural Resources, the Project Site and surrounding
area has been completely disturbed by development and has been subject to extensive ground
disturbance in the past. As such, any historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources
which may have existed in the Project site would have likely been disturbed. However,
adherence to Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would be required in the event
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unexpected resources are uncovered during the grading and excavation process. With
implementation of recommended mitigation, the proposed Project is not expected to eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory, and impacts would
be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1, CUL-1 and CUL-2.

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 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.)

Less than Significant Impact. Since the Project would supplement existing well production,
the Project would serve to enhance the efficiency and reliability of the Mesa Water District water
supply system. The Project would not result in substantial population growth within the area,
either directly or indirectly. Although the Project may incrementally affect other resources at a
less than significant level, the Project's contribution to these effects is not considered
“‘cumulatively considerable”, in consideration of the relatively nominal impacts of the Project and
the mitigation measures provided to lessen impacts. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be
considered less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required.

c. Does the project have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less than Significant Impact. Previous sections of this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration reviewed the proposed Project’s potential impacts related to aesthetics, air quality,
geology and soils, greenhouse gases, hydrology/water quality, noise, hazards and hazardous
materials, traffic, and other issues. As concluded in these previous discussions, the proposed
Project would result in less than significant environmental impacts; therefore, the proposed
Project would not result in environmental impacts that would cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required..
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