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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources
Code §21000 et seq.) and its Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15000 et
seq.), this Initial Study (IS) has been prepared as documentation for a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) for the proposed Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater
Supply Wells (hereinafter referred to as the “Project”). This IS includes a description of the
proposed Project; location of the Project sites; evaluation of the potential environmental impacts;
findings from the environmental review; and proposed mitigation measures to lessen or avoid
environmental impacts on the environment.

Pursuant to Section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Anaheim (City) is the lead
agency for the proposed Project. The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. The City, as the lead agency, shall have the
authority for project approval and adoption of the accompanying environmental documentation.

The purpose of this document is to evaluate the construction of ion-exchange groundwater
treatment plants and ancillary facilities at five separate sites in the City of Anaheim.

1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

lon exchange treatment is commonly used to remove perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS) and
perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) from groundwater. Treatment vessels are filled with
polymer-based ion exchange resin that removes the PFOS and PFOA as water passes over it.
The resins are small plastic beads with affixed charges balanced by counter ions. The PFOS and
PFOA is removed when the counter ion is exchanged for the changed contaminant ion. The rate
of removal depends on initial concentration of the contaminant, the concentration of competing
ions, loading rate, size and types of resin beads, and the water chemistry. Over time, the resin
becomes loaded with PFOS and PFOA. When saturated, the resin is removed from the vessel
and transported to a disposal or incineration facility. Fresh resin is added to the treatment vessels,
and treatment continues.

The proposed Project would install water treatment facilities at five sites as described below. The
number and size of vessels at each treatment site will depend on the volume of water that will
require treatment at each location. While estimated dimensions are included in this IS/MND, exact
sizes may vary to ensure the treatment systems can adequately supply the necessary volume of
water. To ensure continuous availability of water, the treatment systems would operate up to 24
hours per day. Two new groundwater supply wells would be installed at the Santa Cruz Site, and
additional wells would be rehabilitated to due to age and deterioration of the well casing.
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1.3 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based on the environmental checklist form prepared for the proposed Project (included in Section
4.0, Environmental Checklist) and supporting environmental analysis (provided in Section 5.0,
Environmental Evaluation) the proposed Project would have no impact or a less than significant
impact on the environmental impact areas listed below.

e Aesthetics e Mineral Resources

e Agriculture and Forest Resources e Population and Housing

e Air Quality e Public Services

e Energy e Recreation

o Greenhouse Gas Emissions o Transportation/Traffic

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials e Utilities and Service Systems
e Hydrology and Water Quality o Wildfire

e Land Use and Planning

The proposed Project has the potential to have significant impacts to the environmental impact
areas listed below:

e Biological Resources o Noise
e Cultural Resources e Tribal Cultural Resources
o Geology and Soils

However, this IS identifies recommended mitigation measures that would reduce identified
potential impacts, to less than significant, when incorporated into the proposed Project.

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, it is appropriate to prepare an MND for the proposed
Project because implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would eliminate or
reduce potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed Project to a less than
significant level.

1.4 PUBLIC REVIEW

The public review period for the IS/MND in accordance with Section 15073(a) of the State CEQA
Guidelines is August 2, 2021, to August 31, 2021. The City has mailed the Notice of Intent (NOI)
to adopt a MND for the proposed Project by mail to property owners and occupants contiguous
to the Project sites. In addition, the Anaheim Bulletin published the notice on July 29, 2021; and,
City staff posted the NOI at the Project sites by August 2, 2021, and recorded the NOI at the
Orange County Clerk/Recorder’s Office by August 2, 2021. This noticing is in accordance with
Section 15072 (a) and (b) of the CEQA Guidelines. The IS/MND is available for public review on
the City of Anaheim website (www.anaheim.net) and the Anaheim Public Utilities Department
(201 South Anaheim Boulevard, 11t floor). In reviewing the IS/MND, the reviewer should focus
on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the potential impacts of the
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proposed Project on the environment and the ways in which the potentially significant effects are
avoided or mitigated. Comments on the analysis contained herein may be sent to:

Jonathan Sanks, Environmental Services and Safety Manager
City of Anaheim, Public Utilities Department

201 South Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 1101

Anaheim, California 92805

Phone: 714.765.4117

Email: environmental@anaheim.net

Following receipt and evaluation of comments from agencies, organizations and/or individuals,
the City will determine whether these comments have raised any substantial new environmental
issues. If not, or if the new issues do not provide substantial evidence that the proposed Project
will have a significant effect on the environment, the City Council will consider the approval of the
proposed Project and environmental documentation.

1.5

REPORT ORGANIZATION

This document has the following sections:

Section 1 — Introduction. This section provides an introduction and overview describing
the conclusions of the IS.

Section 2 — Project Location and Environmental Setting. This section provides an
overview of the proposed Project locations and a description of existing on-site and
surrounding land uses.

Section 3 — Project Description. This section identifies key Project characteristics and
includes a list of anticipated discretionary actions.

Section 4 — Environmental Checklist. The completed City of Anaheim Environmental
Checklist Form provides an overview of the potential impacts that may or may not result
from Project implementation.

Section 5 — Environmental Evaluation. This section contains an analysis of
environmental impacts identified in the environmental checklist. As necessary, a
mitigation program composed of mitigation measures (MMs) and regulatory
requirements (RRs), follows the narrative responses. In certain instances, the IS
developed these MMs based upon similar MMs that the City approved in conjunction
with previously certified Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) or previously approved
MND for similar projects.

Section 6 — Report Preparers. This section identifies those individuals responsible for
preparing the IS/MND.

Section 7 — References. The References section identifies resources used to prepare
this document.
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SECTION 2.0 PROJECT LOCATION
AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

21 PROJECT LOCATIONS

The proposed Project would include the construction of ion-exchange groundwater treatment,
production, and distribution facilities at five separate sites in the City of Anaheim. The Project site
locations are shown on Exhibits 1a—e, Vicinity Map and are described in more detail below.
Exhibits 2a—e, Aerial Photograph, represents an aerial view of the Project sites and their
immediate surroundings.

Location Address
Willow Park Site 1617 West Crone Avenue
Downtown Site 123 East Ellsworth Avenue
Katella Avenue Site 2204 East Katella Avenue
Brookhurst Site 1664 South Brookhurst Street
Santa Cruz Site 2035 South Santa Cruz Street

2.2 REGIONAL SETTING

The Project sites are located in Orange County and all work will be conducted within the City of
Anaheim. The City is approximately seven miles northwest of Downtown Santa Ana and 23 miles
southeast of Downtown Los Angeles. The cities of Yorba Linda, Placentia, Fullerton, Buena Park,
Cypress, Stanton, Garden Grove, and Orange and unincorporated Orange County border the
City. Interstate (1) 5 and State Routes (SR) 39, 55, 57, 90, 91, and 241 provide regional access
to the City.

23 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Willow Park Site

The Willow Park Site is an approximate 2.1-acre disturbed site occupied by an existing public
restroom facility and an Anaheim Public Utilities (APU) building. The site is located within Willow
Park, which contains both active and passive uses, including a basketball court, play structure,
baseball diamond, and seating areas. Single-family residential uses are located in the immediate
area, across Crone Avenue and Loara Street from the park and immediately adjacent to the park
to the west.

Downtown Site

The Downtown Site is located on the corner of Ellsworth Avenue and Claudina Street, in the
vicinity of existing APU equipment. The site is approximately 0.4 acres is size and is currently
occupied by an APU building and public surface parking lot that primarily serves the Anaheim
Packing District, Farmer’'s Park, and Anaheim Brewery, as well as other dining and retail areas
along Anaheim Boulevard. Other immediately adjacent uses include multi-family residences to
the west as well as single-family residences across Ellsworth Avenue and Claudina Street.
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Katella Avenue Site

The Katella Avenue site, located south of Katella Avenue and west of the railroad tracks, is an
approximately 0.7-acre site that is fully disturbed and paved and is located north and west of the
Angel Stadium parking lot, and north and east of The Grove of Anaheim and associated existing
tennis courts and proximate to other park uses.

Brookhurst Site

The Brookhurst Site is an approximately 1.4-acre site located east of Brookhurst Street and north
of railroad tracks. The site has been subject to historic disturbance and is currently occupied by
a small utility building, gravel parking area, and ornamental landscaping, including palms and
other ornamental trees.

Santa Cruz Site

The Santa Cruz Site is located along Anaheim Way and Santa Cruz Street. The 3-acre site
consists of bare ground and is located west of I-5. Additionally, there is an approximately 1.3-acre
pipeline work area that extends along Anaheim Way and west along and within the right-of-way
of Orangewood Avenue.
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SECTION 3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 PROPOSED USES

Willow Park Site

The proposed Project includes installation of a groundwater treatment plant at an existing APU
groundwater supply well site, as shown on Exhibit 3, Willow Park Site Plan. The proposed resin
truck turnaround area would infringe on the existing basketball court. Because a new walkway
would be installed there, the basketball court would need to be relocated, and a second basketball
court would be installed. In addition, minor renovations (i.e., new paint, stalls, sinks, etc.) would
be made at the restroom facility that is attached to the well building.

Downtown Site

The proposed Project includes installation of a groundwater treatment plant, at an existing APU
groundwater supply well site, as shown on Exhibit 4, Downtown Site Plan.

Katella Avenue Site

The proposed Project includes installation of a groundwater treatment plant at an existing APU
groundwater supply well site and a perimeter 8-foot high fence, as shown on Exhibit 5, Katella
Avenue Site Plan.

Brookhurst Site

The proposed Project includes installation of a groundwater treatment plant at an existing APU
groundwater supply well site as shown on Exhibit 6, Brookhurst Site Plan.

Santa Cruz Site

The proposed Project includes installation of a groundwater treatment plant and two new
groundwater supply wells, and the replacement of approximately one mile of pipeline beneath
Anaheim Way and Orangewood Avenue as shown on Exhibits 7a and 7b, Santa Cruz Site Plan
and Pipeline. Additionally, a new emergency backup generator, and a new control building would
be constructed at the site.

3.2 TREATMENT SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION

At all five treatment system sites, minor grading activities would be necessary to prepare the
location for vessel installation. This would involve ensuring the ground surface is level and
properly compacted to support the vessels. A concrete foundation slab would be installed to
accommodate the vessels. Equipment and materials would be transported to each site by truck
and would be lifted in place by crane and anchored to the foundation. Piping would be installed
to receive water from existing water wells, move it through the treatment process, and pump the
treated water into the water distribution system. In most cases, excavation would be conducted
at depths of 5 feet or less. However, deeper excavations (up to approximately 10 or more feet)
may be necessary for activities such as installing valve vaults. It is anticipated that approximately
100 cubic yards of soil would be excavated from each site to facilitate construction. Work would
generally be conducted from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, Monday through Friday. For impact generating
equipment, work hours would be further restricted to between 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM, Monday
through Friday. Any work in street right-of-way would be conducted from 8:30 AM to 3:30 PM.
However, Project work may occasionally occur outside of these hours. Work outside these hours
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would be subject to approval by APU. Typical construction equipment would be used during this
Project. This would include pickup trucks, dump trucks, backhoes, excavators, air-driven
equipment (such as jackhammers), cranes, soil compactors, cement mixers, and other similar
equipment. Equipment would be rotated in and out as construction progresses. To expedite
construction, multiple treatment sites may be constructed concurrently.

A drinking water permit amendment would be obtained from the Division of Drinking Water (DDW)
prior to operating the treatment plants. All construction activities would be conducted in
accordance with local, State, and federal requirements. All additives that come in contact with
water would meet the requirements of NSF-61" to ensure they are compatible with drinking water.

3.3 GROUNDWATER WELL CONSTRUCTION

Two new groundwater supply wells would be installed at the Santa Cruz Site. A well drilling permit
would be obtained from APU prior to commencing drilling activities. AMC Section 10.20 requires
that water wells be constructed in accordance with California Department of Water Resources
Bulletin 74 (California Water Well Standards).

A drill rig would be used to drill a borehole and install a steel casing at the sites. When completed,
the well would be constructed of steel and cement would be used to prevent contamination from
entering the well. Construction and development of the well will be conducted 24 hours per day 7
days per week for several weeks. Because work will be conducted at night, sound walls up to
approximately 24 feet high would be installed to reduce noise during drilling and development
activities.

Groundwater and drilling fluid will be pumped from the borehole and well during construction.
These fluids will be pumped through settling tanks to reduce sediment. Once the sediment has
been reduced to an acceptable level and chlorine has been neutralized, the water would be
discharged into the storm drain system in accordance with National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements.

Some water treatment chemicals would be temporarily stored on site during well construction.
This would include sodium hypochlorite (bleach) for well disinfecting, drilling fluid dispersants, and
dechlorination agents.

Upon completion, the well would be equipped with a pump and connected to the water distribution
system. The well water would be sampled and tested, and a drinking water permit amendment
would be obtained from DDW prior to operating the well. All well construction activities would be
conducted in accordance with local, State, and federal requirements.

Construction equipment used during this phase is expected to include a drill rig, backhoe, air
compressor, diesel-powered test pump, cement mixers and pumps, flatbed trucks, and other
similar equipment. Equipment would be rotated in and out as construction progresses.

3.4 GROUNDWATER WELL REHABILITATION

Existing groundwater supply wells at the Katella Avenue and Brookhurst Sites would be
rehabilitated. This would entail conducting a downhole video inspection to evaluate the well
condition and a survey would be conducted to verify the well’s vertical alignment. A brush would

T NSF/ANSI 61 is a set of national standards that relates to water treatment. It establishes stringent requirements

for the control of equipment that comes into contact with either potable water or products that support the
production of potable water. The tests vary from a basic cold water test at different pH levels to the more
challenging chemical certification.
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be lowered into the well casing to clean the screen. A steel liner would be lowered into the existing
well casing and sealed in place with materials such as gravel, sand, bentonite, and/or cement.

Groundwater would be pumped from the well during rehabilitation. These fluids would be pumped
through temporary onsite settling tanks to reduce sediment. Once the sediment has been reduced
to an acceptable level and chlorine has been neutralized, the water would be discharged into the
storm drain system, in accordance with NPDES permit requirements.

Some water treatment chemicals would be temporarily stored on site during well construction.
This would include sodium hypochlorite (bleach) for well disinfecting, drilling fluid dispersants,
de-chlorination agents, hydrochloric acid (to break down accumulated scale in the well), and other
similar well rehabilitation products. All products used in the well would comply with NSF-61 to
ensure they are safe for use in the water distribution system.

Upon completion, the well would be equipped with a pump and connected to the water distribution
system. The well water would be sampled and tested, and a drinking water permit amendment
would be obtained from DDW prior to operating the well. All well construction activities would be
conducted in accordance with local, State, and federal requirements.

Construction equipment used during this phase is expected to include a well development rig
(similar to a crane), backhoe, air compressor, diesel-powered test pump, cement mixers and
pumps, flatbed trucks, and other similar equipment. Equipment would be rotated in and out as
construction progresses.

3.5 TREATMENT SYSTEM AND WELL OPERATION

Operation and maintenance activities will be conducted to ensure the treatment systems operate
safely and efficiently. APU technicians would generally visit each treatment and well site daily to
verify the system is operated as designed. The workers would typically be able to conduct their
activities using an ordinary pickup truck or similar vehicle. In most cases, maintenance work would
be conducted during daytime. However, it is possible that unplanned, emergency repairs would
be conducted at night.

Resin change-out would need to be conducted at each treatment site. Change-outs would be
scheduled when the resin becomes saturated and cannot effectively treat the water. This is
expected to occur once per year at each treatment site. However, the exact frequency will vary
based on the monitored flow through the treatment plants and the chemistry of the water. A water
hose would be used to flush the spent resin from the treatment vessels into a tanker truck for
transportation. The resin would be taken to an appropriately permitted facility for incineration or
disposal. State, local, and federal laws pertaining to waste transportation and disposal would be
followed.

3.6 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND PROJECT PHASING

Construction is expected to begin in late 2021 and is expected to be completed in 2024.
Construction activities would generally occur during daytime hours in accordance with the City of
Anaheim’s Municipal Code (AMC). Itis possible that multiple treatment sites would be constructed
concurrently. Residents and businesses adjacent to the Project sites would be notified in writing
at least one week prior to commencing construction.
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3.7 PERMITS AND APPROVALS

APU would obtain all necessary permits prior to beginning the Project. Potential permits and

approvals for the Project would be obtained from:

Agency

Approval

City of Anaheim
Lead Agency

Approval of the MND and the Project by the
City Council.

Issuance of building, grading, right of way
construction, storm drain, and well drilling
permits.

Approval of Water Quality Management
Plans (WQMP).

South Coast Air Quality Management
District
Responsible Agency

Emergency Backup Generator Permit to
Construct and Permit to Operate.

State Water Resources Control Board
Responsible Agency

Issuance of Domestic Water Supply Permit
Amendments.

Approval of Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP).
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SECTION 4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

CITY OF ANAHEIM
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

Form Revision Date: 1/16/2019

PROJECT AND CASE NUMBERS:

SITE ADDRESS:
Willow Park Site 1617 West Crone Avenue
Downtown Site 123 East Ellsworth Avenue

Katella Avenue Site 2204 East Katella Avenue
Brookhurst Site 1664 South Brookhurst Street
Santa Cruz Site 2035 South Santa Cruz Street

PROJECT NAME:

Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS:
City of Anaheim, 201 South Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 1101, Anaheim, CA 92805

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER:

Jonathan Sanks, Environmental Services and Safety Manager
City of Anaheim, Public Utilities Department

201 South Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 1101

Anaheim, California 92805

Phone: 714.765.4117

Email: environmental@anaheim.net

PROJECT LOCATION:
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PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS:

City of Anaheim, Public Utilities Department
201 South Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 1101
Anaheim, California 92805

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
Willow Park Site Open Space-Parks (OS-P)

Downtown Site Public-Institutional (P-I)
Katella Avenue Site Mixed Use Overlay (MU UC)
Brookhurst Site Open Space (0S)

Santa Cruz Site Low Intensity Office (O-L)
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ZONING:

Willow Park Site Public Recreation (PR)
Downtown Site Multi-Family Residential (RM-3)
Katella Avenue Site Public Recreation Zone (PR)
Brookhurst Site Transition Zone (T)

Santa Cruz Site Low Intensity Office Zone (O-L)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed Project would involve construction of ion-exchange groundwater treatment plants
and ancillary facilities at five separate sites in the City of Anaheim.

PROJECT SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES:

The Willow Park Site is an approximately 2.1-acre disturbed site occupied by an existing public
restroom facility and utility building. The site is located within Willow Park, which contains both
active and passive uses, including a basketball court, play structure, baseball diamond, and
seating areas. Single-family residential uses are located in the immediate area, across Crone
Avenue and Loara Street from the park and immediately adjacent to the park to the west.

The Downtown Site is located on the corner of Ellsworth Avenue and Claudina Street, in the
vicinity of existing APU equipment. The site is 0.4 acres is size and is currently occupied by an
APU building and public surface parking lot that primarily serves the Anaheim Packing District,
Farmer’s Park, and Anaheim Brewery, as well as other dining and retail areas along Anaheim
Boulevard. Other immediately adjacent uses include multi-family residences to the west as well
as single-family residences across Ellsworth Avenue and Claudina Street.

The Katella Avenue Site, located south of Katella Avenue and west of the railroad tracks, is an
approximately 0.7-acre site that is fully disturbed and paved and is located north and west of the
Angel Stadium parking lot, and north and east of The Grove of Anaheim and associated existing
tennis courts and proximate to other park uses.

The Brookhurst Site is an approximately 1.4-acre site located within an electrical easement, east
of Brookhurst Street and north of railroad tracks. The site has been subject to historic disturbance
and is currently occupied by a small utility building, gravel parking area, and ornamental
landscaping, including palms and other ornamental trees.

The Santa Cruz Site is located along Anaheim Way and Santa Cruz Street. The 3-acre site
consists of bare ground and is located west of |-5. Additionally, there is an approximately 1.3-acre
pipeline work area that extends along Anaheim Way and west along and within the right-of-way
of Orangewood Avenue.
OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED:

e South Coast Air Quality Management District

e State Water Resources Control Board
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact
that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[ ] Aesthetic [ ] Land Use/Planning

[] Agricultural & Forestry Resources [] Mineral Resources

[] Air Quality [X] Noise

X] Biological Resources [] Population/Housing

X] Cultural Resources [ ] Public Services

[ ] Energy [ ] Recreation

X] Geology/Soils [] Transportation

[ ] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [X] Tribal Cultural Resources
[] Hazards & Hazardous Materials [] Utilities/Service Systems
[ Hydrology/Water Quality [ ] Wildfire

[] Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[l
X

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

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

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

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

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is
required.

//J;‘-Z % July 21, 2021

Date
Jonathan Sanks
Environmental Services and Safety Manager 714-765-4117
Printed Name/Title Phone No.
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including offsite as well as onsite,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

2) A list of “Supporting Information Sources” must be attached and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the Narrative Summary for each section.

3)

a)

b)

d)

Response Column Heading Definitions:

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.

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant
Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact”. The mitigation measures must be
described, along with a brief explanation of how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level.

Less Than Significant Impact applies where the project creates no significant impacts,
only Less Than Significant impacts.

No Impact applies where a project does not create an impact in that category. 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 proposed (e.g., the project falls
outside of a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is
based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

4) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to a tiering, program EIR, Master EIR, or other
CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative
declaration (Section 15062(c)(3)(D)). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the
following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the 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.

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

Incorporate into the checklist any references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.,
the General Plan, zoning ordinance). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document
should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated.

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 less than significant.
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Envi tal | Potentially Less Than Less Than No

nvironmental Issues Significant  Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

I. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section

21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? O O O v

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, | O O |

trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic

highway or local scenic expressway, scenic highway, or eligible scenic

highway?

c¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public O O v O

views of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely | O | O

affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Il. AGRICULTURE & FOREST RESOURCES -- In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would
the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide O | | V1
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?

O
O
N

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

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as O | | W1
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as

defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned

Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section

51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their O O O ¥
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

lll. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality O | | O
plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria O | V1 |

pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard?

O
O
N
O

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

4
O
&
O

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant Impact

with

Impact

Mitigation

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat O
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or

special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations,

or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other O
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish

and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected |
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

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

sites?

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

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

o

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical |
resource pursuant to in §15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an O
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of O
dedicated cemeteries?

VI. ENERGY -- Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, |
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during
project construction or operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or O
energy efficiency?

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly cause 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 O
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.
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Envi tal | Potentially Less Than Less Than No
nvironmental issues Significant  Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? | O | O
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? | O WV O
iv) Landslides? [l O O |
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? O O v O
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would O | v |
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 1803.5.3 of the O O v O
California Building Code (2010), creating substantial direct or indirect
risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks | O O |
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site O | O O
or unique geologic feature?
VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that O O O
may have a significant impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the | O | O
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through O O O
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through O | W1 |
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous | O O |
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials | O O |
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For a Project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a | O O |
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the Project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise
for people residing or working in the Project area?
f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted | O | O
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant o
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? [ O O
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Envi tal | Potentially Less Than Less Than No
nvironmental Issues Significant  Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements O | |
or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially O | v |
with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? | O | O
(i) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a O | V1 |
manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite;
(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity O | v |
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or
(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? O | W1 |
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants O O | O
due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan | O |
or sustainable groundwater management plan?
XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? | O O |
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any O | | V1
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would O O O |
be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource O | |
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?
XIll. NOISE -- Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in O | O O
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise O | V1 |

levels?

R:\Projects\ANA\3BANA009305\Environmental Documentation\MND\Phase B MND-072721.docx 1 9

Environmental Checklist




Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Envi tal | Potentially Less Than Less Than No

nvironmental Issues Significant  Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport | O | O

land use plan (Los Alamitos Armed Forces Reserve Center or Fullerton

Municipal Airport), would the project expose people residing or working

in the project area to excessive noise levels?

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either O | O |

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or

indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other

infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, O O O |

necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES -- Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, 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:

Fire protection? I | | W1
Police protection? O O O |
Schools? O O O |
Parks? O O WV O
Other public facilities? I | | W1

XVI. RECREATION --

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other O | | O

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the

facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational faciliies or require the O | v |

construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an

adverse physical effect on the environment?

XVII. TRANSPORTATION -- Would the project:

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the O | W1 |

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian?

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines | O O

section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., | O |

sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses?

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? O O | O
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Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than No
Significant Impact
Impact

XVIIl. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES -- 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 historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code Section §5020.1(k), or

b) 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. In
applying criterial 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.

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power,
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years (including large-scale developments as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 21151.9 and described in Question No.
20 of the Environmental Information Form)?

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
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?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess
of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment
of solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with Federal, State, and local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

f) Result in a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial alterations
related to electricity?

g) Result in a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial alterations
related to natural gas?

h) Result in a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial alterations
related to telephone service?

i) Result in a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial alterations
related to television service/reception?

a

O O O 0O O

O O oo o O

=
O

O O N N N
N KN O O O
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Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XX. WILDFIRE -- If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire
risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary
or ongoing impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, substantially
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 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 which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Fish and Wildlife Determination

Per Section 21089(b) of the Public Resources Code, all project applicants and public agencies
subject to CEQA shall pay a Fish and Wildlife filing fee for each proposed project that would
adversely affect wildlife resources.”

Based on the responses contained in this Environmental Checklist, there is no evidence that the
project has a potential for a change that would adversely affect wildlife resources or the habitat
upon which the wildlife depends. Has the presumption of adverse effect set forth in 14 CCR
753.5(d) been rebutted by substantial evidence?

Yes (Certificate of Fee Exemption and County Administrative fee required)
X No (Pay fee)

*Note: California Fish and Wildlife Code Section 711.4(c)(2)(A) states that projects that are
Categorically Exempt from CEQA are also exempt from filing fee.
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SECTION 5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

. AESTHETICS
Question A: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Question B: Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State
scenic highway or local scenic expressway, scenic highway, or eligible
scenic highway?

No Impact. The proposed Project sites are located in heavily developed areas of the City. There
are no large areas of open space or noted visual resources in proximity to the Project sites.
According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the City of Anaheim
General Plan, none of the roadways in the vicinity of the Project sites are designated as scenic
roadways, nor are the sites located within the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone (Caltrans
2021a; Anaheim 2004a). There are no natural landscape features, visual resources, or vistas
located on the sites or in the Project vicinity, nor are any visible from the Project sites. Therefore,
although Project implementation would represent a change to the visual appearance of the sites,
development of the proposed Project would not impact a scenic vista or damage scenic resources
within a State scenic highway or local scenic expressway, or eligible scenic highway. No impact
would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Question C: Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

Less Than Significant Impact. The aerial photographs presented on Exhibits 2a—e, Aerial
Photograph, show the Project sites’ relationships to surrounding uses. Due to the developed
nature and relatively flat topography of each of the Project sites and surrounding areas, views of
the Project sites are limited to immediately adjacent vantage points, which are further described
below.

Existing Views and Visual Character

Willow Park Site

The Willow Park Site is an approximately 2.1-acre disturbed site occupied by an existing public
restroom facility and utility building. The site is located within Willow Park, which contains both
active and passive uses, including a basketball court, play structure, baseball diamond, and
seating areas. Single-family residential uses are located in the immediate area, across Crone
Avenue and Loara Street from the park and immediately adjacent to the park to the west.

View 1 on Exhibit 8a, Site Photographs, illustrates the view from the southeast corner of the
Project site facing east. This view depicts the existing public restroom facility, which is surrounded
by turf and mature trees and vegetation. As shown in the right-hand side of the photograph, the
sidewalk along West Crone Avenue is lined with cars. Single-family residences are located across
thus street and can be seen in the background of the photograph.

View 2 on Exhibit 8a, Site Photographs, depicts the view from the southeast corner of the Project
site looking northwest. An APU truck can be seen parked in front of the existing restroom facility.
The site is surrounded by turf and mature trees and vegetation. A basketball court and playing
fields are visible in the distance.
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Downtown Site

The Downtown Site is located on the corner of Ellsworth Avenue and Claudina Street, in the
vicinity of an existing APU facility. The site is 0.4-acre and is currently occupied by an APU
building and public surface parking lot that primarily serves the Anaheim Packing District,
Farmer’s Park, and Anaheim Brewery, as well as other dining and retail areas along Anaheim
Boulevard. Other immediately adjacent uses include multi-family residences to the west as well
as single-family residences across Ellsworth Avenue and Claudina Street.

View 3 on Exhibit 8b, Site Photographs, illustrates the view from South Claudina Street looking
southwest toward the Project site. This view shows the public surface parking lot, which contains
ornamental trees and landscaping. Behind the parking lot is a large block wall and the existing
APU facility. Single-family residences can be seen across East Ellsworth Avenue in the
background of the photograph.

View 4 on Exhibit 8b, Site Photographs, illustrates the view from East Ellsworth Avenue looking
northeast toward the Project site. As shown, this view depicts the existing APU facility. A vehicle
can be seen parked in the main gated driveway. The Project site contains ornamental trees and
landscaping. On the left-hand side of the photograph is another driveway and/or alleyway which
leads out to East Santa Ana Street and is adjacent to multi-family residences and dining
establishments.

Katella Avenue Site

The Katella Avenue site, located south of Katella Avenue and west of the railroad tracks, is an
approximately 0.7-acre site that is fully disturbed and paved and is located north and west of the
Angel Stadium parking lot, and north and east of The Grove of Anaheim and associated existing
tennis courts and proximate to other park uses.

View 5 on Exhibit 8c, Site Photographs, depicts the view of the existing APU building. As shown,
the entire site is paved. The Angels Stadium Parking lot contains pole-mounted lighting and can
be seen in the right-hand side of the photograph. As shown, the site contains a blue dumpster
and multiple City-owned storage containers. In the background on the photograph, commercial
buildings and a billboard can be seen along East Katella Avenue.

View 6 on Exhibit 8c, Site Photographs, depicts the view from the eastern portion of the Project
site looking west. As shown, The Grove of Anaheim is located adjacent to the Project site. The
western portion of the site is surrounded by a chain link fence. A large billboard can be seen in
this photograph. Additionally, multi-family residential and cars traveling along East Katella Avenue
can be seen in the background.

Brookhurst Site

The Brookhurst Site is located within an electrical easement, east of Brookhurst Street and north
of railroad tracks. The site has been subject to historic disturbance and is currently occupied by
a small utility building, gravel parking area, and ornamental landscaping, including palms and
other ornamental trees.

View 7 on Exhibit 8d, Site Photographs, depicts the view from the railroad tracks looking northwest
toward the Project site. As shown, the site is surrounded by a chain link fence and contains a
small utility building, existing groundwater supply equipment, utility lines, and a gravel parking
area.
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View 8 on Exhibit 8d, Site Photographs, depicts the view from the existing gate looking east into
the Project site. As shown, the site contains a gravel parking area, ornamental trees and
landscaping, and utility lines.

Santa Cruz Site

The Santa Cruz Site is located along Anaheim Way and Santa Cruz Street. The approximate 3-
acre site consists of bare ground and is located west of I-5. Additionally, there is an approximately
1.3-acre pipeline work area that extends along Anaheim Way and west along and within the right-
of-way of Orangewood Avenue.

View 9 on Exhibit 8e, Site Photographs, depicts the view from East Stanford Court facing east
toward the Project site. The site is currently surrounded by opaque fencing. Construction materials
can be seen in the roadway including traffic cones and signage. As shown, the site contains large
storage trailers and is located adjacent to the I-5 freeway. Commercial uses can be seen in the
distance of the photograph.

View 10 on Exhibit 8e, Site Photographs, depicts the view from the cul-de-sac along South Santa
Cruz Street facing northwest toward the Project site. Cars and construction vehicles can be seen
parked along the street, which is also lined with pole mounted lighting. Large storage trailers can
be seen on the site, which is surrounded by opaque fencing. The I-5 freeway can be seen in the
background of this photograph.

Visual Changes from the Proposed Project

A potentially significant impact would occur if the Project were to introduce visual elements that
would be incompatible with the character of the area surrounding the Project sites. As stated
previously, the Willow Park, Katella Avenue, Downtown, and Brookhurst Sites currently contain
existing groundwater supply equipment such as wells, pumps, and water storage tanks. The
Downtown Site is also occupied by an existing public surface parking lot. The Santa Cruz Site is
located in a highly developed area of the City and currently consists of bare ground. While the
installation of new groundwater treatment vessels may be visible, placement of these structures
is consistent with the existing equipment in use at the Project sites. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question 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. The Project sites are located within areas currently subject to
nighttime lighting from surrounding urban uses. With the exception of water well drilling at the
Santa Cruz Site, construction is not anticipated outside of daylight hours. New utility lighting
features would be installed at each site for security and safety purposes. The lighting features
would be adjusted such that they would not point directly into neighboring buildings. The new
lighting would match the character of existing surrounding uses. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant.

Glare is caused by light reflections from pavement, vehicles, and building materials including
glass and polished surfaces. During daylight hours, the amount of glare depends on intensity and
direction of sunlight. Glare can create hazards to motorists and nuisances for pedestrians and
other viewers. The proposed Project would not include the use of reflective materials and potential
glare from sunlight would be virtually nonexistent. As such, glare would not pose a hazard to
pedestrians and others in the Project vicinity, nor would it affect surrounding uses. No impact
related to light or glare would occur, and no mitigation is required.

R:\Projects\ANA\3ANA009305\Environmental Documentation\MND\Phase B MND-072721.docx 25 Environmental Evaluation



Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
L. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST LAND RESOURCES

Question 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?

Question B: Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

Question C: Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

Question D: Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

Question E: Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. Data from the State of California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program (2016) indicates that the Project sites do not contain any land designated
as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Local
Importance, nor are they zoned for agricultural use. The Project sites are designated as “Urban
and Built Up Land”. No other designated farmland exists in the vicinity of the proposed Project,
and the Project sites are not subject to any California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act)
contracts. No current agricultural operations exist in the vicinity of the Project sites.

The Project sites are not considered farmland of significance or land in agricultural use.

The Project sites are not defined as forest land according to Section 12220(g) of the California
Public Resources Code, which defines forest land as “land that can support 10 percent native
tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for
management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife,
biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits”, nor are they zoned for
Timberland Production as defined by Section 51104(g) of the California Government Code.

Since the Project sites are located in an urban and developed areas, Project-related changes
would not result in conversion of farm or forest land to non-agricultural or non-forest uses. No
impacts related to agricultural and forest land resources would occur, and no mitigation is
required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
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M. AIR QUALITY

Relevant elements of the proposed Project related to the analysis of potential air quality impacts
include the construction and operation of water treatment facilities at five different site locations.
This includes (1) well drilling; (2) grading; (3) building construction; and (4) well rehabilitation.

The Project site is located in the Orange County portion of the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB),
and, for air quality regulation and permitting, is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD). The SoCAB is a 6,600-square-mile area bound by the Pacific
Ocean to the west; the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and
east; and the San Diego County line to the south. The SoCAB includes all of Orange County and
the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, in addition to
the San Gorgonio Pass area of Riverside County. The SoCAB’s terrain and geographical location
(i.e., a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills) determine its distinctive semi-arid
climate, which is characterized by moderate temperatures, oceanic influence, and precipitation
that is limited to a few storms during the winter (i.e., November through April).

Existing Air Quality Conditions

Air quality data for the Project site is represented by the Anaheim-Pampas Lane monitoring station
located at 1630 West Pampas Lane, Anaheim. Pollutants measured at the Anaheim-Pampas
Lane Monitoring Station include ozone (O3), respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10
microns or less (PM10), fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5),
and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). The monitoring data presented in Table 1, Air Quality Levels
Measured at the Anaheim-Pampas Lane Monitoring Station, were obtained from the California
Air Resources Board (Psomas 2021a). Federal and State air quality standards are presented with
the number of times those standards were exceeded.
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TABLE 1
AIR QUALITY LEVELS MEASURED AT THE ANAHEIM-PAMPAS

LANE MONITORING STATION

Days
Days State National
California National Standard Standard
Pollutant Standard Standard Year Max. Level Exceeded Exceeded
o 2017 0.090 0 0
3
(1 hour) 0.09 ppm None 2018 0.112 1 1
2019 0.096 1 1
2017 0.076 4 4
O3
(8 hour) 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm 2018 0.071 1 1
2019 0.082 1 1
2017 95.7 5 0
PM10 50 pg/m? 150 pg/m? 2018 94.6 2 0
(24 hour) .
2019 1271 4 0
] 2017 — — —
PM10 3
(AAM) 20 pg/m None 2018 — — —
2019 — — —
NO 2017 0.081 0 0
2
(1 Hour) 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm 2018 0.066 0 0
2019 0.059 0 0
M2 2017 56.2 N/A 7
.5 3
(24 Hour) None 35 pg/m 2018 68.0 N/A 7
2019 371 N/A 4
Os: ozone; ppm: parts per million; —: Data Not Reported or insufficient data available to determine the value; PM10: respirable
particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; yg/m®: micrograms per cubic meter; AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean;
NO,: nitrogen dioxide; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less. N/A indicates that there is no
applicable standard.
a California maximum levels were used.
Source: Psomas 2021b.

Regulatory Background

Pollutants and Standards

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) defines seven criteria air pollutants: Os,
carbon monoxide (CO), NO,, sulfur dioxide (SO2), PM10, PM2.5, and lead. These pollutants are
called criteria pollutants because the USEPA has established National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for the concentrations of these pollutants (Psomas 2021a). California Air
Resources Board (CARB) has also established standards for the criteria pollutants, known as
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), and the State standards are generally more
restrictive than the NAAQS. When a region has air quality that fails to meet the standards, the
USEPA and the CARB designate the region as “nonattainment” and the regional air quality
agency must develop plans to attain the standards. The following are the criteria pollutants and
their health effects.

e O3 is a nearly colorless gas that is formed by photochemical reaction (when nitrogen
dioxide is broken down by sunlight). Ground-level Os; exposure can cause a variety of
health problems, including lung irritation, wheezing, coughing, pain when taking a deep
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breath, and breathing difficulties during exercise or outdoor activities; permanent lung
damage; aggravated asthma; and increased susceptibility to respiratory illnesses.

CO is a colorless and odorless toxic gas which, in the urban environment, is associated
primarily with the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in motor vehicles. CO combines
with hemoglobin in the bloodstream and reduces the amount of oxygen that can be
circulated through the body. High CO concentrations can lead to headaches, aggravation
of cardiovascular disease, and impairment of central nervous system functions.

Nitrogen oxides (NO«) are yellowish-brown gases, which at high levels can cause
breathing difficulties. NOx are formed when nitric oxide (a pollutant from internal
combustion processes) combines with oxygen.

Sulfur dioxide (SO-) is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of
sulfur-containing fossil fuels. Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and
difficulty in breathing for children.

PM10 and PM2.5 refer to particulate matter less than ten microns and two and one-half
microns in diameter, respectively. Particulates of this size cause a greater health risk than
larger-sized particles since fine particles can more easily cause irritation. Particulate
matter includes both aerosols and solid particles. An example of particulate matter is
fugitive dust. Short-term exposure to high PM2.5 levels is associated with premature
mortality and increased hospital admissions and emergency room visits. Long-term
exposure to high PM2.5 levels is associated with premature mortality and development of
chronic respiratory disease. Short-term exposure to high PM10 levels is associated with
hospital admissions for cardiopulmonary diseases, increased respiratory symptoms, and
possible premature mortality.

Based on monitored air pollutant concentrations, the USEPA and the CARB designate an area’s
status in attaining the NAAQS and the CAAQS, respectively, for selected criteria pollutants. These
attainment designations are shown in Table 2. As identified in Table 2, Orange County is located
in a nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5.

TABLE 2

ATTAINMENT STATUS OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS

IN THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

Pollutant State Federal
Os (1 hour) Nonattainment No standards
Os (8 hour) Nonattainment Nonattainment
PM10 Nonattainment Attainment/Maintenance
PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment
CcO Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
NO2 Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
SOz Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Attainment/Nonattainment”
All others Attainment/Unclassified No standards
O;: ozone; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5
microns or less in diameter; CO: carbon monoxide; NO,: nitrogen dioxide; SO,: sulfur dioxide; SoCAB: South
Coast Air Basin.
" Los Angeles County is classified nonattainment for lead; the remainder of the SoCAB is in attainment of the
State and federal standards.
Source: Psomas 2021b.
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CARB, a part of the California Environmental Protection Agency, is responsible for coordinating
and administering both the federal and State air pollution control programs in California. In this
capacity, CARB conducts research, sets the CAAQS (as shown in Table 3), compiles emission
inventories, develops suggested control measures, oversees local programs, and prepares the
State Implementation Plan (SIP). For regions that do not attain the CAAQS, CARB requires the
air districts to prepare plans for attaining the standards. These plans are then integrated into the
SIP. CARB establishes emissions standards for (1) motor vehicles sold in California, (2) consumer
products (e.g., hair spray, aerosol paints, barbecue lighter fluid), and (3) various types of
commercial equipment. It also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions.

The SCAQMD was established in 1977 by merging the individual air pollution control districts of
the four counties within the SoCAB: Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles,
Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. The SCAQMD and the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG), in coordination with local governments and the private sector, develop
the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SoCAB to satisfy these requirements. The
AQMP is the most important air management document for the SoCAB because it provides the
blueprint for meeting State and federal ambient air quality standards.

On November 28, 2007, CARB submitted a SIP revision to the USEPA for O3z, PM2.5 (1997
Standard), CO, and NO: in the SoCAB. This revision is identified as the “2007 South Coast SIP”.
The 2007 South Coast SIP demonstrates attainment of the federal PM2.5 standard in the SoCAB
by 2014, and attainment of the federal 8-hour O3 standard by 2023. This SIP also includes a
request to reclassify the Oz attainment designation from “severe” to “extreme”. The USEPA
approved the redesignation effective June 4, 2010. The “extreme” designation requires the
attainment of the 8-hour O3 standard in the SoCAB by June 2024. CARB approved PM2.5 SIP
revisions in April 2011, and the O3 SIP revisions in July 2011. The USEPA approved the PM2.5
SIP on September 25, 2013, and has approved 47 of the 62 1997 8-hour O3 SIP requirements
(Psomas 2021a). On November 30, 2014, the USEPA proposed a finding that the SoCAB has
attained the 1997 PM2.5 standards (Psomas 2021a). The comment period closed on January 22,
2015; no subsequent action has been taken.

On September 30, 2015, the USEPA proposed to approve elements of the South Coast 2012
PM2.5 Plan and 2015 Supplement, which addresses Clean Air Act requirements for the 2006
PM2.5 NAAQS, and proposed to reclassify the area as a “serious” nonattainment area for the
2006 PM2.5 standard. The reclassification is based on the determination that the area cannot
practicably attain the 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS by the moderate area attainment date (December 31,
2015). On December 22, 2015, the EPA reclassified the South Coast area as a “Serious”
nonattainment area for the 2006 PM2.5 standard. The final reclassification requires the State to
submit a “serious area” plan that provides for attainment of the 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS as
expeditiously as practicable as and no later than December 31, 2019 (Psomas 2021a). On
December 4, 2020, the SCAQMD adopted the South Coast Air Basin Attainment Plan for 2006
24-Hour PM2.5 Standard (Plan) to meet the Clean Air Act requirements. CARB was scheduled to
consider adopting the Plan on December 10, 2020, for submittal into the California SIP.
However, this item has been moved to the February 25, 2021 CARB meeting (Psomas 2021a).
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TABLE 3
CALIFORNIA AND FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
California Federal Standards
Pollutant Averaging Time Standards Primary? Secondary®
1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 ug/m?3) — —
o
: 8 Hour 0'07?];?”[2)(137 0.070 ppm (137 ug/m3) Same as Primary
PM10 24 Hour 50 ug/m?3 150 pg/m? Same as Primary
AAM 20 pg/m?® — Same as Primary
PM2.5 24 Hour — 35 ug/m?3 Same as Primary
' AAM 12 pg/md 12.0 pg/m3 15.0 pg/m3
1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) —
co 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) —
8 Hour 3
(Lake Tahoe) 6 ppm (7 mg/m*) - -
NO AAM 0.030 ppm (57 ug/m?) | 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m3) Same as Primary
2 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m?®) | 0.100 ppm (188 pg/md) —
24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?) — —
. . 0.5 ppm
SO2 3 Hour (1,300 pg/m?)
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m?®) | 0.075 ppm (196 pg/md) —
30-day Avg. 1.5 ug/m? — —
Lead Calendar Quarter — 1.5 ug/m?3 )
- Same as Primary
Rolling 3-month Avg. — 0.15 pyg/m?3
Extinction coefficient
Visibility of 0.23 per km -
Reducing 8 Hour visibility = 10 miles
Particles (0.07 per km — =30
miles for Lake Tahoe) No
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pg/m?3 Federal
Hydrogen Standards
3
Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m?)
Vinyl 3
Chloride 24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m?)
Os: ozone; ppm: parts per million; pg/m®: micrograms per cubic meter; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in
diameter; AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean; —: No Standard; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; CO:
carbon monoxide; NO,: nitrogen dioxide; SO,: sulfur dioxide; km: kilometer.
a National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, within an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public
health.
b National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated
adverse effects of a pollutant.
Note: More detailed information in the data presented in this table can be found at the CARB website (www.arb.ca.gov).
Source: Psomas 2021b.

On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, which is a regional and multi-agency
effort (i.e., SCAQMD, CARB, SCAG, and USEPA). The 2016 AQMP incorporates the latest
scientific and technical information and planning assumptions, including the SCAG 2016—-2040
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS); updated emission
inventory methodologies for various source categories; and SCAG’s latest growth forecasts. The
main purpose of an AQMP is to bring an area into compliance with the requirements of federal
and State air quality standards. For a project to be consistent with the AQMP, the pollutants
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emitted from the project should not (1) exceed the SCAQMD CEQA air quality significance
thresholds or (2) conflict with or exceed the assumptions in the AQMP.

On October 1, 2015, the USEPA strengthened the NAAQS for ground-level ozone, lowering the
primary and secondary ozone standard levels to 70 parts per billion. The South Coast Air Basin
is classified as an “extreme” non-attainment area for the 2015 Ozone NAAQS. The 2022 AQMP
will be developed to address the requirements for meeting this standard. The 2022 AQMP will
represent a comprehensive analysis of emissions, meteorology, regional air quality modeling,
regional growth projections, and the impact of existing and proposed control measures (Psomas
2021a).

Sensitive Air Quality Receptors

Sensitive receptors include, but are not limited to, children, the elderly, persons with preexisting
respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes and others who engage in frequent exercise.
These sensitive receptors include, but are not limited to, schools, parks, hospitals, high-density
residential areas, and convalescent homes.

The buildings and structures that immediately surround the five Project site locations include park
and recreational uses, single- and multi-family residential uses, City buildings, among others.

Air Quality Impact Analysis

Thresholds of Significance

The SCAQMD’s Air Quality Analysis Handbook (CEQA Handbook) provides significance
thresholds for both construction and operation of projects within the SCAQMD'’s jurisdictional
boundaries (Psomas 2021a). The SCAQMD recommends that projects be evaluated in terms of
the quantitative thresholds established to assess both the regional and localized impacts of
project-related air pollutant emissions. The City of Anaheim uses the current SCAQMD
thresholds, identified in Table 4, to determine whether a proposed project would have a significant
impact.
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TABLE 4
SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Mass Daily Thresholds?

(including carcinogens and
non-carcinogens)

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day

PM2.5 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
CcO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day

TACs, Odor, and GHG Thresholds
TACs Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk = 10 in 1 million

Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas = 1 in 1 million)
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index = 1.0 (project increment)

1-hour average
annual arithmetic mean

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402
GHG 10,000 MT/yr COze for industrial facilities
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants® ¢
NO:2 SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an

exceedance of the following attainment standards:

0.18 ppm (State)
0.03 ppm (State) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)

PM10

24-hour average

10.4 pg/m?3 (construction)® & 2.5 ug/m? (operation)

1-hour average
24-hour average

annual average 1.0 pg/m?3
PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4 ug/m? (construction)° & 2.5 ug/m?3 (operation)
SOz

0.25 ppm (State) & 0.075 ppm (federal — 99t percentile)
0.04 ppm (State)

1-hour average
8-hour average

Sulfate
24-hour average 25 pg/m?3 (State)
CO SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an

exceedance of the following attainment standards:

20.0 ppm (State) and 35 ppm (federal)
9.0 ppm (State/federal)

Lead
30-day average
Rolling 3-month average

1.5 ug/m?3 (State)
0.15 pg/m? (federal)

Source: Psomas 2021b.

NOXx: nitrogen oxides; Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter
of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SOx: sulfur oxides; CO: carbon monoxide;
TACs: toxic air contaminants; ; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District; GHG: greenhouse gases; MT/yr CO,e:
metric tons per year of carbon dioxide equivalents; NO2: nitrogen dioxide; ppm: parts per million; ug/m?: micrograms per cubic meter
@ Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993)

b Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless otherwise stated
¢ Ambient air quality threshold is based on SCAQMD Rule 403
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The following questions correspond to the questions in the Air Quality section of the Initial Study
Checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Question A: Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The SCAQMD develops rules and regulations; establishes
permitting requirements for stationary sources; inspects emissions sources; and enforces such
measures through educational programs or fines, when necessary. The SCAQMD is directly
responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point), mobile, and indirect sources.
It has responded to this requirement by preparing a sequence of AQMPs.

On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, which is a regional and multi-agency
effort (i.e., SCAQMD, CARB, SCAG, and the USEPA). The 2016 AQMP incorporates the latest
scientific and technical information and planning assumptions, including the 2016-2040
RTP/SCS; updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories; and SCAG’s
latest growth forecasts. The main purpose of an AQMP is to bring an area into compliance with
the requirements of federal and State air quality standards.

The two principal criteria for conformance to an AQMP are the following:

1. Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air
quality violations; cause or contribute to new violations; or delay timely attainment of air
quality standards and

2. Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP.

With respect to the first criterion, the analysis and response to Question B below demonstrates
that the Project would not (1) generate short-term or long-term emissions of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), oxides of nitrogen [NOx, which are O3 precursors], or PM2.5 that could
potentially cause an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations;
(2) cause or contribute to new violations; or (3) delay timely attainment of air quality standards.

With respect to the second criterion, the Project would not increase or modify SCAG’s population,
housing, or employment projections. The Project would accommodate the projected growth in
population accounted for in the 2016 AQMP emissions forecast and would provide additional
water conveyance capacity and water treatment to serve the potable water demands of local
communities. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the region’s AQMP. There would
be a less than significant impact.

Question B: Would the Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the Project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard?

Less than Significant Impact. A project may have a significant impact where project-related
emissions would exceed federal, State, or regional standards or thresholds, or where
project-related emissions would substantially contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation. As identified in Table 2, Orange County is a nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and
PM2.5. The Project would generate PM10, PM2.5, NO,, and O3 precursors (NOx and VOC) during
short-term construction and long-term operations. The SCAQMD has developed construction and
operations thresholds to determine whether projects would considerably contribute toward a
violation of ambient air quality standards. A project with daily emission rates below the SCAQMD’s
established air quality significance thresholds (shown in Table 4) would have a less than
significant effect on regional air quality. Project emissions were estimated using the California
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Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2 computer program (Psomas 2021a).
CalEEMod is designed to model construction and operational emissions for land development
projects and allows for the input of project- and county-specific information. CalEEMod modeling
results can be found in Attachment A.

Construction Emissions

Air pollutant emissions would occur from construction equipment exhaust, grading; exhaust and
particulate emissions from trucks hauling building materials to and from the Project site; from
automobiles and light trucks driven to and from the Project site by construction workers; and VOCs
from minor painting and asphalt paving operations. The proposed Project would comply with
applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations, including Rule 403 for fugitive dust control and Rule
1113 for architectural coatings. Rule 403 measures include regular watering of active grading
areas and unpaved roads, limiting vehicle speeds on unpaved surfaces, stabilizing stockpiled
earth, and curtailing grading operations during high wind conditions. Watering of active grading
areas is included in the CalEEMod emissions analysis and results in reduced PM10 and PM2.5
emissions. It should be noted that some Project requirements and features (such as watering
grading areas), although required Project elements, are input into CalEEMod as mitigation
measures purely as a function of the format of the program. The emission reductions associated
with compliance with this Rule have been included in the emissions calculations.

Regional Emissions Thresholds — Maximum Daily Regional Emissions

The analysis examines the emissions from construction activities at the five Project locations that
would contribute to the region’s air pollutant burden. The equipment assumptions and timeframe
were provided by APU and are included in the CalEEMod modeling results. The highest daily
emissions for each site are presented in Table 5. The total emissions from all the daily
construction activities for the five Project locations were summed and compared against the
SCAQMD'’s regional emissions thresholds. As shown in Table 5, regional emissions for all criteria
pollutants would be less than their daily regional thresholds. Therefore, Project related
contributions to regional air quality impacts are less than significant.
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TABLE 5
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
(LBS/DAY)
Project Sites VOoC NOx Cco SOx PM10 PM2.5
Santa Cruz 3 33 25 <1 3 2
Brookhurst 1 8 <1 <1 <1
Katella Avenue 1 7 8 <1 <1 <1
Downtown 1 9 <1 1 <1
Willow Park 1 7 8 <1 1 <1
Total Emissions 6 61 58 <1 6 3
AQMD Dail;
Thresigldg (Table 4})/ 75 100 550 150 150 55
Bxceeds SCAQMD | [0 [ | o | Mo | N
Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound(s); NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOx:
sulfur oxides; PM10: inhalable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate
matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District.
Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.
Source: CalEEMod data in Attachment A.

Construction-Phase Localized Significance Thresholds

In addition to the mass daily emissions thresholds established by the SCAQMD, short-term local
impacts to nearby sensitive receptors from on-site emissions of NO,, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 are
examined based on SCAQMD'’s localized significance threshold (LST) methodology. To assess
local air quality impacts for development projects without complex dispersion modeling, the
SCAQMD developed screening (lookup) tables to assist lead agencies in evaluating impacts.

The LST method is recommended to be limited to projects that are five acres or less. For the
purposes of an LST analysis, the SCAQMD considers receptors where it is possible that an
individual could remain for 1 hour for NO2 and CO exposure and 24 hours for PM10 and PM2.5
exposure. The emissions limits in the lookup tables are based on the SCAQMD’s Ambient Air
Quality Standards (Psomas 2021a). The emissions screening thresholds used in this analysis are
for receptors within 25 meters (82 feet)? of the Project site; the thresholds for receptors farther
away would be higher, and the Project emissions would be a smaller fraction of the thresholds.

Table 6, Construction-Phase Localized Significance Threshold Emissions shows the maximum
daily on-site emissions for construction activities compared with the SCAQMD LST screening
thresholds. The localized emissions at each Project site are assessed at each individual Project
site to determine potential local air quality impacts for receptors near each respective Project site.
The thresholds shown are from the lookup tables for a site disturbance area that is 1 acre, which
is based upon the most intensive phase of construction that involves soil disturbance. The
Project’s maximum daily on-site emissions would occur during the excavation and site preparation
phase for all pollutants. As shown in Table 6, localized emissions for all criteria pollutants would
be less than their respective screening thresholds. Therefore, localized air quality impacts are
less than significant.

2 The SCAQMD recommends that, when sensitive receptors are located nearer than 25 meters (82 feet) from the
Project site, the minimum 25-meter/82-foot distance threshold should be used.
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TABLE 6
CONSTRUCTION-PHASE
LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD EMISSIONS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Emissions and Thresholds NOx co PM10 PM2.5
Santa Cruz Site 32 25 3 2
Brookhurst Site 7 8 <1 <1
Katella Avenue Site 7 8 <1 <1
Downtown Site 7 9 1 <1
Willow Park Site 7 8 1 <1
Project maximum daily on-site emissions 32 25 3 2
Localized Significance Threshold 81 485 4 3
Exceed threshold? No No No No
Ibs/day: pounds per day; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or
less in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter.
Note: Data is for SCAQMD Source Receptor Area 17, Central Orange County
Source: SCAQMD 2009 (thresholds); see Attachment A for CalEEMod model outputs.

Operational Emissions

Upon Project completion, there would be minimal operational trips for monitoring and
maintenance of the well sites. At all Project locations, there would typically be one worker visit
required per day to exchange resin associated with the treatment process; however, the number
of trips would not increase beyond existing conditions at all sites, except for at the Santa Cruz
Site. The added infrastructure at the Santa Cruz Site would also typically require one worker visit
per day. A vacuum truck would be required at the five sites as part of the water treatment
operation. The frequency will vary based on the water quality and total flow from each site, but is
estimated to be approximately once per year. Equipment associated with the five Project sites is
assumed to include four pumps (two at 50 horsepower and two at 400 horsepower). These pumps
would operate on electricity. There would be no need for natural gas for heating. Emissions for
the generation of electrical power are not a local emission source and are therefore not reported
by CalEEMod in the daily inventory. However, these emissions are included in the annual
calculation of greenhouse gas emissions. Because there would be one staff visit at each site, and
no other direct emissions associated with the Project locations on a daily basis, Project emissions
would be unsubstantial. Additionally, the Santa Cruz Site would include a new diesel emergency
backup generator. APU would be required to obtain an Emergency Backup Generator Permit to
Construct and Permit to Operate for the emergency backup generator from the SCAQMD prior to
installation, per SCAQMD Rule 1470, Requirements for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal
Combustion and Other Compression Ignition Engines. As shown in Table 7, Project-related
emissions would be substantially below the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. Therefore,
operational emissions would be less than significant.
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TABLE 7

PEAK DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source VOC NOx co SOx PM10 PM2.5
Area sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Energy sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Mobile sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Stationary sources 1 6 3 <1 <1 <1
Total Operational Emissions’ 1 6 3 <1 <1 <1
?TC:;\) I?;’IZ)D Significance Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compounds; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOx: sulfur oxides; PM10:
respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SCAQMD:
South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Note: CalEEMod model data sheets are included in Attachment A.

Cumulative Impacts

The SCAQMD, in their White Paper on Regulatory Options for Addressing Cumulative Impacts
from Air Pollution Emissions (presented to the Board on September 5, 2003), identifies that
impacts that are less than significant on a Project level are also considered to be less than
significant on a cumulative basis. The AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for
project-specific and cumulative impacts analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or
Environmental Impact Report, except for the Hazard Index for toxic air contaminant emissions
(Psomas 2021a). Any projects that are found to result in less than significant impacts on a project
level are not considered to be cumulatively considerable and consequently would not result in a
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts. Using this rationale, since the Project impacts
were identified as less than significant, as demonstrated in Tables 5 through 7, the cumulative
impacts are also less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question C: Would the Project result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant Impact. Exposure of sensitive receptors is addressed for the following
situations: CO hotspots; criteria pollutants from on-site construction; and Toxic Air Contaminants
(TACs) from on-site construction.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspot

A CO hotspot is an area of elevated CO concentrations that is caused by severe vehicle
congestion on major roadways, typically near intersections. If a project substantially increases
average delay at signalized intersections that are operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or F or
causes an intersection that would operate at LOS D or better without the Project to operate at
LOS E or F with the Project, there is a potential for a CO hotspot.

The proposed Project would generate vehicle traffic from daily worker trips associated with the
monitoring and maintenance of Project facilities. This would amount to one worker trip per day to
each of the five Project sites; however, the number of trips would not increase beyond existing
conditions, except for an additional daily worker trip at the Santa Cruz Site. This volume of
Project-related vehicle trips would not have the potential to substantially change the average LOS
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at nearby intersections and consequently would not contribute to the potential for the formation of
a CO hotspot.

Criteria Pollutants from On-Site Construction

Exposure of persons to NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions is discussed in the LST analysis
in response to Question AQ-1 above, in Table 6. There would be a less than significant impact,
and no mitigation is required.

Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from On-Site Construction

Construction activities would result in short-term, Project-generated emissions of diesel
particulate matter (DPM) from the exhaust of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment used for site
preparation (e.g., excavation and grading); paving; building construction; and other miscellaneous
activities. CARB identified DPM as a TAC in 1998. The dose to which receptors are exposed
is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of
a substance or substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to the substance.
Thus, the risks estimated for a maximally exposed individual are higher if a fixed exposure
occurs over a longer time period. According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment, health risk assessments—which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to
TAC emissions—should be based on a 40-year exposure period; however, such assessments
should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the Project.

There would be relatively few pieces of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment in operation, and
the total construction period would be relatively short when compared to a 40-year exposure
period. Combined with the highly dispersive properties of DPM and additional reductions in
particulate emissions from newer construction equipment, as required by USEPA and CARB
regulations, construction emissions of TACs would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
emissions of TACs. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question D: Would the Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
affecting a substantial number of people?

Less than Significant Impact. According to the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land
uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment
plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and
fiberglass molding (Psomas 2021a). The Project does not propose any of these land uses and
would not otherwise produce objectionable long-term operational odors. The Project consists of
groundwater treatment plants and groundwater supply wells and would not result in any onsite
airborne emissions.

Short-term construction equipment and activities would generate odors, such as diesel exhaust
emissions from construction equipment and paving activities. There may be situations where
construction activity odors would have an olfactory presence, but these odors would not be
unfamiliar or necessarily objectionable. The odors would be temporary and would dissipate rapidly
from the source with an increase in distance. The Project use is also regulated from nuisance
odors or other objectionable emissions by SCAQMD Rule 402. Rule 402 prohibits discharge from
any source of air contaminants or other material, which would cause injury, detriment, nuisance,
or annoyance to people or the public. The operation of the Project involves the water treatment
processes that do not emit substantial levels of odors. Therefore, the impacts would be short-term
during construction; would not be objectionable to a substantial number of people; and would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required. All Project-related odors are construction
related and short term in nature; no long-term operational odors would result. As such, the
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proposed Project would have less than significant impact in regard to other emissions, and no
mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
Iv. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The information in this section is derived from Appendix B, Biological Resources Constraints at
the Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells Project, City of
Anaheim, Orange County, California prepared for the proposed Project by Psomas (Psomas
2021b).

Question A: Would the project 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?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. No native vegetation types occur on any of the
Projects sites. Planted, ornamental plant species are present on all the sites; however, the Katella
Avenue and Santa Cruz Sites do not contain enough vegetation to support any wildlife species.
The Downtown Site contains planted trees in the landscaped planters, including young, planted
coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), a native plant species. Despite being a native plant species,
the coast live oak trees onsite are not associated with an onsite or adjacent native vegetation type
nor are they considered to have any special status. All the trees present on this site are small but
are likely of sufficient size to support urban-tolerant nesting bird species. The Brookhurst Site is
predominantly bare ground beneath the overhead powerlines. Scattered stands of non-native
grasses, such as brome grasses (Bromus spp.), occur throughout the portions of the site that are
not covered in imported gravel or existing structures. A sparse windrow of mature Mexican fan
palm trees (Washingtonia robusta) occur along the southern boundary of the site. These trees
have potential to support nesting activities by urban-tolerant bird species. The Willow Park Site
has a notably higher density of tree canopy cover and the majority of trees present are large and
mature. These trees have potential to support nesting activities by urban tolerant bird and raptor
species. Due to the lack of native vegetation and connectivity to natural open space areas and
the lack of suitable habitat on the Project sites, no special status vegetation types; federally and/or
State-listed Threatened, Endangered, Rare, or candidate species; or non-listed special status
plant or wildlife species are expected to occur on the Project sites. Therefore, there would be no
impact on these species and no mitigation would be required.

The Project sites contain ornamental shrubs and trees that have the potential for nesting birds
and a limited potential for nesting raptors. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act protects nesting birds. In
addition, the potential loss of an active raptor nest, including common raptor species, would be
considered a violation of the California Fish and Game Code §3503, 3503.5, and 3513. Impacts
on an active bird/raptor nests would be considered potentially significant. This potential impact
would be reduced to a level considered less than significant with implementation of MM 4-1 which
requires a survey for active bird/raptor nests.

Question B: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US
Fish and Wildlife Service?
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Question 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, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. As previously stated, planted, ornamental plant species are present on all the sites.
No riparian habitat or sensitive communities identified in local or regional plans or policies by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are located on
the Project sites. Additionally, the Project sites do not support any federally protected wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act; therefore, the proposed Project would not
impact any marsh, vernal pool, or coastal habitats. No impact would occur, and no mitigation
would be required.

Question 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 native wildlife
nursery sites?

No Impact. The Project sites are located within fully developed, urban areas and do not provide
a linkage to undeveloped areas. Only urban-tolerant wildlife would be expected to use the sites
for wildlife movement and development of these areas are not likely to affect wildlife movement.
Therefore, the Project site does not function as a wildlife movement corridor or a wildlife nursery
site. No impact would occur, and no mitigation would be required.

Question 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. Ornamental trees may be removed as part of the proposed
Project and none of these trees are special status. The proposed Project would comply with
Section 13.12.060 of the AMC related to replacement of removed street trees which states that
“any street tree removed shall be replaced if a replacement is deemed possible. The replacement
species shall be selected in accordance with the Official Tree Species List and Tree Master Plan”.
The Project sites are not located within a scenic corridor overlay area and would not be subject
to any additional applicable policies or ordinances related to the protection of biological resources
on the Project sites. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur, and no mitigation is
required.

Question F: Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. According to the City of Anaheim General Plan, the Project sites are not located within
a designated or proposed Natural Community Conservation Plan area. Additionally, development
of the proposed Project would not conflict with the provisions of any local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

The following mitigation measure is required for the Willow Park, Downtown, Katella Avenue,
Brookhurst, and Santa Cruz Sites to reduce impacts to less than significant levels and will be
incorporated into the Mitigation Program for this IS/MND.
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MM 4-1 To avoid impacts to nesting birds and raptors, all vegetation removal should be
scheduled between September 1 and February 14, which is outside the peak
nesting season. If vegetation removal must occur during the peak nesting season
(i.e., February 15—-August 31), a pre-construction nesting bird survey should be
conducted by a qualified Biologist within 7 days prior to vegetation removal
activities.

If the Biologist finds an active nest within or adjacent to the construction area, the
Biologist will identify an appropriate protective buffer zone around the nest
depending on the sensitivity of the species, the nature of the construction activity,
and the amount of existing disturbance in the vicinity. In general, the Biologist
should designate a buffer between 10 to 300 feet for common nesting birds and
between 200 to 500 feet for nesting raptors. No construction activities will be
allowed within the buffer until the nest is deemed to be no longer active by the
Biologist to ensure compliance with California Fish and Game Code.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Information in this section is based on the 2021 results from records searches and literature
reviews of information available from the California Historical Resources Information Center
(CHRIS) South-Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) and the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC). All documentation is compiled as Appendix C to this IS/MND. Additionally,
due to the disturbed nature of the Project sites, field surveys were not warranted.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

South-Central Coastal Information Center Cultural Resources Records and Literature
Review

A cultural resources records search was conducted by the SCCIC on May 27, 2021, at California
State University, Fullerton. The SCCIC is a designated branch of the CHRIS and houses records
regarding archaeological and historic resources recorded in San Bernardino, Los Angeles,
Orange, and Ventura Counties. The 2021 review consisted of an examination of the U.S.
Geological Survey’s 7.5-minute Anaheim Quadrangle to determine if any sites are recorded or if
any cultural resources studies have been conducted on or within a 2-mile radius of the Project
sites. Data sources consulted at the SCCIC include archaeological records, Archaeological
Determinations of Eligibility, historic maps, and the Historic Property Data File (HPDF) maintained
by the Office of Historic Preservation. The HPDF contains listings for the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR) and/or the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California
Historical Landmarks, and California Points of Historical Interest.

The records search and literature review conducted for the proposed Project revealed that 54
cultural resource studies have been conducted within ¥.-mile of the Project sites; four of which
are within combined project areas. The first study (OR-00814) included an Archaeological Survey
Report for I-5 and 1-405 in Orange County to I-605 in Los Angeles County. The second study (OR-
01898) included a Finding of Effect for the Widening of I-5 and Reconstruction of Interchanges
Between SR-22/57 and 91 in the Cities of Santa Ana, Orange, Anaheim, Fullerton, and Buena
Park. The third study (OR-04156) was a Phase | Archaeological Resources Survey Report for the
Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center Project. The last study (OR-04211) included
a Historic Resources Assessment Report for the Brookhurst Street Widening Project.

One cultural resource was identified within the 2-mile search radius of the Proposed Project; no
archaeological resources were located within combined Project areas. The resource

R:\Projects\ANA\3ANA009305\Environmental Documentation\MND\Phase B MND-072721.docx 42 Environmental Evaluation



Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

(P-30-001768) was identified as a historic-era archaeological site consisting of structural remains
(e.g. building foundation), historic trash (e.g. glass, bottle fragments, ceramics), and a well and/or
cistern. It should be noted that the location of this resource is confidential. No prehistoric
archaeological sites were identified by the SCCIC records and literature review.

Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File Search

Psomas submitted a request to the NAHC on April 21, 2021, to review the Sacred Lands File
database regarding the possibility of Native American cultural resources and/or sacred places in
the Project vicinity that are not documented on other databases. The results from the NAHC were
received on May 5, 2021. The Sacred Lands File (SLF) search did not identify any known
resources or sacred lands within the Project sites (SCCIC 2021). However, the NAHC
recommends that the lead agency contact tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the geographic area to comply with both Section 106 of the NRHP of 1966 and Assembly Bill
(AB) 52. Therefore, the City contacted the tribes listed on the NAHC contact list in addition to the
tribes listed on the City’s AB 52 consultation list on May 24, 2021. The consultation results are
discussed in Section XVIII, Tribal Cultural Resources.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Question A: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

No Impact. A significant impact and/or adverse effect could occur if the Project were to disturb
historic resources that presently exist within the Project sites. Section 15064.5 of the CEQA
Guidelines generally defines a historic resource as a resource that is (1) listed in or determined
to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register);
(2) included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the Public
Resources Code); or (3) identified as significant in an historical resources survey (meeting the
criteria in Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code). Additionally, any object, building,
structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that 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 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 California Register. The
California Register automatically includes all properties listed in the NRHP and those formally
determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register.

The SCCIC record search and literature review identified one cultural resource within the Y2-mile
search radius of the proposed Project. The resource (P-30-001768) was identified as a historic
site. No other historic resources were identified within %2 mile of the Project site, and no on-site
structures meet the 50-year construction age criterion for evaluation. Therefore, no impact would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

Question B: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. A significant impact and/or adverse effect could
occur if grading or excavation activities associated with the Project were to disturb archaeological
resources that presently exist within the Project site. There are no known archaeological sites on
the Project sites. The SCCIC record search and literature review identified one cultural resource
within the “-mile search radius of the Proposed Project. The resource (P-30-001768) was
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identified as a historic archaeological site. Therefore, the Project will not have a significant impact
or adverse effect on an archaeological resource eligible or potentially eligible for either the CRHR
or the NRHP. However, there is the possibility that undiscovered intact archaeological resources
may be present below the surface in native (alluvial) sediments. These potential effects would be
mitigated to a less than significant level with the implementation of MM 5-1, which requires
archaeological monitoring when excavating in native sediment.

Question C: Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. A Project-related significant adverse effect could
occur if grading or excavation activities associated with the Project were to disturb previously
interred human remains. The Project sites are located within a developed area that has been
subject to earth-moving activities in the past, and no known burial sites are located on or adjacent
to the Project sites. In the unlikely event of an unanticipated encounter with human remains in
Project sites, the California Health and Safety Code and the California Public Resources Code
require that any activity in the area of a potential find be halted and the Orange County Coroner
be notified, as described in RR 5-1. Implementation of MM 5-1 would reduce this impact to a less
than significant level.

Mitigation Program

Regulatory Requirement

The following regulatory requirement is required to be implemented by existing federal, State, or
local laws and regulations and will be incorporated into the Mitigation Program for this IS/MND.

RR 5-1 If human remains are found during ground-disturbing activities, no further
excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to
overlie adjacent remains shall occur, in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code. The County Coroner shall be notified of the
discovery immediately. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are or
believed to be Native American, s/he shall notify the NAHC in Sacramento within
24 hours of the discovery. In accordance with Section 5097.98 of the California
Public Resources Code, the NAHC must immediately notify those persons it
believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American. The
descendants shall complete their inspection within 48 hours of being granted
access to the site by the City. The City would meet and confer with the most likely
descendant regarding their recommendations prior to disturbing the site by further
construction activity.

Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure is required for the Willow Park, Downtown, Katella Avenue,
Brookhurst, and Santa Cruz Sites to reduce impacts to less than significant levels and will be
incorporated into the Mitigation Program for this IS/MND.

MM 5-1 Prior to the issuance of the grading permit, the Contractor shall provide written
evidence to the City, the Contractor has retained an Orange County-certified
archaeologist. The archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference,
shall establish procedures for archaeological resource surveillance, and shall
establish, in cooperation with the Contractor, procedures for temporarily halting or
redirecting work to permit the sampling, identification, and evaluation of the
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artifacts as appropriate. If archaeological resources are inadvertently unearthed
during excavation activities, the contractor shall immediately cease all earth-
disturbing activities within a 100-foot radius of the area of discovery and the
archaeologist and City shall be notified immediately. If the archaeological
resources are found to be significant, the archeologist, in consultation with the City,
shall determine appropriate actions for exploration and salvage. After the find has
been appropriately avoided or mitigated, work in the area may resume.

VL. ENERGY
Question A: Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impacts due
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources,

during project construction or operation?

Less than Significant Impact.

Construction Energy Use

Project construction would require the use of construction equipment for site preparation, drilling,
hauling, and improvement activities for the proposed water treatment and water conveyance
infrastructure. Construction would also include the vehicles of construction workers to and from
the Project site and on-road haul trucks for the export of materials from site clearing and the export
of sediment from excavation.

Off-road construction equipment use was calculated from the equipment data (vehicle types,
hours per day, horsepower, load factor) provided in the CalEEMod construction output files
included in Appendix D of this IS/MND. The total horsepower hours for construction equipment
used for the Project was then multiplied by fuel usage rates to obtain the total fuel usage for
off-road equipment.

Fuel consumption from construction worker, vendor, and delivery/haul trucks was calculated using
the trip rates and distances provided in the CalEEMod construction output files. Total vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) was then calculated for each type of construction-related trip and divided by
the fuel consumption factor from CARB’s EMission FACtors (EMFAC) 2017 model. EMFAC
provides the total annual VMT and fuel consumed for each vehicle type. Construction vendor and
delivery/haul trucks were assumed to be heavy-duty diesel trucks. As shown in Table 8, the
development of the five Project sites would consume varying quantities of gasoline and diesel fuel
during construction based on the requirements for each site.

R:\Projects\ANA\3ANA009305\Environmental Documentation\MND\Phase B MND-072721.docx 45 Environmental Evaluation



Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

TABLE 8
ENERGY USE DURING CONSTRUCTION
Gasoline Fuel Diesel Fuel -
Source (gallons) (gallons)
Brookhurst Site
Off-road Construction Equipment 305 3,948
Worker commute 599 3
On-road haul 134 2
Total 1,038 3,953
Katella Avenue Site
Off-road Construction Equipment 0 3,460
Worker commute 390 2
On-road haul 115 2
Total 505 3,464
Downtown Site
Off-road Construction Equipment 342 4,181
Worker commute 679 3
On-road haul 14 0
Total 1,035 4,184
Willow Park Site
Off-road Construction Equipment 266 3,072
Worker commute 189 1
On-road haul 101 2
Total 556 3,075
Santa Cruz Site
Off-road Construction Equipment 305 14,161
Worker commute 15,470 62
On-road haul 661 9
Total 16,436 14,232
Grand Total 19,570 28,908
Sources: Psomas 2021b based on data from CalEEMod (Appendix B), Offroad and EMFAC 2017
(Appendix D).

Fuel energy consumed during construction would be temporary in nature and would not represent
a significant demand on energy resources. Furthermore, there are no unusual characteristics that
would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would be less energy-efficient than
comparable equipment at construction sites in other parts of the State. Energy used in the
construction of the Project sites would enable the treatment and delivery of local water resources
that would reduce the need to use more energy intensive imported water. Therefore, the proposed
construction activities would not result in inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel consumption.

Operational Energy Use

Sources of new energy demands resulting from Project implementation include pumps, treatment
processes, and a standby generator. It is anticipated that a total consumption of 5.9 million
kilowatt-hours per year would be necessary to operate the pumps used for water treatment and
conveyance infrastructure. This is not a substantial amount of energy and is necessary to ensure
groundwater is treated to reduce PFOS concentrations to below the applicable response levels.
No demand for natural gas would be created by the Project. There would also be limited use of a
standby generator during monthly testing as well as during unplanned power outages.
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After construction, each site would generally be visited daily for routine operation and
maintenance activities and trips to the site would be largely unchanged from the existing
operations; therefore, no new or additional vehicle trips are anticipated beyond existing
conditions. For these reasons, construction and operational energy use would not be considered
wasteful or inefficient because it would ensure that safe drinking water supplies are provided for
City residents. There would be a less than significant impact related to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation and no
mitigation is required.

Question B: Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency?

No Impact.

The City of Anaheim’ Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan Sustainable Electric & Water Initiatives
(APU 2020) provides polices that promote the conservation of natural and energy resources to
assure their continued viability and availability. This Plan establishes goals of energy efficiency,
water efficiency, and the reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. As part of the Renewable
Portfolio Standards, the power generators of the State of California would increase the amount of
renewable energy production to 60 percent in 2030 and 100 percent by 2045. The increased use
of renewable energy corresponds to a rapid reduction in GHG emissions over time.

Though the Project would result in an increase in electrical use for the treatment of water to
remove PFOS, this would be offset because the treatment of locally sourced water would
minimize the need for imported water from more energy intensive water sources such as from the
Colorado River Aqueduct and State Water Project. Imported water would require more energy
related to pumping water across longer distances as well as evaporative losses of water during
transport. As such, reducing the need for imported water by pumping and treating groundwater
locally would reduce the energy and water loss necessary for supplying potable water to the City.
In addition, future emissions associated with electricity use from the Project would decrease with
the GHG reduction requirements established for utilities under the Renewable Portfolio Standards
until the year 2045, when electricity-related emissions would be carbon neutral. This would be
consistent with increasing conservation, efficiency, and sustainability consistent with the goals of
the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan Sustainable Electric & Water Initiatives. As such, there
would be no impact related to obstruction of State or City plans for energy and water efficiency
and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Question 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.

(iij) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the City’s General Plan Safety Element, Anaheim
is located in an area considered to be seismically active, similar to most Southern California cities.
Active and potentially active faults are located adjacent to Anaheim; however, there are no
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones within the City limits. Anaheim is in close proximity to two
major faults: the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone and the Whittier-Elsinore Fault Zone. The
Newport-Inglewood fault zone passes within approximately seven miles of the western limits of
the City. The Whittier-Elsinore fault zone is the closest major fault system to the City and one of
the largest in Southern California. The Whittier-Elsinore fault zone does not extend inside the City
boundaries, but approaches within less than one mile of the northeastern corner of the City
(Anaheim 2004a).

The potential for ground rupture due to fault movement is commonly related to the seismic activity
of known fault zones. Recognized active fault zones are located outside of the City of Anaheim.
Potentially active faults in close proximity to the City are the EI Modeno, Peralta Hills, and Norwalk
faults, which have a low possibility of ground rupture within the City. The majority of the El Modeno
and Peralta Hills faults are located south of the Peralta Hills area and outside the boundaries of
the City of Anaheim. The ElI Modeno fault zone is a concealed fault and the exact location of the
fault is, therefore, uncertain. The California Department of Mines and Geology has determined
that the EI Modeno, Peralta Hills, and Norwalk faults are not “sufficiently active” or “well defined”
enough to be subject to the provisions of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act.
Compared with the more active and recognized fault zones, the potential for ground rupture due
to seismic activity in the City is considered low (Anaheim 2004a).

Adherence to standard engineering practices and design criteria as contained in the California
Building Code relative to seismic and geological hazards would ensure that impacts related to
seismic ground shaking would be less than significant. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction takes place when granular materials that are
saturated by water lose strength and transform from a solid to a liquid state. Liquefaction generally
occurs during significant earthquake activity, and structures located on soils such as silt or sand
may experience significant damage during an earthquake due to the instability of structural
foundations and the moving earth. Liquefaction has the potential to impact properties within the
City that are located along the Santa Ana River as well as western portions of the City (Figure S-3
of the Safety Element). The Project sites are not located within areas identified as having the
potential for liquefaction (Anaheim 2004a). Therefore, impacts related to the potential for
liquefaction, lateral spreading, and seismic compaction are considered less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

R:\Projects\ANA\3ANA009305\Environmental Documentation\MND\Phase B MND-072721.docx 48 Environmental Evaluation



Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

(iv) Landslides?

No Impact. None of the sites contains major landforms. All Project areas are relatively flat with
the exception of the Katella Avenue Site, which contains an off-site slope down to Katella Avenue.
A review of the California Geological Survey Seismic Hazards Zones maps (CGS 1998a, 1998b)
indicates that the Project sites are not located in “Earthquake-Induced Landslides” zones, which
is defined as an area where previous occurrence of landslide movement or local topographic,
geological, geotechnical, and subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent
ground displacement such that mitigation as defined in Public Resources Code Section 2693(c)
would be required. Because topography conducive to landslides is not present, there would be
no impact and no mitigation is required.

Question B: Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, the
proposed Project would comply with the State’s requirements for the development and
implementation of a local SWPPP, which must include erosion- and sediment-control Best
Management Practices (BMPs). The erosion-control BMPs are designed to prevent erosion,
whereas sediment controls are designed to trap sediment once it has been mobilized. The
SWPPP would include BMPs to be selected and implemented based on the phase of construction
and weather conditions. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question C: Would the project 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 on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

Question D: Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section
1803.5.3 of the California Building Code (2010), creating substantial risks to
life or property?

Less Than Significant Impact. Seismic hazards, including liquefaction, lateral spreading, and
landslides are addressed in Question Vl.a (iii—iv). Subsidence is the gradual, local settling or
sinking of the earth’s surface with little or no horizontal motion. Subsidence is usually the result
of gas, oil, or water extraction, hydro compaction, or peat oxidation, and not the result of a
landslide or slope failure. Soils in portions of the City along the Santa Ana River may be subject
to settling since most of these areas contain unconsolidated and recent alluvium. Subsidence
and swelling, and ground settlement are generally due to the withdrawal of fluids from the earth
such as oil or water. Groundwater pumping may also lead to land subsidence. The Project sites
are not located within areas subject to subsidence (Anaheim 2004a). Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question E: Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are
not available for the disposal of wastewater?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not involve the use of septic tanks or an alternative
wastewater disposal system. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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Question F: Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. A paleontological records search was requested
from the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, Vertebrate Paleontology Department
and results were received on April 27, 2021. The results indicate that there are no fossil localities
that lie directly within the proposed Project site; however, there are fossil localities nearby from
the same sedimentary deposits that occur in the proposed Project site, either at the surface or at
depth. Therefore, the Project would not impact known paleontological resources; however,
surface sediments at and surrounding the Project sites consist of Alluvium (Pleistocene) to
unknown formations (Pleistocene, sands; silty fine-grained & massive sandstone). Deep
excavation that involves disturbance of native soils could result in the disturbance and/or
destruction of paleontological resources that may be present in deeper Pleistocene alluvial
deposits that underlie the Project site. Implementation of MM 6-1 related to paleontological
resources would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Program

The following mitigation measure is required for the Willow Park, Downtown, Katella Avenue,
Brookhurst, and Santa Cruz Sites to reduce impacts to less than significant levels and will be
incorporated into the Mitigation Program for this IS/MND.

MM 6-1 In the event that paleontological resources are inadvertently unearthed during
excavation activities, the contractor shall immediately cease all earth-disturbing
activities within a 100-foot radius of the area of discovery and the contractor shall
contact the City immediately. The contractor shall retain a qualified professional
paleontologist to evaluate the significance of the find, and in consultation with the
City, determine an appropriate course of action. If the paleontological resources
are found to be significant, the paleontologist, in consultation with the City, shall
determine appropriate actions for exploration and salvage. After the find has been
appropriately avoided or mitigated, work in the area may resume.

VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate (e.g., average
temperature, precipitation, or wind patterns) over a period of time. Climate change may result
from natural factors, natural processes, and human activities that change the composition of the
atmosphere and alter the surface and features of the land. Significant changes in global climate
patterns have recently been associated with global warming, which is an average increase in the
temperature of the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface; this is attributed to an accumulation of
GHG emissions in the atmosphere. GHGs trap heat in the atmosphere which, in turn, increases
the Earth’s surface temperature. Some GHGs occur naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere
through natural processes, while others are created and emitted solely through human activities.
The emissions of GHGs through fossil fuel combustion in conjunction with other human activities
are associated with global warming.

GHGs, as defined under California’s AB 32, include carbon dioxide (CO-), methane (CH,), nitrous
oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFe).
General discussions on climate change often include water vapor, atmospheric ozone, and
aerosols in the GHG category. Water vapor and atmospheric ozone are not gases that are formed
directly in the construction or operation of development projects, nor can they be controlled in
these projects. Aerosols are not gases. While these elements have a role in climate change, they
are not considered by either regulatory bodies, such as CARB, or climate change groups, such
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as the California Climate Action Registry, as gases to be reported or analyzed for control.
Therefore, no further discussion of water vapor, atmospheric ozone, or aerosols is provided.

Regulatory Background

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order (EQ) S-3-05, which
calls for a reduction in GHG emissions to the year 2000 level by 2010, to year 1990 levels by
2020, and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

The principal overall State plan and policy adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions
is AB 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006). AB 32 establishes regulatory,
reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions in GHG emissions and
establishes a cap on statewide GHG emissions. AB 32 recognizes that California is the source of
substantial amounts of GHG emissions. The statute states the following:

Global warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health,
natural resources, and the environment of California. The potential adverse
impacts of global warming include the exacerbation of air quality problems, a
reduction in the quality and supply of water to the state from the Sierra snowpack,
a rise in sea levels resulting in the displacement of thousands of coastal
businesses and residences, damage to marine ecosystems and the natural
environment, and an increase in the incidences of infectious diseases, asthma,
and other human health-related problems.

In order to avert these consequences, AB 32 establishes a State goal of reducing GHG emissions
to 1990 levels by the year 2020, codifying the goal of EO S-3-05.

CARB approved a Climate Change Scoping Plan as required by AB 32 in 2008; this plan is
required to be updated every five years. The Climate Change Scoping Plan proposes a
“‘comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall carbon GHG emissions in California,
improve our environment, reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our energy sources, save
energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health” (CARB 2008). The Climate Change Scoping
Plan has a range of GHG-reduction actions which include direct regulations, alternative
compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions,
market-based mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32 implementation
regulation to fund the program. On February 10, 2014, CARB released the Draft Proposed First
Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Psomas 2021a). The board approved the final First
Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan on May 22, 2014. The first update describes
California’s progress towards AB 32 goals, stating that “California is on track to meet the near-term
2020 greenhouse gas limit and is well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond
2020 as required by AB 32” (Psomas 2021a). The latest update occurred in January 2017 and
incorporates the 40 percent reduction to 1990 emissions levels by 2030.

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, Senate Bill (SB) 375,
established a process to coordinate land use planning, regional transportation plans, and funding
priorities in order to help California meet the GHG reduction goals established in AB 32. SB 375
required SCAG to incorporate an SCS into its RTPs that will achieve GHG emission reduction
targets though several measures, including land use decisions. SCAG’s SCS is included in the
SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (Psomas 2021a). The goals and policies of the RTP/SCS that
reduce vehicle miles traveled focus on transportation and land use planning that include building
infill projects; locating residents closer to where they work and play; and designing communities
so there is access to high quality transit service.
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On April 29, 2015, Governor Brown signed EO B-30-15, which ordered an interim statewide GHG
emission reduction target to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 to
ensure California meets its target of reducing GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by
2050. Five key goals for reducing GHG emissions through 2030 include (1) increasing renewable
electricity to 50 percent; (2) doubling the energy efficiency savings achieved in existing buildings
and making heating fuels cleaner; (3) reducing petroleum use in cars and trucks by up to
50 percent; (4) reducing emissions of short-lived climate pollutants; and (5) managing farms,
rangelands, forests, and wetlands to increasingly store carbon. EO B-30-15 also directs CARB to
update the Climate Change Scoping Plan to express the 2030 target in terms of million metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent.

On September 8, 2016, the Governor signed SB 32 to codify the GHG reduction goals of EO
B-30-15, requiring the State to reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030
(Health and Safety Code Section 38566). As stated above, this goal is expected to keep the State
on track to meeting the goal set by EO S-3-05 of reducing GHG emissions by 80 percent below
1990 levels by 2050.

AB 197 was signed at the same time to ensure that the SB 32 goals are met by requiring CARB
to provide annual reports of GHGs, criteria pollutants, and TACs by facility, City and sub-county
level, and sector for stationary sources and at the County level for mobile sources. It also requires
the CARB to prioritize specified emission reduction rules and regulations and to identify specified
information for emission reduction measures (e.g., alternative compliance mechanism,
market-based compliance mechanism, and potential monetary and nonmonetary incentive) when
updating the Scoping Plan.

SB 350, signed October 7, 2015, is the Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015. SB 350
is the implementation of some of the goals of EO B-30-15. The objectives of SB 350 are as follows:

1. Toincrease from 33 percent to 50 percent, the procurement of our electricity from
renewable sources; and

2. To double the energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas final-end uses of
retail customers through energy efficiency and conservation.

The text of SB 350 sets a December 31, 2030, target for 50 percent of electricity to be generated
from renewable sources. SB 350 also requires the State to double statewide energy efficiency
savings in electricity and natural gas end uses by 2030. Additionally, SB 350 sets requirements
for large utilities to develop and submit integrated resources plans (IRPs), which detail how utilities
would meet their customers’ resource needs, reduce GHG emissions, and integrate clean energy
resources (Psomas 2021a).

On September 10, 2018, Governor Brown signed SB 100, the 100 Percent Clean Energy Act of
2018. SB 100 requires renewable energy and zero-carbon resources to supply 100 percent of
electric retail sales to end-use customers and 100 percent of electricity procured to serve state
agencies by December 31, 2045. This policy requires the transition to zero-carbon electric
systems that do not cause contributions to increase of GHG emissions elsewhere in the western
electricity grid (Psomas 2021a). SB 100 also creates new standards for the Renewable Portfolio
Standard (RPS) goals established by SB 350 in 2015. Specifically, the bill increases required
energy from renewable sources for both investor-owned utilities and publicly owned utilities from
50 percent to 60 percent by 2030.

Further, on September 10, 2018, Governor Brown also signed California EO B-55-18, which sets
a new statewide goal of carbon neutrality as soon as possible, and no later than 2045 and achieve
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net negative emissions thereafter. EO B-55-18 was added to the existing Statewide targets of
reducing GHG emissions, including the targets previously established by Governor Brown of
reducing emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (EO B-30-15 and SB 32), and by
Governor Schwarzenegger of reducing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2040
(EO S-3-05).

APU’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (GHG Reduction Plan), approved in 2015, and updated
in 2020, identifies renewable energy and energy conservation targets for APU for the years 2020,
2030, and 2045. The GHG Reduction Plan identifies renewables portfolio targets for increasing
APU’s power supply generated from renewable sources up to 33 percent by year 2020, 60 percent
by year 2030, and 100 percent by 2045. In 2020, 34,000 kilowatt (kW) of photovoltaic systems
were installed; in 2030, 50,000 kW of photovoltaic systems will be installed, and 75,000 kW by
2045. The GHG Reduction Plan also establishes transportation-related goals for APU to convert
its fleet vehicles to result in emissions reductions of 500 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MTCO2e) in 2020, 1,200 MTCO2e in 2030, and 32,000 in 2045 (Psomas 2021a).

Thresholds of Significance

On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board presented the staff proposal for a tiered
threshold approach wherein Tier 1 determines if a project qualifies for an applicable CEQA
exemption, Tier 2 determines consistency with GHG reduction plans, and Tier 3 proposes a
numerical screening value as a threshold. At their September 28, 2010, meeting, the Working
Group suggested a Tier 3 threshold of 3,000 MTCOze per year for all land use types (Psomas
2021a). Tier 4 determines if the Project meets performance standards. Tier 4 has three options:
Option 1—percent emission reduction target; Option 2—early implementation of applicable
measures; and Option 3—sector-based standard. Tier 5 determines mitigation for CEQA offsets.

In the absence of adopted thresholds, the Tier 3 standard is used for this analysis (Psomas
2021a). The development of project-level thresholds in accordance with CEQA is an ongoing
effort at the State, regional, and county levels, and significance thresholds may differ for future
projects based on new or additional data and information that may be available at that time for
consideration. The City of Anaheim has not officially adopted any GHG CEQA significance
threshold. The City defers to assessment methods and significance thresholds developed by the
SCAQMD. This impact analysis evaluates consistency with regulatory programs designed to
reduce GHG emissions and that contribute to the achievement of AB 32’s and SB 32’s goals as
the primary significance criterion. In addition, this impact analysis also evaluates the Project’s
estimated emissions compared to the Tier 3 threshold (as discussed above) for impacts related
to GHG emissions proposed by staff of the SCAQMD, but not adopted by the SCAQMD Board.
On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted its staff proposal for an interim
CEQA GHG significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO, equivalent per year
(MTCOgzelyear) for industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency. In September 2010,
the Working Group proposed extending the 10,000 MTCO.e/year screening threshold currently
applicable to industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency, described above, to other
lead agency industrial projects. Because a substantial amount of GHG emissions related to
industrial uses are from energy consumption and the Project’s primary source of GHG emissions
is related to electricity use, the significance threshold developed for industrial uses will be used
for the evaluation of potential GHG impacts.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis

Question 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. In developing methods for GHG impact analysis, there have been
suggestions from local air pollution control districts of quantitative thresholds, often referred to as
screening levels, which define an emissions level below which it may be presumed that climate
change impacts would be less than significant. Neither the SCAQMD, the City of Anaheim, nor
the County of Orange has adopted a significance threshold for GHG emissions from non-industrial
development projects. Consequently, pursuant to the discretion afforded by Sections 15064.4(a)
and 15064.4(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the impact of the proposed Project's GHG
emissions is assessed based on the methodologies proposed by SCAQMD’s GHG CEQA
Significance Threshold Working Group, as described above.

Based on the proposed construction activities described above, the principal source of
construction GHG emissions would be internal combustion engines of construction equipment,
on-road construction vehicles, and workers’ commuting vehicles. GHG emissions from
construction activities were obtained from the CalEEMod model, described above. The estimated
construction GHG emissions for the proposed Project would be 1,473 MTCO.e, as shown in
Table 9, Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Construction.

TABLE 9
ESTIMATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
FROM CONSTRUCTION

Emissions
Year (MTCO2¢)
2021 235
2022 433
2023 652
2024 153
Total 1,473

MTCO.e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent

Notes:

. Totals may not add due to rounding variances.

. Detailed calculations in Attachment A.

Operational GHG emissions would come primarily from vehicle trips; other sources include
electricity and an emergency generator (stationary source). Table 10, Estimated Annual
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Project Operation, shows the annual GHG emissions from
proposed Project’s operations.
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TABLE 10
ESTIMATED ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS FROM PROJECT OPERATION

Emissions
Source (MTCO2elyr)
Area 0
Energy 2,793
Mobile 8
Stationary 3
Waste 0
Water 0
Total Operational Emissions 2,804
MTCO.elyr: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year
Notes:
e  Totals may not add due to rounding variances.
. Detailed calculations in Attachment A.

Because impacts from construction activities occur over a relatively short period of time, they
contribute a relatively small portion of the overall lifetime Project GHG emissions. In addition,
GHG emission reduction measures for construction equipment are relatively limited. The
SCAQMD recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year Project lifetime
so that GHG reduction measures address construction GHG emissions as part of the operational
GHG reduction strategies (Psomas 2021a). Therefore, construction and operational emissions
are combined by amortizing the construction and operations over an assumed 30-year Project
lifetime. This combination is shown in Table 11, Estimated Total Project Annual Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, using the proposed Project’'s amortized construction and operational emissions.

TABLE 11
ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT ANNUAL
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Emissions
Source (MTCO2elyr?)
Construction (Amortized) 492
Operations (Table 10) 2,805
Total® 2,854
SCAQMD-Recommended Threshold 10,000
Exceeds Threshold? No

MTCO.el/yr: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year; SCAQMD:
South Coast Air Quality Management District.

2 Total derived by dividing construction emissions (see Table 9) by 30.
b Total annual emissions are the sum of amortized construction emissions
and operational emissions.

It is noted that there are no established applicable quantitative federal, State, regional, or local
CEQA significance criteria for GHG emissions for non-industrial projects in the SoCAB. The
SCAQMD has adopted a threshold of 10,000 MTCO.e per year for industrial land use projects.
As shown, the estimated GHG emissions from the proposed Project would be less than this
suggested threshold. In addition, future emissions associated with electricity use from the Project
would decrease with the GHG reduction requirements established for utilities under the
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Renewable Portfolio Standards until the year 2045, when electricity-related emissions would be
carbon neutral. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question B: Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less than Significant Impact. The City of Anaheim has not adopted a Climate Action Plan, and
the SCAQMD has not adopted standards for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. There are
a number of GHG reduction plans that have been adopted on the State and regional level. SCAG
adopted this 2016-2040 RTP/SCS for the six-county region including Imperial, Los Angeles,
Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties. The RTP/SCS seeks to improve the
mobility, sustainability, and economies of this region. This Plan demonstrates how the region
would reduce transportation emissions to comply with SB 375. This is achieved by numerous
transportation related programs and projects which seek to improve the operational efficiency of
the transportation network, promote mass transit and non-automobile forms of transportation, and
fulfill the requirements for the SCS to reduce GHG emissions.

APU has also outlined a plan to transition their RPS to clean energy resources and has increased
the procurement of renewable resources since 2003 through its IRP, approved by City Council
and the California Energy Commission in 2018. The IRP established goals such as a 50 percent
RPS by 2030, which is consistent with the requirements of SB 350, which requires all California
electric utilities to increase the use of renewable resources to serve customer load to 50 percent
by 2030 (Psomas 2021a). Additionally, as stated above, APU prepared a GHG Reduction Plan in
2020 to update the City’s 2015 GHG Reduction Plan and outline new GHG reduction targets
(Psomas 2021a). The 2020 GHG Reduction Plan set targets for 2020, 2030, and 2045, which are
consistent with the targets of SB 350 and SB 100 for increased RPS standards. The Project would
be consistent with the targets for the 2020 GHG Reduction Plan, as the Project’s electrical
components would be powered through APU. Therefore, the Project would have less than
significant impacts regarding conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHG emissions, and no mitigation measures are required.

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Question 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.
Construction

Minor amounts of hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, lubricants, paints, and solvents may be
used during construction of the proposed Project. Exposure to these materials could result from
the improper handling or use of hazardous substances or an inadvertent release resulting from
an unforeseen event (e.g., fire, flood, or earthquake). The small quantities of hazardous materials
that would be transported, used, or disposed of would likely be well below reportable quantities.
Construction activities would be conducted with standard construction practices and in
accordance with all applicable California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA)
and other safety regulations to minimize the risk to the public. Compliance with federal, State, and
local hazardous materials laws and regulations would minimize the risk to the public presented
by these potential hazards during construction of the proposed Project.
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Operation

Sodium hypochlorite (bleach) is used to disinfect water at each of the sites. Sodium hypochlorite
would continue to be used at each of the sites, and tanks and pumping equipment would be
expanded at the Brookhurst and Santa Cruz sites to disinfect the increased flow of treated water.
New storage tanks would be located in areas with secondary containment, and compatible for
storing the sodium hypochlorite. The pumping equipment would be installed in an equipment
room, and tanks would be equipped with berms to capture spills. Resin containing PFOS and
PFOA would be generated. However, because the PFOS and PFOA would be bound to the resin,
any spills of resin material could be cleaned and removed without creating a significant hazard to
the public or the environment. Spent resin would be transported by truck to an appropriately
permitted facility for regeneration or disposal in accordance with California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) and USEPA requirements. Operation activities would be conducted
with standard construction practices and in accordance with all applicable Cal/OSHA and other
safety regulations to minimize the risk to the public. Compliance with federal, State, and local
hazardous materials laws and regulations would minimize the risk to the public presented by these
potential hazards during construction of the proposed Project. A Hazardous Materials Business
Plan would be filed with the Anaheim Fire and Rescue Department (AFD) in accordance with
Certified Unified Program Agencies requirements.

Compliance with existing law, regulations, and widely-accepted industry standards would
minimize the hazard to the public and the environment. Therefore, potential impacts associated
with the transport, use, storage, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials during operation
of the proposed Project would be less than significant.

Question B: Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. As noted above, minor amounts of hazardous materials may be
used during construction. However, they would not pose a threat to the public. During operation,
resin containing PFOS and PFOA would be generated. However, because the PFOS and PFOA
would be bound to the resin, any spills of resin material could be cleaned and removed without
creating a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Any hazardous materials stored at
the sites would be described in a Hazardous Materials Business Plan and submitted to AFD as
required by existing regulations. These plans would ensure that the locations, quantities, and
cleanup procedures are available to emergency personnel. A search of APU records revealed a
diesel spill at Well 40 (Brookhurst Site) in 2001, which was subsequently cleaned up. According
to the City, there are currently no open cases (Sanks 2021a). Complying with existing
environmental and safety regulations and industry standards would minimize the hazard to the
public and the environment.

Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident condition related to the release
of hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant.

Question C: Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

No Impact. Schools are not located within one-quarter mile of the Willow Park, Katella Avenue,
Brookhurst, or Santa Cruz Sites. Thomas Jefferson Elementary School is located approximately
0.25 mile southeast of the Downtown Site. However, none of the sites would emit hazardous
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emissions, or handle acutely hazardous substances or wastes. Complying with existing
environmental and safety regulations and industry standards would ensure that the Project would
not emit hazardous emissions. No impacts to nearby schools are anticipated, and no mitigation
is required.

Question D: Would the project be located on a site which 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?

No Impact. An EDR Radius Map™ with Geocheck® Report was prepared for each of the Project
sites by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR 2021a—e). Search parameters were based on
a one-mile radius of the Project sites and consisted of a search of federal, State, local, tribal, and
other databases. The complete list of databases and additional information regarding the
identified sites can be found in Appendix E. According to the EDR Radius Map, the Willow Park
Site was identified as Anaheim Public Utilities Well 56 (1617 West Crone Avenue) and listed in
the aboveground storage tanks (AST), California Environmental Reporting System (CERS)
Tanks, and CERS databases. The site is described as chemical storage facility. A compliance
evaluation was completed, and no violations were observed during the inspection. Additionally,
the Downtown Site was identified as Anaheim Public Utilities Well 54 (123 East Ellsworth Avenue)
and listed in the AST, CERS TANKS, and CERS databases. The site is described as chemical
storage facility. A compliance evaluation was completed, and no violations were observed during
the inspection. According to the EDR Radius Map, no hazardous material sites were identified
within the boundaries of the Katella Avenue, Brookhurst, or Santa Cruz Sites (EDR 2021a—e). Of
the hazardous material sites identified in the Project vicinity, none of the identified sites pose a
hazard to the Project sites. Furthermore, the Project sites are not identified on a list of hazardous
material sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List). No impacts
would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Question 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 Project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the Project area?

No Impact. Fullerton Municipal Airport is the closest public airport, and is located approximately
four miles northwest of the Willow Park Site, and further from the other Project sites. None of the
Project sites are located within two miles of a public airport and are not located within an airport
land use plan. This condition precludes the possibility of the Project exposing persons residing or
working in the Project vicinity to aviation hazards. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is
required.

Question F: Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. Most Project activities would be conducted within the limits of the
existing treatment sites. Work in these areas would have no impact on emergency response or
evacuation plans. Construction activities would be conducted in public roadways which would
cause temporary traffic impacts, such as lane closures. Traffic control devices would be installed
in accordance with the California Manual for Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and would
be conducted in accordance with City Public Works Department requirements which would
include obtaining a City Right-of-Way Construction Permit. Therefore, these temporary impacts
would result in a less than significant impact.
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Question G: Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly,
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

No Impact. The Project sites are located in highly urbanized areas of the City, and there are no
large, undeveloped areas and/or steep slopes on or near the sites that may pose wildfire hazards.
The sites and the surrounding areas are not located in designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones (VHFHSZ), as identified by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention
(CalFire) or Special Protection Areas designated in the City General Plan (Anaheim 2004a;
CalFire 2011). Rather, the sites are within a Non-VHFHSZ area. Implementation of the proposed
Project would not expose people or structures directly or indirectly to a significant risk of loss or
death associated wildland fires. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Question A: Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?

Question D: Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City has adopted a Local Implementation Plan (LIP) based
on Orange County’s Drainage Area Management Plan. Using the LIP as a guide, the City
approves project-specific Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPs) as part of the Project
approval process prior to the issuance of permits. WQMPs are required for new development or
significant redevelopment projects in the City. A WQMP must address the following:

* Regional or watershed programs,
e Source control BMPs,

e Site design BMPs,

e Low impact development BMPs,
e Treatment control BMPs, and

* Mechanism by which long-term operation and maintenance of all structural BMPs would
be maintained.

A new WQMP will be developed for the Willow Park, Downtown, Katella Avenue, Brookhurst, and
Santa Cruz Sites.

To comply with the Clean Water Act, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) issued
the statewide NPDES Construction General Permit (Order 2009-0009-DWQ). Under this permit,
construction sites with a disturbed area of one or more acres are required to submit a Notice of
Intent, risk assessment, site map, SWPPP, and signed certification statement to the SWRCB. The
SWPPP must list BMPs that will be implemented to prevent stormwater from carrying pollutants
to receiving waters. It must also describe a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring
program for “non-visible” pollutants to be implemented based on the risk level of the site; and
inspection, reporting, training, and recordkeeping requirements. The City requires projects that
disturb less than one acre to include an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) with the
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grading or building plan submittal. The exact area of disturbance will be calculated prior to
development as grading plans are finalized. If the total ground disturbance areas exceed one
acre, a SWPPP would be prepared to comply with the existing state requirements. If the total
ground disturbance area is less than one acre, an ESCP would be prepared. BMPs required by
either plan will be implemented as required.

Occasionally, water might need to be flushed from each of the new treatment sites, and from the
new groundwater supply wells during construction and routine operation. These discharges might
need to occur during startup, shutdown, testing, and water quality sampling. The City is allowed
to conduct discharges from the drinking water system pursuant to the NPDES Permit for Drinking
Water system Discharges to Waters of the United States (Order 2014-0194-DWQ). Compliance
with this existing permit would ensure that discharged waters are free of sediment and chlorine,
and do not pose a threat to Waters of the United States. The sites would discharge into the
existing City storm drain system or into flood control channels.

Compliance with existing requirements would result in less than significant impacts to water
quality. No mitigation is required.

Question B: Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would result in construction of two new wells at the
Santa Cruz Site, which would be capable of extracting groundwater at approximately 4,000
gallons per minute (GPM). The wells would extract groundwater from the Orange County
Groundwater Basin (the Basin). Sustainability of the Basin is managed by the Orange County
Water District (OCWD). OCWD manages the total pumping establishing a Basin Production
Percentage (BPP). The BPP determines the sustainable amount of water a water supplier may
obtain from groundwater, as opposed to imported water. Because the APU pumping rates are
established system-wide using the BPP established by OCWD, operation of the new wells would
cause minimal increases in groundwater extraction from the basin and the impacts would be less
than significant. No mitigation is required.

Question 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 or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or offsite;

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; or

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

Less Than Significant Impact. Minor grading would be necessary for construction of the
treatment plants and associated piping. The Project sites have existing storm drain connections
and catch basins that would continue to accept runoff, and the Project would not result in
additional surface runoff flooding on or off-site. If needed, the catch basins and piping would be
resized or relocated to ensure each site would drain properly. Some impervious material, such as
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concrete foundations, would be installed. Complying with the BMP requirements in the
Construction General Permit would ensure that erosion and sediment controls would be in place
during construction. Complying with building permit requirements would ensure that storm drains
and catch basins can accommodate the runoff at each Project site, and would ensure that there
would be no significant impacts after construction. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question E: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Santa Ana RWQCB and its Basin Plan regulate water quality
in the City and at the Project sites. The Basin Plan contains water quality goals and policies and
identifies beneficial uses for receiving waters, along with water quality criteria and standards
consistent with federal and State water quality laws. The Project would not violate any water
quality standards and would therefore not obstruct the implementation of the Basin Plan. The
proposed Project would comply with the NPDES Construction General Permit and SWPPP
requirements and implement necessary BMPs. Any water discharges would be in conformance
with the NPDES Permit for Drinking Water system Discharges to Waters of the United States
(Order 2014-0194-DWQ). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed Project would result in construction of two new wells at the Santa Cruz Site, which
would be capable of extracting groundwater at approximately 4,000 GPM. The wells would extract
groundwater from the Orange County Groundwater Basin (the Basin). Sustainability of the Basin
is managed by the OCWD. OCWD manages the total pumping establishing a BPP. The BPP
determines the sustainable amount of water a water supplier may obtain from groundwater, as
opposed to imported water. Because the APU pumping rates are established system-wide using
the BPP established by the OCWD, operation of the new wells would cause minimal increases in
groundwater extraction from the basin and the impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Question A: Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. As described in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed Project would involve
constructing groundwater treatment facilities in existing City properties. The Project would not
physically divide an established community and there would be no impact.

Question B: Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. The Project sites are existing City properties. With the exception of the Santa Cruz
Site, these properties contain existing groundwater production and distribution infrastructure, and
the Project is consistent with the existing land uses. The Project does not propose to change any
existing land use designations in the City and, pursuant to Section 53091(e) of the California
Government Code, the proposed Project would be exempt from City zoning ordinances because
it involves the construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage, treatment, or
transmission of water, wastewater, or electric energy by a local agency. Implementation of the
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proposed Project would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, and regulations. Therefore,
there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
Xll. MINERAL RESOURCES

Question 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. The Project sites are located in developed areas, limiting the potential for mineral
resource conservation or extraction. No mineral resource extraction, recovery, or processing
activities underway on or adjacent to the Project sites. The sites are not designated in the City’s
General Plan (Anaheim 2004a) or Zoning Code (Anaheim 2004b) for any extractive use.
Implementation of the Project would have no impact on the availability of known mineral
resources. No mitigation is required.

Question 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. The Project sites are located in developed areas, limiting its potential for mineral
resource conservation or extraction. The Project sites are not classified as areas of locally
important mineral resource recovery and are note zoned for mineral use (Anaheim 2004a).
Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
Xlll. NOISE

Existing Conditions

Noise Measurements

The existing noise environment at the Project sites are primarily influenced by traffic noise on
nearby roads. For the purpose of this noise analysis, the study area includes the Project sites,
the areas immediately adjacent to the Project sites, and the land uses adjacent to the roadway
segments where the Project adds vehicular trips to the roadway system.

Psomas conducted ambient noise surveys on May 11, 2021, at each of the Project sites. Short
term noise level measurements (20 minutes) were taken using a Larson Davis Laboratories Model
831 integrating sound level meter. This sound level meter was placed at each Project site at a
height of approximately 5 feet above the ground and equipped with a windscreen. The locations
of the noise monitoring locations at the different Project sites are shown in Exhibits 9a through
9e, Noise Monitoring Locations.

Noise levels of existing conditions at each of the Project sites are shown in Table 12. Noise levels
are due primarily to background traffic noise, with the exception of the Downtown Site which was

R:\Projects\ANA\3ANA009305\Environmental Documentation\MND\Phase B MND-072721.docx 62 Environmental Evaluation



NML_WillowPark_20210616.mxd

D:\Projects\3ANA\009305\MXD\MND\ex

\\W[CroneJAve]

ISTArden]sH

Sl &

El Willow Park Site

@ Noise Monitoring Location

\WiChateaulp

Aerial Source: Esri, Maxar 2020

Noise Monitoring Locations

Exhibit 9a

Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells

w<<}e 100

S

50

100
Feet

(Rev: 07/19/2021 MDM) R:\Projects\ANA\BANA009305\Graphics\MND\ex_NML_WillowPark.pdf




NML_Downtown_20210616.mxd

D:\Projects\3ANA\009305\MXD\MND\ex

°
s
g
«%
@
gusr®
El Downtown Site
@ Noise Monitoring Location
Aerial Source: Esri, Maxar 2020
Noise Monitoring Locations Exhibit 9b

Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells

W‘<} £ 100 50 0 100

s Feet

(Rev: 07/19/2021 MDM) R:\Projects\ANA\BANA009305\Graphics\MND\ex_NML_Downtown.pdf




NML_Katella_20210712.mxd

D:\Projects\3ANA\009305\MXD\MND\ex

El Katella Ave Site

@ Nosie Monitoring Location

Aerial Source: Esri, Maxar 2020

Noise Monitoring Locations

Exhibit 9c

Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells

W‘<} £ 100 50 0

S

100
Feet

(Rev: 07/19/2021 MDM) R:\Projects\ANA\BANA009305\Graphics\MND\ex_NML_Katella.pdf




NML_Brookhurst_20210616.mxd

D:\Projects\3ANA\009305\MXD\MND\ex

famarSH

Racificlavel
RaCificJAVE]

[SIBrookhurst{SH

Unnfiem Fesfils (R

Werstmesd Lo
=
El Brookhurst Site g
@ Noise Monitoring Location @
Aerial Source: Esri, Maxar 2020
Noise Monitoring Locatioins Exhibit 9d

Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells

W‘<} £ 100 50 0 100

s Feet

(Rev: 07/19/2021 MDM) R:\Projects\ANA\BANA009305\Graphics\MND\ex9d_NML_Brookhurst.pdf




NML_SantaCruz_20210616.mxd

D:\Projects\3ANA\009305\MXD\MND\ex

EfStanford[Cy

W Crengswest A

%

El Santa Cruz Site

@ Noise Monitoring Location

Aerial Source: Esri, Maxar 2020

Noise Monitoring Locations Exhibit 9e

Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells

W‘<} E 180 75 0 150

s Feet

(Rev: 07/19/2021 MDM) R:\Projects\ANA\BANA009305\Graphics\MND\ex_NML_SantaCruz.pdf




Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

affected by nearby industrial uses. Noise levels at the Santa Cruz Site was dominated by traffic
noise along the I-5 freeway.

TABLE 12
NOISE MEASUREMENTS OF EXISTING CONDITIONS
Location Minimum (dBA) Leq (Average) (dBA) Maximum (dBA)

Willow Park Site 47 66 85
Katella Avenue Site 52 56 68

Santa Cruz Site 66 70 78
Brookhurst Site 37 50 64
Downtown Site 57 62 84

dBA: average decibels; Leq: Noise level at average distance

Noise measurement data can be found in Appendix F.

Noise-Sensitive Receptors

The State of California defines noise-sensitive receptors as those land uses that require serenity
or are otherwise adversely affected by noise events or conditions (Psomas 2021c).
Noise-sensitive land uses typically include residences, hospitals, churches, schools, and libraries,
which could all be adversely affected by an increase in noise levels. Noise sensitive receptors in
the vicinity of each proposed Project site include the following:

Willow Park Site

The nearest noise sensitive uses to this site are residential uses located west of the proposed
relocated basketball courts and south of West Crone Avenue, located approximately 60 feet away
from the southern boundary of the Willow Park Site and 200 feet from the proposed pumps.
Single-family residences are located to the north, west, and east of the site at boundaries of Willow
Park. The nearest non-residential noise sensitive use is Ball Junior High School located
approximately 1,700 feet away.

Katella Avenue Site

This site is located away from noise sensitive uses with existing multi-residential uses located
approximately 400 feet to the west of the Project site. An event auditorium (City National Grove)
is located immediately adjacent to the Project site (west), while a commercial building resides
approximately 170 feet to the northwest. Angels Stadium and parking are located to the south
and southeast of the Project site.

Santa Cruz Site

This site is adjacent to the I-5 freeway to the west. There are commercial land-uses to the north
and east at approximately 50 feet away. The nearest residential receptor is a multi-family complex
located approximately 410 feet to the northeast.

As part of the development of the Santa Cruz Site, pipelines would be installed in the right-of-way
(ROW) along the East Orangewood Avenue to Mountain View Avenue and within the ROW along
South Anaheim Way to Gene Autry Way. The pipeline work would be located near single- and
multi-family residential uses along East Orangewood Avenue. The pipeline work would be
adjacent to a commercial land use along Anaheim Way. Additionally, two wells would be drilled
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at the Santa Cruz Site. The noise generated during well drilling activities would not occur near
noise sensitive residential uses, with the nearest residences located approximately 500 feet away
from the Project site.

Brookhurst Site

This site is located east of Brookhurst Street and north of railroad tracks. The easement continues
eastward and there are no sensitive receptors along the easement which is also bounded to the
south by railroad tracks. To the north and south are single-family residences with the nearest
receptors located 55 feet and 60 feet away, respectively.

Downtown Site

This site is located near noise sensitive uses with the nearest existing residential uses located
approximately 25 feet west of the site, with additional residential land uses 35 and 45 feet away
to the south and east, respectively. There is a commercial property to the north of the Project site,
approximately 110 feet away with surface parking in between.

Regulatory Setting

Public agencies have established noise guidelines and standards to protect citizens from potential
hearing damage and various other adverse physiological and social effects associated with noise.
For the evaluation of potential noise impacts, this analysis assumes compliance with the City of
Anaheim’s Noise Section (Anaheim General Plan) and the City of Anaheim’s Municipal Code
(AMC).

City of Anaheim Municipal Code
The following sections of the AMC apply to the Project:
Chapter 6.70 Sound Pressure Levels

6.70.010 Established.

Sound produced in excess of the sound pressure levels permitted herein are hereby
determined to be objectionable and constitute an infringement upon the right and quiet
enjoyment of property in this City.

No person shall within the City create any sound radiated for extended periods from any
premises which produces a sound pressure level at any point on the property line in
excess of sixty decibels (Re 0.0002 Microbar) read on the A-scale of a sound level meter.
Readings shall be taken in accordance with the instrument manufacturer’s instructions,
using the slowest meter response.

The sound level measuring microphone shall be placed at any point on the property line,
but not closer than three (3) feet from any wall and not less than three (3) feet above the
ground, where the above listed maximum sound pressure level shall apply. At any point
the measured level shall be the average of not less than three (3) readings taken at two
(2) minute intervals. To have valid readings, the levels must be five (5) decibels or more
above the levels prevailing at the same point when the sources of the alleged
objectionable sound are not operating.
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Sound pressure levels shall be measured with a sound level meter manufactured
according to American Standard S1.4-1961 published by the American Standards
Association, Inc., New York City, New York.

Traffic sounds sound created by emergency activities and sound created by governmental
units or their contractors shall be exempt from the applications of this chapter. Sound
created by construction or building repair of any premises within the City shall be exempt
from the applications of this chapter during the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Additional
work hours may be permitted if deemed necessary by the Director of Public Works or
Building Official. (Ord. 2526 § 1 (part); June 18, 1968; Ord. 3400 § 1; February 11, 1975:
Ord. 6020 § 1; April 25, 2006.)

City of Anaheim General Plan

In the City of Anaheim General Plan Noise Element, the City adopted land use-noise compatibility
standards shown in Table 13, Land Use Compatibility for Noise Exposure. The land use
compatibility standards are typically used to identify “normally acceptable”, “conditionally

acceptable”, “normally unacceptable”, and “clearly unacceptable” noise levels for varying land
uses and may be used to ascertain construction noise impacts to the surrounding land uses.
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TABLE 13
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR NOISE EXPOSURE

Community Noise Exposure
Lan or CNEL, dB

55 60 65 70

Land Use Category 75 80 85

Residential — Low-Density Single-Family,
Duplex, Mobile Homes

Residential — Multiple-Family Homes

Transient Lodging — Motels, Hotels

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals,
Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls,
Amphitheaters

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water
Recreation, Cemeteries

Office Buildings, Business, Commercial
and Professional

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities,
Agriculture

“ Acceptable

Specified land use is
satisfactory based upon the

Normally Conditionally
Acceptable
construction or

should be

Normally
Unacceptable

New construction or
development should

Clearly
Unacceptable

New construction or
development should

New
development

undertaken not be

assumption that any buildings
involved are of normal,
conventional construction,
without any special noise
insulation requirements.

only after a
detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirement is
made and needed noise

insulation features are
included in the design.
Conventional construction,

but with closed windows and
fresh air supply systems or
air conditioning, will normally
suffice.

generally be discouraged. If
new construction or
development does proceed,
a detailed analysis of the
noise reduction requirements
must be made and needed

noise insulation features
included in the design.
Outdoor areas must be
shielded.

generally
undertaken.  Construction
costs to make the indoor
environment acceptable
would be prohibitive, and
the outdoor environment
would not be acceptable.

Lgn: day-night noise level; CNEL:

Source: City of Anaheim 2020.

Community Noise Equivalent Level; dB: decibels
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For single-family residential land uses impacted by construction, the “normally acceptable” and
“conditionally acceptable” community noise levels according to the compatibility matrix would be
60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) and 70 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL),
respectively. If the noise levels from construction are below 65 dBA CNEL then no changes to the
intended construction plans are required; however, if the levels are above 65 dBA CNEL then
noise reduction measures may need to be considered to reduce the noise impact to the
surrounding land uses.

Additionally, the Noise Element has established goals/polices to manage the noise impact
throughout the City of Anaheim. The pertinent goals are as follows:

Land Use Planning and Design

e Goal 1.1, Policy 1: Update City regulations to adopt Land Use Compatibility for
Community Noise Exposure and California Interior and Exterior Noise Standards
as appropriate.

o Goal 1.1, Policy 2: Continue to enforce acceptable noise standards consistent with
health and quality of life goals and employ effective techniques of noise abatement
through such means as noise ordinance, building codes, and subdivision and
zoning regulations.

Non-Transportation Related Noise Sources

e Goal 3.1, Policy 1: Discourage new projects located in commercial or
entertainment areas from exceeding stationary-source noise standards at the
property line of proximate residential or commercial uses, as appropriate.

e Goal 3.1, Policy 2: Prohibit new industrial uses from exceeding commercial or
residential stationary-source noise standards at the most proximate land uses, as
appropriate. (Industrial noise may spill over to proximate industrial uses so long as
the combined noise does not exceed the appropriate industrial standards.)

o Goal 3.1, Policy 3: Enforce standards to regulate noise from construction activities.
Particular emphasis shall be placed on the restriction of the hours in which work
other than emergency work may occur. Discourage construction work on
weekends or holidays except in the case of construction proximate to schools
where these operations could disturb the classroom environment.

e Goal 3.1, Policy 4: Require that construction equipment operate with mufflers and
intake silencers no less effective than originally equipped.

e Goal 3.1, Policy 5: Encourage the use of portable noise barriers for heavy
equipment operations performed within 100 feet of existing residences or make
applicant provide evidence to why the use of such barriers is infeasible.
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Noise Impact Analysis

The following questions correspond to the questions in the Noise section of the Initial Study
Checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Question A: Would the Project result in generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies?

Less than Significant with Mitigation.

Construction Noise

The Project involves construction of a groundwater treatment plant and ancillary water distribution
at five distinct sites. The Santa Cruz Site would also include the construction of two new
groundwater supply wells. Local land uses proximate to the Project sites would be subject to
elevated noise levels due to the operation of construction equipment. Construction activities are
carried out in discrete steps, each of which has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its
own noise characteristics. Construction phases may include pavement cutting and removal,
trenching, pipeline construction, backfilling, and water treatment infrastructure construction.
Construction of the Project would generally be limited to weekdays for an eight-hour period
between 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, with no activity at night or on weekends or federal holidays, except
for during well drilling activities at the Santa Cruz Site, which would require overnight construction
activities. The Project would be exempt from the requirements of Section 6.70, as the Project
would result in sound created by governmental units or their contractors and is deemed necessary
by the Director of Public Works or Building Official. This would allow for Project construction to
exceed 60 decibels at the property line, and to allow for construction to occur from 7:00 PM to
7:00 AM (i.e., overnight). Although the AMC has no restrictions on the magnitude of construction
noise generated between 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM during weekdays, and the Project is exempt from
the requirements of this ordinance, the Noise Element requires the land use compatibility matrix
to be satisfied for community noise.

Construction noise levels reported in the USEPA’s Noise from Construction Equipment and
Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances were used to estimate future construction
noise levels for the Project (Psomas 2021c). Typically, the estimated construction noise levels
are governed primarily by equipment that produces the highest noise levels. Construction noise
levels for each generalized construction phase (i.e., ground clearing/demolition, excavation,
foundation/building construction, paving, and site cleanup) are based on a typical construction
equipment mix for a public works project and do not include use of atypical and/or
vibration-intensive equipment (e.g., impact pile drivers). All construction equipment is anticipated
to be fitted with the original equipment manufacturer or manufacturer approved equivalent
mufflers or intake silencers to maintain, at minimum, published noise emission levels. The
construction phases for each of the distinct Project sites vary due to the anticipated construction
needs. In addition, well drilling construction would occur at the Santa Cruz Site, and well
rehabilitation activities would occur at the Katella Avenue and Brookhurst Sites.

The degree to which noise-sensitive receptors are affected by construction activities depends
heavily on their proximity. Estimated noise levels at the nearest noise sensitive uses attributable
to the development of the Project Sites are shown in Table 14.
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TABLE 14
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT RECEPTORS

Noise Level at
Average Distance

Noise Level at
Closest Distance

Construction Phase (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq)
Willow Park Site
Distance (ft) 15 260
Ground Clearing 88 64
Excavation 88 64
Foundation/Building Construction 88 64
Paving and Site Cleanup 94 70
Katella Avenue Site
Distance (ft) 15 170
Excavation 88 67
Foundation/Building Construction 88 67
Well Rehabilitation 88 67
Paving and Site Cleanup 94 73
Santa Cruz Site
Distance (ft) 60 365
Excavation 86 71
Foundation/Building Construction 77 62
Well Drilling Construction 86 71
Paving and Site Cleanup 82 67

Santa Cruz Site Pipeline Installation (along East Orangewood Avenue)

Distance (ft) 25 800
Excavation 84 54
Foundation/Building Construction 84 54
Paving and Site Cleanup 90 60

Santa Cruz Site Pipeline Installation (along South Anaheim Way)

Distance (ft) 25 400
Excavation 84 60
Foundation/Building Construction 84 60
Paving and Site Cleanup 90 66
Brookhurst Site
Distance (ft) 10 120
Ground Clearing 92 70
Excavation 92 70
Foundation/Building Construction 92 70
Well Rehabilitation 92 70
Paving and Site Cleanup 98 76
Downtown Site
Distance (ft) 30 60
Excavation 82 76
Foundation/Building Construction 82 76
Paving and Site Cleanup 88 82

dBA: A-weighted decibels; Leq: Equivalent Noise Level; ft: feet

Source: Noise calculations in Appendix E.
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For construction of each Project sites’ groundwater treatment system (i.e., not including
pipelines), Table 14 shows both the maximum and average distance construction noise levels.
While individual pieces of construction equipment may operate at the closest distance, the
projected noise created from construction is a composite of heavy equipment pieces working
together and the physical limitations of proximity due to the size of the equipment would preclude
all pieces working at the most proximate location. Maximum noise levels represent the noise
levels from construction occurring at the closest point of the Project site to the closest point of the
property line of the nearest land use/receptor. These maximum noise levels would occur only
intermittently because construction equipment moves around the site and is at the site boundary
for only short periods of time. The average distance noise levels represent the noise exposure to
sensitive uses based on the distance from the center of the on-site area to the closest property
line of a noise sensitive use/receptor. Because noise exposure at average distances constitute
the maijority of noise exposure during construction activities, this condition will be used for the
evaluation to determine whether mitigation measures are required.

Noise levels at the receptor sites would be reduced as the listener moves away from the Project
boundary or is shielded by structures in the receptor area. Noise levels from anticipated
Project-related construction activities for the five distinct Project sites vary at the following
locations:

Willow Park Site

e Maximum Noise Levels 88 to 94 dBA Leq
o Average Noise Levels 64 to 70 dBA Leq

The Willow Park Site is surrounded by single-family residences land uses. Although the AMC has
no restrictions on the magnitude of construction noise generated between 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM
during weekdays, the Noise Element requires the land use compatibility matrix to be satisfied for
community noise. For the site to be “conditionally acceptable” (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL) under noise
exposures at an average distance, the Equivalent Continuous Noise Levels (dBA Leq) due to
construction need to be 75 dBA or less for an 8-hour workday. The average noise levels satisfies
this requirement. Therefore, this site does not require mitigation measures to reduce
Project-related construction measures.

Katella Avenue Site

e Maximum Noise Levels 88 to 94 dBA Leq
o Average Noise Levels 67 to 73 dBA Leg

The Katella Avenue Site is adjacent to an auditorium and commercial land uses. The AMC has
no restrictions of construction noise between 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM during weekdays for this site,
while the Noise Element’s community noise compatibility matrix of “conditionally acceptable” (i.e.,
77 dBA CNEL) for commercial land uses, the Leq due to construction needs to be 81 dBA or less
for an 8 hour work day. The average noise levels satisfies this requirement. Therefore, this site
does not require mitigation measures to reduce Project-related construction measures.

Multi-family residential land uses located approximately 400 feet away are represented by the
average distance noise level. The AMC has no restrictions of construction noise between 7:00 AM
to 7:00 PM during weekdays for this site, while the Noise Element’s community noise compatibility
matrix of “conditionally acceptable” (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL) for residential land uses, the Leq due to
construction needs to be 75 dBA or less for an 8 hour work days. The anticipated construction
noise levels at the multi-family residential land uses satisfy the Noise Element's compatibility
matrix requirements.
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Santa Cruz Site

e Maximum Noise Levels 77 to 86 dBA Leq
e Average Noise Levels 62 to 71 dBA Leq

The Santa Cruz Site is adjacent to the I-5 freeway and commercial and industrial land uses. Per
Section 6.70 of the AMC, there are no restrictions on construction noise between 7:00 AM to 7:00
PM during weekdays for this site. However, the Noise Element’'s community noise compatibility
matrix of “conditionally acceptable” (i.e., 77 dBA CNEL) for commercial land uses require the
construction noise to be 81 dBA or less for an 8-hour workday. The average noise levels satisfies
this requirement.

Multi-family residential land uses located approximately 500 feet away are represented by the
average distance noise level. Per Section 6.70 of the AMC, there are no restrictions to
construction noise between 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM during weekdays for this site; however, due to
the Noise Element’'s community noise compatibility matrix of “conditionally acceptable” (i.e., 70
dBA CNEL) for residential land uses. Nighttime construction activities are penalized under the
CNEL noise metric to account for people’s sensitivity to noise during sleeping hours. The 24-hour
noise level for well drilling construction activities is 78 dBA CNEL would exceed the conditionally
acceptable noise level of 70 dBA CNEL. The anticipated construction noise levels at the
multi-family residential land uses exceed the Noise Element’s compatibility matrix requirements
prior to the implementation of mitigation measures.

Although the Project would be exempt from the noise limits and construction timing constraints of
Section 6.70 of the AMC, 24-hour well drilling activities would result in noise levels which exceed
the City’s noise limits. MM 13-1 would reduce noise from well drilling activities during nighttime
hours. MM 13-1 requires that 24-foot tall sound barriers, with a minimum sound transmission
class (STC) of 25, shall be erected along all sides of the construction areas where continuous
construction activities would occur. As such, with implementation of MM 13-1, noise levels would
be reduced by 15-20 dBA CNEL and would result in noise levels of 63 dBA CNEL, which is below
the construction noise level limit of 70 dBA CNEL. As such, there would be a less than significant
impact with mitigation.

Pipeline Installation (Santa Cruz Site)

e Maximum Noise Levels 84 to 90 dBA Leq
e Average Noise Levels 54 to 60 dBA Lq at East Orangewood Avenue
e Average Noise Levels 60 to 66 dBA Leq at South Anaheim Way

The development of pipelines along East Orangewood Avenue would involve approximately 3,900
lineal feet of pipeline construction. Approximately 800 lineal feet of pipelines would be developed
along South Anaheim Way. Pipeline construction would occur in a linear manner and result in a
relatively brief noise exposure at an individual receptor location. This activity would occur
proximate to residences and commercial land uses along East Orangewood Avenue and
commercial land use along South Anaheim Way. The AMC has no construction noise restrictions
between 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM during weekdays for this site, while the Noise Element’'s community
noise compatibility matrix has a designation of “conditionally acceptable” (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL) for
residential land uses. As such, the Leq due to construction needs to be 75 dBA or less for an
8-hour workday. While noise levels would be high when equipment are working directly in front of
a specific location at nearby residential uses (i.e., during maximum noise level conditions), the
duration of exposure would be relatively minimal and noise levels under the condition of an
average distance would result in noise levels that would be below the City’s community noise
compatibility matrix.
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The land use to the east of the site is a commercial land use with a compatibility matrix of
“conditionally acceptable” (i.e., 77 dBA CNEL) requirement of 81 dBA Leq or less for an 8-hour
workday. While maximum noise levels would be high during construction equipment placed
directly in front of a specific location at local commercial uses, the duration of exposure would be
relatively minimal, and average noise levels would be below the City’s community noise
compatibility matrix. As such, there would be less than significant impacts and no mitigation
measures are required.

Brookhurst Site

e Maximum Noise Levels 92 to 98 dBA Leq
o Average Noise Levels 70 to 76 dBA Leq

The Brookhurst Site is adjacent to single-family residences land uses at the northern and southern
Project site boundaries. The AMC has no restrictions of construction noise between 7:00 AM to
7:00 PM during weekdays for this site. However, due to the Noise Element’s community noise
compatibility matrix of “conditionally acceptable” (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL) for residential land uses, the
Leq due to construction needs to be 75 dBA or less for an 8-hour workday. The average noise
levels do not satisfy this requirement. Therefore, MM 13-2 requires implementation of the
following to reduce construction noise from the Brookhurst site to a less than significant level:
construction of 10-foot-tall plywood barriers along the northern and southern boundaries of the
Project site to shield the construction equipment from nearby residential receptors. The barriers
shall reduce the estimated average construction noise levels to below 70 dBA Leq. With
implementation of MM 13-2, impacts to sensitive receptors near the Brookhurst Site would be
reduced to less than significant.

The land use to the west is commercial with a compatibility matrix of “conditionally acceptable”
(i.e., 77 dBA CNEL) requirement of 81 dBA Leq or less for an 8-hour workday. The average noise
levels satisfy this requirement. Therefore, this site does not require additional mitigation
measures.

Downtown Site

e Maximum Noise Levels 82 to 88 dBA Leq
o Average Noise Levels 76 to 82 dBA Leq

The Downtown Site is adjacent to residential land uses to the western, eastern, and southern
boundaries. The AMC has no restrictions of construction noise between 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM
during weekdays for this site. However, the Noise Element’s community noise compatibility matrix
of “conditionally acceptable” (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL) applies for residential land uses. As such, the
Leq due to construction needs to be 75 dBA or less for an 8-hour workday. The maximum and
average noise levels do not satisfy this requirement. The land use to the north is commercial with
a compatibility matrix of “conditionally acceptable” (i.e., 77 dBA CNEL) requirement of 81 dBA Leq
or less for an 8-hour workday. The average noise levels do not satisfy this requirement. Therefore,
MM 13-3 requires implementation of the following to reduce to construction noise from the
Downtown site to a less than significant level: construction of 10-foot-tall plywood barriers along
the northern, southern, and eastern Project boundary lines and 20-foot-tall plywood barriers along
the western boundary line of the Project site to shield construction equipment from the residential
receptors. The residential land uses along the west Project boundary are three stories tall and will
have direct-line-of sight to the Project site without a tall barrier. The barriers shall reduce the
estimated average construction noise levels to the surrounding land uses below 75 dBA Leq. With
implementation of MM 13-3, impacts to nearby residential receptors would be less than significant.
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Operational Noise

The Project sites would generate noise during the operations phase of the Project. Noise
produced during the operations phase include both traffic-related noise from worker trips as well
as stationary sources of noise from pumps and generators. In terms of traffic noise, an existing
employee would visit the Project sites to monitor and maintain the facilities and would generate
nominal new vehicle trips related to these activities. As such, the Project would not generate a
substantial increase in traffic-related noise. For stationary sources of noise, the use of the
emergency generator would be very limited during testing and maintenance and the infrequent
occurrence of power outages. The generator would be properly muffled and enclosed in protective
shrouds/housing for security reasons and to minimize noise transmission. The well and booster
pump equipment would be the primary sources of long-term noise due to the constant use for
water treatment and conveyance. The pumps for the Project sites are rated at 50 horsepower
(HP) with the exception of two 400 HP pumps at the Santa Cruz Site.

Table 15 presents the estimated noise levels for plant operations at each of the Project sites with
respect to the nearest land uses. Noise is attenuated by the distance of the noise source to noise
receptors. Note that any structures that obstruct the view of the pumps to noise receptors would
also further attenuate noise levels; however, no acoustical reductions were accounted in this
analysis.

As discussed previously, the AMC, under Section 6.70.010, has set forth allowable noise levels
of no greater than 60 decibels at any point at the property line. However, as described above, the
Project would be exempt from the requirements of Section 6.70, as the Project would result in
sound created by governmental units or their contractors and is deemed necessary by the Director
of Public Works or Building Official. Regardless, for best practices, the following analysis ensures
that operational noise levels from the Project would be 60 or less at the property line. Table 15
shows that all the Project Sites, with the exception of the Downtown Site, would not exceed
Section 6.70 provisions with noise levels being below the AMC noise limit of 60 dB at the property
line. The Downtown Site would result in noise levels that exceed the 60 dB noise limit at the
nearest land uses. The Downtown Site would exceed the noise limit at the elevated balconies for
the multifamily residential use across the alleyway to the west of the Project site because it does
not have the noise attenuation benefit of the existing 8-foot perimeter wall at the Project site.
Therefore, MM 13-4 is required at this Site, which lists alternatives to reduce to operational noise
from pumps to a less than significant level. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.
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TABLE 15
ESTIMATED OPERATION NOISE LEVELS AT NEARBY RECEPTORS
Anticipated
Anticipated Maximum
Pump Noise Exceeds Pump Noise Exceeds
Noise Levels without Limit Levels With Limit
Distance Limit Mitigation Pre- Mitigation Post-
Project Site Receptor (ft) (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq) Mitigation? (dBA Leq) Mitigation?
Willow Park Site Residences 180 60 53 No N/A N/A
Katella Avenue Site | Commercial 170 60 54 No N/A N/A
Santa Cruz Site Commercial 80 60 59 No NA NA
Brookhurst Site Residences 60 60 58 No N/A N/A
Downtown Site — | pocidence 50 60 56 No N/A N/A
Ground Level
Downtown Site —
Elevated Residence 50 60 65 Yes 60 No
Balcony

ft: feet; dBA: A-weighted decibels; Leq: Equivalent Noise Level; N/A: not applicable
Source: Noise calculations in Appendix E.

Question B: Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels?

Less than Significant Impact. As is typical of most cities and counties in California, there are no
applicable City standards for vibration-induced annoyance or structural damage from vibration.
Caltrans has adopted vibration damage thresholds, which are shown in Table 16, to assess the
potential for structural damage from vibration. The structural damage threshold for “older
residential structures” of 0.3 peak particle velocity (ppv) inch per second (in/sec) for
continuous/frequent (i.e., intermittent) sources is most applicable to this analysis. For commercial
and industrial buildings proximate to the Project sites, 0.5 ppv is applicable to this analysis.

TABLE 16
VIBRATION DAMAGE THRESHOLD CRITERIA
Maximum ppv (in/sec)
Continuous/Frequent
Structure and Condition Transient Sources Intermittent Sources
Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments 0.12 0.08
Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1
Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25
Older residential structures 0.5 0.3
New residential structures 1.0 0.5
Modern industrial/commercial buildings 20 0.5

ppv: peak particle velocity; in/sec: inch(es) per second

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

Source: Caltrans 2013.
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The Caltrans vibration annoyance thresholds are shown in Table 17. These thresholds are used
to assess the potential for a significant vibration impact for human annoyance; and annoyance is
evaluated within occupied buildings. The vibration annoyance response of “distinctly perceptible”
of 0.24 ppv is most applicable to this analysis.

TABLE 17
VIBRATION ANNOYANCE THRESHOLDS

Average Human Response ppVv
Severe 2.0
Strongly perceptible 0.9
Distinctly perceptible 0.24
Barely perceptible 0.035
ppv: peak particle velocity
Source: Psomas 2021a.

Site development, asphalt removal, excavation, and repaving would occur at each Project site
and along East Orangewood Avenue and Anaheim Way. These construction activities would
generate vibration. These activities involve the use of typical off-road vehicles and stationary
equipment. Pile driving and blasting are generally the sources of the most severe vibration during
construction. Neither pile driving nor blasting would be used during Project construction. Table 18
summarizes typical vibration levels associated with construction activities for various
vibration-inducing pieces of equipment, not all of which would be required for the Project.

TABLE 18
VIBRATION LEVELS FOR
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Equipment ppvV at 25 ft (in/sec)

Pile driver (impact) up;?er range 1.518

typical 0.644
Pile driver (sonic) upper range 0.734

typical 0.170
Vibratory roller 0.210
Large bulldozer 0.089
Caisson drilling 0.089
Loaded trucks 0.076
Jackhammer 0.035
Small bulldozer 0.003
ppv: peak particle velocity; ft: feet; in/sec: inches per second
Source: Psomas 2021a.

Table 19 summarizes the anticipated vibration levels (measured in ppv) at each Project site and
for pipeline construction associated with the Santa Cruz Site. It should be noted that, although it
is not anticipated that the Project would use small or large bulldozers, the equipment is included
to represent vibration from similar vibration-generating equipment such as a crane or an
excavator. Vibration levels are based at the nearest land use and structure to each of the
construction areas.
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TABLE 19
ESTIMATED VIBRATION LEVELS AT NEAREST RECEPTORS
Vibration Threshold (Building
Construction Phase Vibration Level (ppv) Damage/Annoyance ppv) Exceeds

Willow Park Site Assessed at 60 feet from Building
Vibratory roller 0.056
Large bulldozer 0.024
Small bulldozer 0.001 0.3/0.24 No
Jackhammer 0.009
Loaded trucks 0.020

Katella Avenue Site Assessed at 25 feet from Building

Vibratory roller 0.210
Large bulldozer 0.089
Small bulldozer 0.003 0.5/24 No
Jackhammer 0.035
Loaded trucks 0.076

Santa Cruz Site Assessed at 10 feet from Building
Vibratory roller 0.040
Caisson Drill 0.017
Large bulldozer 0.017

0.5/0.24 No

Small bulldozer 0.001
Jackhammer 0.007
Loaded trucks 0.015

Brookhurst Site Assessed at 60 feet from Building
Vibratory roller 0.056
Large bulldozer 0.024
Small bulldozer 0.001 0.3/0.24 No
Jackhammer 0.009
Loaded trucks 0.020

Downtown Site Assessed at 25 feet from Building
Vibratory roller 0.210
Large bulldozer 0.089
Small bulldozer 0.003 0.3/0.24 No
Jackhammer 0.035
Loaded trucks 0.076

Pipeline Installation (Santa Cruz Site) Assessed at 25 feet from Building

Vibratory roller 0.210
Large bulldozer 0.089
Small bulldozer 0.003 0.3/0.24 No
Jackhammer 0.035
Loaded trucks 0.076
ppv: peak particle velocity
Vibration calculations can be found in Appendix E.

As shown in Table 19, vibration levels would not exceed the building damage and annoyance
thresholds when construction activities occur closest to the nearest offsite building at the Project
sites. Buildings located further from these analyzed locations would be exposed to lower levels of
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project-related vibration. There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is
required.

Question C: For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land
use plan or, where such plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the Project result in exposure of
people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The Project sites are located to the east of Seal Beach VORTAC SLI and southeast
of Fullerton Municipal Airports. The Willow Park Site is the most proximate to the airfield at
approximately 3.75 miles from the Fullerton Municipal runway while the Katella site is most distant
at approximately 8 miles from the Seal Beach VORTAC SLI runway.

Since the Project sites are not in the vicinity of an airstrip or airport land use, the Project site would
have no impact onto the land uses impacted by aircraft noise.

Mitigation Program

Mitigation Measures

MM 13-1 During nighttime construction activity (i.e., from 7 PM to 7 AM), the Construction
Contractor shall ensure that the following best management practices for sound
barriers are implemented at the wells at the Santa Cruz Site. During nighttime
construction activities, 24-foot tall sound barriers, with a minimum sound
transmission class (STC) rating of 25, must be erected along all sides of the
construction area where continuous construction activities would occur.

MM 13-2 During construction activities at the Brookhurst Site, sound barriers shall be
erected to a height of at least 10 feet along the Project site’s north and south
boundary lines to shield construction noise to the nearby residential land uses. The
sound barriers would consist of either plywood with a thickness of % inch or greater
or sound blankets with a minimum Sound Transmission Class (STC) of 25 with no
gaps along the barrier with no gaps along the barrier.

MM 13-3 During construction activities at the Downtown Site, sound barriers shall be erected
to a height of at least 10 foot tall plywood barriers shall be constructed along the
Project site’s south and east boundary lines and 20 foot tall barriers along the west
boundary line to shield construction noise to the nearby residential land uses. The
sound barriers would consist of either plywood with a thickness of % inch or greater
or sound blankets with a minimum STC of 25 with no gaps along the barrier.

MM 13-4 For the Downtown Site, one of the following alternatives shall be implemented for
proposed on-site pumps to minimize pump noise during operation of the Project:

¢ Pump equipment require acoustic lagging with a minimum STC of 20.

o Enclose the pump equipment to shield noise to the nearest receptors. The
enclosure shall consist of either masonry or be buried underground.

e Develop a sound wall between the pump equipment and receptors. The height
of the sound wall shall be designed so there is no line-of-sight between the
pump equipment and receptors.
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o Place the booster pump near a building or existing wall that provides a
complete obstruction in the line of sight between the pump all nearby
residential uses.

o Site booster pump at least 100 feet away from the property line of any
residential uses.

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Question A: Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

No Impact. The proposed Project involves construction of water infrastructure equipment on
existing City properties, and would not result in the construction of any new residences or
businesses. The Project would not result in the generation of additional population or provide
additional long-term employment opportunities. Therefore, the Project would not generate
additional population or cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections, nor
would it induce substantial growth in the area either directly or indirectly. Therefore, there would
be no impact to population growth, and no mitigation is required.

Question B: Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not result in the removal or demolition of any existing
residential units because there are no existing residential uses on the properties. Therefore, no
impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Question A: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 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:

Fire Protection?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not adversely impact fire protection because no
population increase or shifts in population would occur and no new structures would be built as a
result of the Project. The proposed Project would not include any residential population or
increase the number of employees at the facilities. Therefore, the Project would have no impact
on fire protection services, and no mitigation is required.

Police Protection?
No Impact. The proposed Project would not adversely impact police protection because no

population increase or shifts in population would occur and no new structures would be built as a
result of the Project. The proposed Project would not include any residential population or
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increase the number of employees at the facilities. Therefore, the Project would have no impact
on police protection services, and no mitigation is required.

Schools?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not adversely impact schools because no population
increase or shifts in population would occur and no new structures would be built as a result of
the Project. The proposed Project would not include any residential population or increase the
number of employees at the facilities. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on schools
and no mitigation is required.

Parks?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Downtown, Katella Avenue, Brookhurst, and Santa Cruz
Sites are not located near parks and would have no impact. The Willow Park Site is an
approximately 2.1-acre disturbed site occupied by an existing public restroom facility and utility
building. The site is located within the park, which contains both active and passive uses, including
a basketball court, play structure, baseball diamond, and seating areas. The proposed Project
involves installation of a groundwater treatment plant north of an existing APU groundwater supply
well site within the existing park. The treatment system would be fenced and would not interfere
with park uses after construction is complete. As part of the Project, an electrical transformer
would be moved into the treatment plant. A minimum of 8 trees would be removed including
several trees to the west of the existing building. However, the work would not change the overall
character or use of the park. During construction, the park would remain open, but temporary
fencing would be set around the work area for public safety. Therefore, impacts related to parks
would be less than significant.

Other Public Facilities?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not adversely impact other public facilities, such as
libraries and community centers, because no population increase or shifts in population would
occur and no new structures would be built as a result of the Project. The proposed Project would
not include any residential population or increase the number of employees at the facilities.
Therefore, the Project would have no impact on other public facilities and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
XVI. RECREATION

Question 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not increase the use of parks
because no population increase or shifts in population would occur and no occupied structures
would be built as a result of the Project. The proposed Project would not include any residential
population or increase the number of employees at the facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Question B: Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not require the construction of
expansion of recreational facilities because no population increase or shifts in population would
occur and no new structures would be built as a result of the Project. The proposed Project would
not include any residential population or increase the number of employees at the facilities.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
XVIl. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Question A: Would the project conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian?

Less Than Significant Impact. Project construction could temporarily increase vehicular traffic
on the surrounding street system due to worker trips, off-site staging areas, as well as haul truck
and delivery trips. However, these impacts would be short in duration and temporary in nature.
Truck routes are defined in the City General Plan and AMC Chapter 14.48 (Anaheim 2004a). The
Project would comply with these existing requirements. The following temporary construction
activities would take place on the sites to allow construction equipment to safely enter and exit
the properties during construction.

¢ Brookhurst Site: Temporary lane closure on Brookhurst for piping and tie into water main.
Work would require coordination with Southern California Edison (SCE) as they have
power lines above site.

e Katella Avenue Site: None.

e Downtown Site: Temporary lane impacts on Ellsworth Avenue and Claudina Street.
Temporary parking impacts to the parking lot to the north while restriping occurs.

¢ Willow Park Site: The park will remain open, but temporary fencing would be set around
the work area for public safety.

e Santa Cruz Site: Temporary impacts while constructing new site entrances, sidewalks,
and piping near Santa Cruz Street, Stanford Court, Anaheim Way, and Orangewood Ave.

If lane closures are necessary, a Right-of-Way Construction Permit would be obtained from the
City Public Works Department and temporary traffic control devices would be implemented in
accordance with the MUTCD to minimize traffic disruptions.

After construction, each site would generally be visited daily for routine operation and
maintenance activities and trips to the site would be largely unchanged from the existing
operations. Each site would require the resin to be extracted and replaced periodically; however,
most of this work would occur on site, and would only result in a few trucks driving to and from
each site up to a few times per year.

R:\Projects\ANA\3ANA009305\Environmental Documentation\MND\Phase B MND-072721.docx 80 Environmental Evaluation



Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) operates public busses in the City. Bus
stops nearest to the sites are located:

Site Location/Route
Willow Park Site Intersection of Euclid Street and Crone Avenue (Route 37)
Downtown Site Intersection of Anaheim Boulevard and Santa Ana Street (Route 47)
Katella Avenue Site Intersection of Katella Avenue and Howell Avenue (Routes 50 and 757)
Brookhurst Site Intersection of Brookhurst Street and Crestwood Lane (Route 35)
Santa Cruz Site Intersection Anaheim Boulevard Orangewood Avenue (Route 83)

Source: OCTA 2021.

The Project is not expected to conflict with bus operations. Additionally, a standard condition of
the City’'s Right-of-Way Construction Permit requires permittees to notify OCTA prior to
implementing any lane closure. This existing requirement would ensure impacts to bus routes
would be minimized.

The traffic impacts from these activities would be minimal, and disruptions to bus operations would
be minimized by routine compliance with Right-of-Way Construction Permits and coordination
with OCTA. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question B: Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 allows the lead agency to
establish appropriate methodologies to evaluate the significance of VMT caused by a project. The
City developed and adopted Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (Anaheim 2020). These guidelines
establish threshold of significance for projects conducted within the City. The adopted guidelines
define “Public Services” and “Projects generating less than 110 daily vehicle trips” as activities
that are presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact. The proposed Project
would be implemented to benefit the municipal water system, a public service. In addition, it is
estimated that during construction, approximately 15 workers would be on site on a given day,
which would result in far fewer than 110 daily vehicle trips. During operation, each site would be
visited by one vehicle per day, on average. Therefore, the transportation impacts would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question C: Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses?

No Impact. The proposed Project would require no new roadway construction. Any work
conducted in the roadway (e.g., pipeline installation) would return the road to its existing condition
upon completion. There would be no impact related to geometric design feature or incompatible
uses, and no mitigation is required.

Question D: Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would result in the construction and
operation of groundwater treatment equipment and water wells at existing City properties. Lane
closures might be necessary to facilitate pipeline construction in adjacent City streets. A City Right
of Way Construction Permit would be obtained prior to installing any temporary traffic control
devices, and work would be conducted in accordance with the MUTCD (Caltrans 2021b). The
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proposed Project would not result in any population increase that would affect emergency access.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
XVIIl. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

As discussed in Section V of this IS/IMND, other cultural resources, including historical resources,
archaeological resources, and human remains, were addressed, the impact analysis concluded
that impacts on these resources would be less than significant. For historic resources, the existing
Project site is not listed in the CRHR, the NRHP, California Historical Landmarks, or California
Points of Historical Interests lists. Additionally, the Project site is not included in a Local Register
of Historical Resources; on a map of Historical Resources; or on a map of Historic Districts. For
archaeological resources, the Impact Analysis concluded the Project could result in unanticipated
discovery of previously unknown archaeological resources. To reduce this impact, the analysis
required implementation of MM 5-1, which includes retaining a professional archaeologist to
evaluate the significance of archaeological resources and determine an appropriate course of
action as necessary. For human remains, the regulatory requirements that address the handling
of human remains if previously unknown human remains are encountered, as well as if the
remains are determined to be Native American. Compliance with the State-required regulations
would ensure such impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. It is worth noting that past
archaeological research and studies may have been conducted without the involvement of Native
American communities from this area. In those cases, the oral tradition and firsthand knowledge
of tribal cultural resources (TCR) passed down to their descendants of those communities may
not have been included in the research and studies, specifically from the Juanefio and Gabrielefio
communities that consider the City of Anaheim to fall within their ancestral territory.

The following analysis is based on these consultation efforts and addresses the potential for the
discovery of TCRs and the implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts to such
discoveries to a less than significant level.

METHODOLOGY

As discussed in Section V of this IS/MND, the NAHC conducted a SLF search for the project. The
search results are negative. Consistent with requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) and AB 52 (required for projects subject to CEQA analyses), the City
has sent letters to tribes that have expressed an interest in being consulted regarding Native
American resources for the projects being undertaken by City. Letters were sent to interested
tribal organizations on May 11 and May 24, 2021.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Question 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:

a) 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).
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No Impact. For purposes of impact analysis, a tribal cultural resource is considered a site, feature,
place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or object which is of cultural value to a California Native
American Tribe and is either eligible for the CRHR or a local register. As indicated in Section V of
this IS/IMND, based on a 2021 SCCIC record search results there are no resources on the Project
site that are currently listed on the CRHR. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have an
impact on a tribal cultural resource that is listed or eligible for listing on the CRHR or a local
register. No significant impacts were identified, and mitigation is not required.

b) 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. In
applying the 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.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation. The second component of this threshold is if the
proposed Project would impact a tribal cultural 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 Native American tribe. Subdivision (c) states:

A resource may be listed as an historical resource in the California Register if it meets any
of the following CRHR criteria:

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high
artistic values.

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Based on information available through the record searches at the SCCIC and the NAHC, and
the long-term past use of the Project sites, there is no information available that indicates there
are significant tribal resources within the Project area that would be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1. However, as noted in Section
above, the City requested consultation with tribes that notified the City of a desire to be consulted
with regarding the Project.

Certified letters were sent to tribal organizations on May 24, 2021. The City received two
responses from interested tribal representatives:

e On June 10, 2021, Joyce Perry of Belardes/Juanefio Band of Mission Indians,
Acjachemen Nation: Belardes requested consultation and copies of the CHRIS records
search and literature review results. Psomas provided copies of the CHRIS results to Ms.
Perry on June 11, 2021. Consultation between the City and Belardes/Juanefio Band of
Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation was conducted by email.

e OnJune 11, 2021, Andy Salas (the Tribal Chair), for the Gabrielefio Band of Mission
Indians — Kizh Nation: Mr. Salas requested consultation his organization and the City.
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Consultation between the City and the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation
was conducted by email.

Consultation between the City and the tribal representatives of both Belardes/Juanefio Band of
Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation, and the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation,
did not identify tribal cultural resources within the proposed Project sites. Though, as indicated
above, this area of Orange County was settled by the ancestors of the Juanefio and
Gabrieleno/Tongva and continues to be inhabited by their descendants today. Therefore, there is
always the possibility that undiscovered intact cultural resources, including tribal cultural
resources eligible for the CRHR or a local register, may be present below the surface in native
sediments.

Given the lack of evidence of known resources at the proposed Project sites, the City’s
assessment is that the impacts would be less than significant, however, the City will implement
MM 18-1, MM 18-2, and MM 18-3 to address the Tribe’s concerns during construction activities.

Mitigation Program

The following mitigation measure is required for the Willow Park, Downtown, Katella Avenue,
Brookhurst, and Santa Cruz Sites to reduce impacts to less than significant levels and they will
be incorporated into the Mitigation Program for this IS/MND.

MM 18-1 Prior to the commencement of any grading and/or construction activity, the
Contractor shall retain a qualified Native American Monitor (Tribal Monitor)
acceptable to the Juanefio Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation-Belardes
(the Tribe). The Contractor shall invite representatives from the Tribe to attend a
construction kickoff meeting. The Tribal representatives may use this meeting to
present information to the Contractor about identifying and protecting any tribal
cultural resources that may be encountered when monitoring is not required. The
Tribal Monitor will only be present on-site during the construction phases that
involve ground-disturbing activities within undisturbed native sediments during
activities subject to the grading plans associated with the Project’s grading permit.
Ground disturbing activities may include, activities such as potholing or auguring,
boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the Project site. Monitoring shall
not be required while drilling the water wells at the Santa Cruz Site. The Tribal
Monitor will complete daily monitoring logs that will provide descriptions of the
day’s activities, including construction activities, locations, soil, and any cultural
materials identified. The on-site monitoring shall end when the Project site grading
and excavation activities are completed, or when the Tribal Representatives or
Tribal Monitor have indicated that the Project site has a low potential for impacting
archaeological or tribal cultural resources. Construction may proceed without
monitoring if the Tribe fails to commit a tribal monitor/consultant that can
accommodate the project schedule within fourteen (14) days of the notice to
proceed.

MM 18-2 Prior to the commencement of any grading and/or construction activity, the
Contractor shall retain a qualified Native American Monitor (Tribal Monitor)
acceptable to the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation (the Tribe).
The Contractor shall invite representatives from the Tribe to attend a construction
kickoff meeting. The Tribal representatives may use this meeting to present
information to the Contractor about identifying and protecting any tribal cultural
resources that may be encountered when monitoring is not required. The Tribal
Monitor will only be present on-site during the construction phases that involve
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MM 18-3

ground-disturbing activities within undisturbed native sediments during activities
subject to the grading plans associated with the Project’s grading permit. Ground
disturbing activities may include activities such as potholing or auguring, boring,
grading, excavation, and trenching, within the Project site. Monitoring shall not be
required while drilling the water wells at the Santa Cruz Site. The Tribal Monitor
will complete daily monitoring logs that will provide descriptions of the day’s
activities, including construction activities, locations, soil, and any cultural
materials identified. The on-site monitoring shall end when the Project site grading
and excavation activities are completed, or when the Tribal Representatives or
Tribal Monitor have indicated that the Project site has a low potential for impacting
archaeological or tribal cultural resources. Construction may proceed without
monitoring if the Tribe fails to commit a tribal monitor/consultant that can
accommodate the project schedule within fourteen (14) days of the notice to
proceed.

Upon discovery of any Tribal Cultural Resources, construction activities shall
cease in the immediate vicinity of the find (not less than the surrounding 100 feet)
until the find can be assessed. All Tribal Cultural Resources unearthed by project
construction activities shall be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist meeting the
Secretary of Interior standards and the Tribal Monitor. If the resources are Native
American in origin, the Project Archaeologist and the Tribal Monitor shall notify the
City and any other Tribes participating in monitoring that has been identified by the
NAHC as being affiliated with the area, regarding treatment and curation of these
resources.

Typically, the Tribes will retain it/them in the form and/or manner the Tribe deems
appropriate for educational, cultural, and/or historic purposes. If human remains
and/or grave goods are discovered or recognized at the Project site, all ground
disturbance shall immediately cease, and the county coroner shall be notified per
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, and Health & Safety Code Section
7050.5. Human remains and grave/burial goods shall be treated alike per
California Public Resources Code section 5097.98(d)(1) and (2). Work may
continue on other parts of the Project Site while evaluation and, if necessary,
mitigation takes place (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[f]).

If a non-Native American resource is determined by the Project Archaeologist to
constitute a “historical resource” or “unique archaeological resource”, time and
funding sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures, or
appropriate mitigation, must be available. The treatment plan established for the
resources, shall be in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f) for
historical resources and PRC Sections 21083.2(b) for unique archaeological
resources. Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred manner of
treatment. If preservation in place is not feasible, treatment may include
implementation of archaeological data recovery excavations to remove the
resource along with subsequent laboratory processing and analysis. Any historic
archaeological material that is not Native American in origin shall be curated at a
public, non-profit institution with a research interest in the materials, such as the
Cooper Center, Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, or the Fowler
Museum, if such an institution agrees to accept the material. If no institution
accepts the archaeological material, it shall be offered to a local school or historical
society in the area for educational purposes.
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Question A: Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric
power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact. Proposed Project activities include minor electrical upgrades,
such as installing new transformers, switchgear, and larger-capacity electrical cabinets to
accommodate the new pumping equipment. However, the proposed Project would access
existing electrical lines and would not require upgrading distribution electrical equipment or other
utility services. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question B: Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry
and multiple dry years (including large-scale developments as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 21151.9 and described in Question No. 20 of
the Environmental Information Form)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would be implemented to return existing
groundwater wells to active use and install two new water wells. The groundwater basin is actively
managed by OCWD (OCWD 2015). Groundwater extraction rates are reported to OCWD to
ensure the groundwater basin is not over-extracted. The proposed Project would be implemented
for improved reliability of the water system and to serve existing customers. The Project would
reduce reliance on distant water sources supplied by Metropolitan Water District. Impacts would
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question C: Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. It is anticipated that most stormwater and other discharges
permitted to flow to the storm drain system from the Project sites would be conveyed to existing
storm drains and flood control channels as allowed by an existing NPDES permit (Order
2014-0194-DWQ). The volume of wastewater would be consistent with the existing conditions.
Additionally, the onsite sewer system connections will be built in accordance with State and local
building and plumbing codes and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Question D: Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards,
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would generate temporary construction
debris such as concrete, asphalt, and other miscellaneous materials. These materials would be
recycled and salvaged to the extent practicable, but some material will require transportation and
disposal at landfills or other disposal sites. Daily operation of the sites would result in minor
amount of generated waste. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Question E: Would the project comply with Federal, State, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would generate temporary construction
debris such as concrete, asphalt, and other miscellaneous materials. The Project would be
required to follow all federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations.
Spent resin waste would be characterized and handled and transported in accordance with
USEPA and DTSC requirements. Complying with existing laws and regulations would result in
the impacts being less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Question F: Would the project result in a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial
alterations related to electricity?

Less Than Significant Impact. Electricity for the proposed Project would be provided by the
APU’s Electric Services Division. The APU’s distribution system consists of aboveground and
underground transmission and distribution lines and several substations located throughout the
City. APU has confirmed that it is capable of meeting the future demands generated by the
proposed Project (Sanks 2021b). Although a significant impact would not occur, adherence to
RR 19-1 would ensure that no impacts would occur.

Question G: Would the project result in a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial
alterations related to natural gas?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Southern California Gas Company (SCGC) currently
provides natural gas service to the City of Anaheim, including the Project sites (SCGC 2021). The
service would be provided in accordance with SCGC'’s policies and extension rules on file with
the California Public Utilities Commission. Therefore, a significant impact related to the need for
new systems or supplies or substantial alterations related to natural gas would not occur. Although
a significant impact would not occur, adherence to PDF 19-1 would ensure that no impacts would
occur.

Question H: Result in a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial alterations
related to telephone service?

No Impact. The proposed Project involves construction of groundwater treatment plants and
ancillary facilities at five separate sites throughout the City. Development of the Project would not
create an increase in the demand on the telephone service system. No impact would occur, and
no mitigation is required.

Question I: Would the project result in a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial
alterations related to television service/reception?

No Impact. The proposed Project involves construction of groundwater treatment plants and
ancillary facilities at five separate sites throughout the City. Development of the Project would not
create an increase in the demand on television service/reception. No impact would occur, and no
mitigation is required.
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Mitigation Program

Regulatory Requirement

The following regulatory requirement will be incorporated into the Mitigation Program for this
IS/MND.

RR 191 Prior to approval of the grading permit and throughout the construction process,
the Contractor shall coordinate with all utility providers to ensure avoidance of any
notable service disruptions during the extension of, relocation of, upgrade of, or
connection to services.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
XX.  WILDFIRE

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project:

Question A: Would the project Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?

Question B: Would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

Question C: Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

Question D: Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-
fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

No Impact. The Project sites are located in highly urbanized areas of the City, and there are no
large, undeveloped areas and/or steep slopes on or near the sites that may pose wildfire hazards.
The sites and the surrounding areas are not located in designated VHFHSZ, as identified by
CalFire or Special Protection Areas designated in the City General Plan (Anaheim 2004a; CalFire
2011). Rather, the sites are within a Non-VHFHSZ area. Implementation of the proposed Project
would not expose people or structures directly or indirectly to a significant risk of loss or death
associated wildland fires. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Program

No mitigation is required.
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Question A: Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, substantially 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. There are no sensitive biological resources,
habitats, or species on the Project sites that would be affected by the proposed Project. Migratory
birds that may nest on the Project sites would be protected by compliance with MM 4-1. Impacts
on migratory birds would be less than significant after mitigation.

Due to the location of the Project sites in a developed, urban area that has been subjected to
previous disturbance related to urban development, the potential for discovery of archaeological
resources, disturbances of human resources, or paleontological resources is low and
development of the proposed Project is not expected to uncover any archaeological resources,
human resources, or paleontological. However, mitigation is incorporated into the proposed
Project and outlines steps to take if archaeological resources (MM 5-1) or paleontological
resources (MM 6-3) are discovered during construction. In addition, a Native American monitor
will be retained to observe grading activities in native sediment and to recover and catalogue tribal
cultural resources as necessary (MM 18-1). Implementation of MM 5-1 (archaeological
resources), MM 6-3 (paleontological resources), and MM 18-1 (tribal cultural resources) would
reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Question 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 with Mitigation. As identified in the preceding analysis provided
in Section 5 of this IS/MND, all project-level impacts have been determined to be less than
significant or mitigated to a level considered less than significant. Specifically, the following
mitigation measures as previously identified throughout this document would apply to reduce the
proposed Project’s impacts to less than significant levels: MM 4-1 previously identified in Section
IV, Biological Resources; MM 5-1 previously identified in Section V, Cultural Resources; MM 6-1
previously identified in Section VII, Geology and Soils; MMs 13-1 through 13-5 previously
identified in Section XIlII, Noise; and MMs 18-1 through 18-3 previously identified in Section XVIII,
Tribal Cultural Resources. Thus, the proposed Project's impacts would be limited and its
contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

Question C: Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation. Based on the preceding analysis provided in
Section 5.0, Environmental Evaluation, of this IS, implementation of the proposed Project, as
described in Section 3.0, Project Description, with adherence to applicable regulatory
requirements, would have no impact or less than significant impacts for the following
environmental issue areas: aesthetics; agriculture and forestry resources; air quality; energy;
greenhouse gas emissions; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; land
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use and planning; mineral resources; population and housing; public services; recreation;
transportation/traffic; utilities and service systems; and wildfire.

The proposed Project’s impacts on the following issue areas would be less than significant with
the implementation of project-specific mitigation measures: biological resources; cultural
resources; geology and soils; noise; and tribal cultural resources. All impacts would be less than
significant after mitigation.

Thus, the proposed Project would not result in environmental effects which would cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, with the implementation
of mitigation measures. All impacts would be less than significant after mitigation.
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Balancing the Natural and Built Environment

July 22,2021

Jonathan Sanks VIA EMAIL
Environmental Services and Safety Manager JSanks@anaheim.net
City of Anaheim, Public Utilities Department

201 South Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 1101

Anaheim, California 92805

Subject:  Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analyses Technical Memorandum for
the Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells

Dear Mr. Sanks:

This Letter Report presents the results of the air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions analyses for
the proposed Groundwater Treatment Plants Phase B and Groundwater Supply Wells in the City of
Anaheim, California (hereinafter referred to as the “Project”). This analysis addresses the potential air
quality impacts associated with the Project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (California Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California
Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15000 et seq.).

PROJECT SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project would include the construction of ion-exchange groundwater treatment, production,
and distribution facilities at five separate sites in the City of Anaheim. The Project site locations are
shown on Exhibits 1a through le, Regional Location and Local Vicinity, and are described in more detail
below. The proposed Project would install water treatment facilities at five sites. The number and size of
vessels at each treatment site will depend on the volume of water requiring treatment at each location.
While estimated dimensions are included in this technical report, exact sizes may vary to ensure the
treatment systems can adequately supply the necessary volume of water. To ensure continuous
availability of water, the treatment systems would operate up to 24 hours per day. To most efficiently
distribute the treated water, two new water supply wells would be installed at the Santa Cruz Site, and
additional wells would be rehabilitated to improve their water production capacity.

Environmental Setting and Descriptions

Willow Park Site

The Willow Park Site is an approximate one-acre disturbed site occupied by an existing public restroom
facility and utility building. The site is located within Willow Park, which contains both active

and passive uses, including a basketball court, play structure, baseball diamond, and seating 295 South Lake Avenue

areas. Single-family residential uses are located in the immediate area, across Crone Avenue Suite 1000
and Loara Street from the park and immediately adjacent to the park to the west. The Project Pasadena, CA 91101
includes installation of a groundwater treatment plant north of an existing Anaheim Public Tel 626.351.2000

Utilities (APU) water supply well site at the Willow Park Site. Fax 626.351.2030
www.Psomas.com
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Downtown Site

The Downtown Site is located on the corner of Ellsworth Avenue and Claudina Street, in the vicinity of
an existing APU substation. The site is 0.7 acres is size and is currently occupied by an APU building and
public surface parking lot that primarily serves the Anaheim Packing District, Farmer’s Park, and
Anaheim Brewery, as well as other dining and retail areas along Anaheim Boulevard. Other immediately
adjacent uses include multi-family residences to the west as well as single-family residences across
Ellsworth Avenue and Claudina Street. The Project includes installation of a groundwater treatment plant
at the Downtown site.

Katella Avenue Site

The Katella Avenue Site, located south of Katella Avenue and west of the railroad tracks, is an
approximately 0.6-acre site that is fully disturbed and paved, and is located north and west of the Angel
Stadium parking lot, and north and east of The Grove of Anaheim and associated existing tennis courts
and proximate to other park uses. The Project includes installation of a groundwater treatment plant at the
Katella Avenue Site.

Brookhurst Site

The Brookhurst Site is located within an electrical easement, east of Brookhurst Street and north of
railroad tracks. The site has been subject to historic disturbance and is currently occupied by a small
utility building, gravel parking area, and ornamental landscaping, including palms and other ornamental
trees. The Project includes installation of a groundwater treatment plant of an existing well site.

Santa Cruz Site

The Santa Cruz Site is located along Anaheim Way and Santa Cruz Street. The 3.3-acre site consists of
bare ground and is located west of Interstate 5. The site also extends along Anaheim Way and west along
and within the right-of-way of Orangewood Avenue. The Project includes installation of a groundwater
treatment plant and two new water supply wells, and the extension of approximately one mile of pipeline
beneath Anaheim Way and Orangewood Avenue at the Santa Cruz site.

AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

Relevant elements of the proposed Project related to the analysis of potential air quality impacts include
the construction and operation of water treatment facilities at five different site locations. This includes
(1) well drilling; (2) grading; (3) building construction; and (4) well rehabilitation.

The Project site is located in the Orange County portion of the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB), and, for
air quality regulation and permitting, is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD). The SoCAB is a 6,600-square-mile area bound by the Pacific Ocean to the west; the
San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east; and the San Diego County
line to the south. The SOCAB includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles,
Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, in addition to the San Gorgonio Pass area of Riverside County.
The SoCAB’s terrain and geographical location (i.e., a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and
low hills) determine its distinctive semi-arid climate, which is characterized by moderate temperatures,
oceanic influence, and precipitation that is limited to a few storms during the winter (i.e., November
through April).
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Existing Air Quality Conditions

Air quality data for the Project site is represented by the Anaheim-Pampas Lane monitoring station
located at 1630 West Pampas Lane, Anaheim. Pollutants measured at the Anaheim-Pampas Lane
Monitoring Station include ozone (O3), respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less
(PM10), fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), and nitrogen dioxide
(NO,). The monitoring data presented in Table 1, Air Quality Levels Measured at the Anaheim-Pampas
Lane Monitoring Station, were obtained from the California Air Resources Board (CARB; CARB 2021a).
Federal and State air quality standards are presented with the number of times those standards were

exceeded.
TABLE 1
AIR QUALITY LEVELS MEASURED AT THE ANAHEIM-PAMPAS
LANE MONITORING STATION
Days
Days State National
California National Standard Standard
Pollutant Standard Standard Year Max. Level Exceeded Exceeded
o 2017 0.090 0 0
3
(1 hour) 0.09 ppm None 2018 0.112 1 1
2019 0.096 1 1
2017 0.076 4 4
O3
(8 hour) 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm 2018 0.071 1 1
2019 0.082 1 1
2017 95.7 5 0
PM10 50 pg/m? 150 pg/m? 2018 94.6 2 0
(24 hour) :
2019 1271 4 0
10 2017 — — —
PM 3
(AAM) 20 pg/m None 2018 — — —
2019 — — —
NO 2017 0.081 0 0
2
(1 Hour) 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm 2018 0.066 0 0
2019 0.059 0 0
M2 2017 56.2 N/A 7
.5 3
(24 Hour) None 35 pg/m 2018 68.0 N/A 7
2019 37.1 N/A 4
—: Data Not Reported or insufficient data available to determine the value; O;: ozone; ppm: parts per million; PM10: respirable
particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; yg/m®: micrograms per cubic meter; AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean;
NO,: nitrogen dioxide; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less. N/A indicates that there is no
applicable standard.
a California maximum levels were used.
Source: CARB 2021a.
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Regulatory Background

Pollutants and Standards

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) defines seven criteria air pollutants: O3, carbon
monoxide (CO), NO,, sulfur dioxide (SO,), PM10, PM2.5, and lead. These pollutants are called criteria
pollutants because the USEPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for the
concentrations of these pollutants (USEPA 2021a). CARB has also established standards for the criteria
pollutants, known as California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), and the State standards are
generally more restrictive than the NAAQS. When a region has air quality that fails to meet the standards,
the USEPA and the CARB designate the region as “nonattainment” and the regional air quality agency
must develop plans to attain the standards. The following are the criteria pollutants and their health
effects.

* (s is a nearly colorless gas that is formed by photochemical reaction (when nitrogen dioxide is
broken down by sunlight). Ground-level O3 exposure can cause a variety of health problems,
including lung irritation, wheezing, coughing, pain when taking a deep breath, and breathing
difficulties during exercise or outdoor activities; permanent lung damage; aggravated asthma; and
increased susceptibility to respiratory illnesses.

¢ (O s a colorless and odorless toxic gas which, in the urban environment, is associated primarily
with the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in motor vehicles. CO combines with hemoglobin
in the bloodstream and reduces the amount of oxygen that can be circulated through the body. High
CO concentrations can lead to headaches, aggravation of cardiovascular disease, and impairment
of central nervous system functions.

e Nitrogen oxides (NOyx) are yellowish-brown gases, which at high levels can cause breathing
difficulties. NOy are formed when nitric oxide (a pollutant from internal combustion processes)
combines with oxygen.

e Sulfur dioxide (SO») is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-
containing fossil fuels. Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and difficulty in
breathing for children.

e PMI10 and PM2.5 refer to particulate matter less than ten microns and two and one-half microns in
diameter, respectively. Particulates of this size cause a greater health risk than larger-sized particles
since fine particles can more easily cause irritation. Particulate matter includes both aerosols and
solid particles. An example of particulate matter is fugitive dust. Short-term exposure to high
PM2.5 levels is associated with premature mortality and increased hospital admissions and
emergency room visits. Long-term exposure to high PM2.5 levels is associated with premature
mortality and development of chronic respiratory disease. Short-term exposure to high PM10 levels
is associated with hospital admissions for cardiopulmonary diseases, increased respiratory
symptoms, and possible premature mortality.
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Based on monitored air pollutant concentrations, the USEPA and the CARB designate an area’s status in
attaining the NAAQS and the CAAQS, respectively, for selected criteria pollutants. These attainment
designations are shown in Table 2. As identified in Table 2, Orange County is located in a nonattainment
area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5.

TABLE 2
ATTAINMENT STATUS OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS
IN THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

Pollutant State Federal
Os (1 hour) Nonattainment No standards
O3 (8 hour) Nonattainment Nonattainment
PM10 Nonattainment Attainment/Maintenance
PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment
(60) Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
NO2 Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
SOz Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Attainment/Nonattainment”
All others Attainment/Unclassified No standards
0O;: ozone; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5
microns or less in diameter; CO: carbon monoxide; NO;: nitrogen dioxide; SO,: sulfur dioxide; SoCAB: South
Coast Air Basin.
" Los Angeles County is classified nonattainment for lead; the remainder of the SoCAB is in attainment of the
State and federal standards.
Source: SCAQMD 2016

CARB, a part of the California Environmental Protection Agency, is responsible for coordinating and
administering both the federal and State air pollution control programs in California. In this capacity,
CARB conducts research, sets the CAAQS (as shown in Table 3), compiles emission inventories,
develops suggested control measures, oversees local programs, and prepares the State Implementation
Plan (SIP). For regions that do not attain the CAAQS, CARB requires the air districts to prepare plans for
attaining the standards. These plans are then integrated into the SIP. CARB establishes emissions
standards for (1) motor vehicles sold in California, (2) consumer products (e.g., hair spray, aerosol paints,
barbecue lighter fluid), and (3) various types of commercial equipment. It also sets fuel specifications to
further reduce vehicular emissions.

The SCAQMD was established in 1977 by merging the individual air pollution control districts of the
four counties within the SOCAB: Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside,
and San Bernardino Counties. The SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAQ), in coordination with local governments and the private sector, develop the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) for the SOCAB to satisfy these requirements. The AQMP is the most
important air management document for the SOCAB because it provides the blueprint for meeting State
and federal ambient air quality standards.

On November 28, 2007, CARB submitted a SIP revision to the USEPA for O3, PM2.5 (1997 Standard),
CO, and NO; in the SoOCAB. This revision is identified as the “2007 South Coast SIP”. The 2007 South
Coast SIP demonstrates attainment of the federal PM2.5 standard in the SoCAB by 2014, and attainment
of the federal 8-hour Os standard by 2023. This SIP also includes a request to reclassify the O3 attainment
designation from “severe” to “extreme”. The USEPA approved the redesignation effective June 4, 2010.
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The “extreme” designation requires the attainment of the 8-hour O3 standard in the SOCAB by June 2024.
CARB approved PM2.5 SIP revisions in April 2011, and the O3 SIP revisions in July 2011. The USEPA
approved the PM2.5 SIP on September 25, 2013, and has approved 47 of the 62 1997 8-hour Os SIP
requirements (USEPA 2016). On November 30, 2014, the USEPA proposed a finding that the SoOCAB
has attained the 1997 PM2.5 standards (USEPA 2014). The comment period closed on January 22, 2015;
no subsequent action has been taken.

On September 30, 2015, the USEPA proposed to approve elements of the South Coast 2012 PM2.5 Plan
and 2015 Supplement, which addresses Clean Air Act requirements for the 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS, and
proposed to reclassify the area as a “serious” nonattainment area for the 2006 PM2.5 standard. The
reclassification is based on the determination that the area cannot practicably attain the 2006 PM2.5
NAAQS by the moderate area attainment date (December 31, 2015). On December 22, 2015, the EPA
reclassified the South Coast area as a “Serious” nonattainment area for the 2006 PM2.5 standard. The
final reclassification requires the State to submit a “serious area” plan that provides for attainment of the
2006 PM2.5 NAAQS as expeditiously as practicable as and no later than December 31, 2019 (USEPA
2016). On December 4, 2020, the SCAQMD adopted the South Coast Air Basin Attainment Plan for 2006
24-Hour PM2.5 Standard (Plan) to meet the Clean Air Act requirements. CARB was scheduled to
consider adopting the Plan on December 10, 2020, for submittal into the California SIP. However, this

item has been moved to the February 25, 2021 CARB meeting (CARB 2021b).

TABLE 3
CALIFORNIA AND FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
California Federal Standards
Pollutant Averaging Time Standards Primary? Secondary®
1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 ug/m?3) — —
@)
’ 8 Hour 0'073&%2)(137 0.070 ppm (137 pg/mq) Same as Primary
P10 24 Hour 50 ug/m?3 150 pg/m? Same as Primary
AAM 20 pg/m? - Same as Primary
PM2.5 24 Hour - 35 pg/m3 Same as Primary
' AAM 12 pg/m?3 12.0 pg/m3 15.0 pg/m?
1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m?3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m?) —
co 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m?) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?3) —
8 Hour 3 —
(Lake Tahoe) 6 ppm (7 mg/m’) o
NO AAM 0.030 ppm (57 pg/mq) | 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m?) Same as Primary
2 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 ug/m?) | 0.100 ppm (188 pg/m3) —
24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?®) — —
— — 0.5 ppm
SOz 3 Hour (1,300 pg/md)
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m3) | 0.075 ppm (196 ug/m3) —
30-day Avg. 1.5 pyg/m3 — —
Lead Calendar Quarter — 1.5 ug/m? )
- Same as Primary
Rolling 3-month Avg. — 0.15 pg/m?3
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TABLE 3
CALIFORNIA AND FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
California Federal Standards
Pollutant Averaging Time Standards Primary? | Secondary®
Extinction coefficient

Visibility of 0.23 per km —
Reducing 8 Hour visibility = 10 miles

Particles (0.07 per km — =30

miles for Lake Tahoe) No

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 ug/m? Federal
v Standards

ydrogen 3

Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m?)

Vinyl 3
Chloride 24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 ug/m?)
Os: ozone; ppm: parts per million; ug/m®: micrograms per cubic meter; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in
diameter; AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean; —: No Standard; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; CO:
carbon monoxide; NO;: nitrogen dioxide; SO;: sulfur dioxide; km: kilometer.
a National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, within an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public
health.
b National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated
adverse effects of a pollutant.

Note: More detailed information in the data presented in this table can be found at the CARB website (www.arb.ca.gov).
Source: CARB 2016

On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, which is a regional and multi-agency effort
(SCAQMD, CARB, SCAG, and USEPA). The 2016 AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and
technical information and planning assumptions, including the SCAG 2016-2040 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS); updated emission inventory
methodologies for various source categories; and SCAG’s latest growth forecasts. The main purpose of an
AQMP is to bring an area into compliance with the requirements of federal and State air quality
standards. For a project to be consistent with the AQMP, the pollutants emitted from the project should
not (1) exceed the SCAQMD CEQA air quality significance thresholds or (2) conflict with or exceed the
assumptions in the AQMP.

On October 1, 2015, the USEPA strengthened the NAAQS for ground-level ozone, lowering the primary
and secondary ozone standard levels to 70 parts per billion. The South Coast Air Basin is classified as an
“extreme” non-attainment area for the 2015 Ozone NAAQS. The 2022 AQMP will be developed to
address the requirements for meeting this standard. The 2022 AQMP will represent a comprehensive
analysis of emissions, meteorology, regional air quality modeling, regional growth projections, and the
impact of existing and proposed control measures (SCAQMD 2021).
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Sensitive Air Quality Receptors

Sensitive receptors include, but are not limited to, children, the elderly, persons with preexisting
respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes and others who engage in frequent exercise. These
sensitive receptors include, but are not limited to, schools, parks, hospitals, high-density residential areas,
and convalescent homes.

The buildings and structures that immediately surround the five Project site locations include park and
recreational uses, single- and multi-family residential uses, City buildings, among others.

Air Quality Impact Analysis

Thresholds of Significance

The SCAQMD’s Air Quality Analysis Handbook (CEQA Handbook) provides significance thresholds for
both construction and operation of projects within the SCAQMD’s jurisdictional boundaries (SCAQMD
2019). The SCAQMD recommends that projects be evaluated in terms of the quantitative thresholds
established to assess both the regional and localized impacts of project-related air pollutant emissions.
The City of Anaheim uses the current SCAQMD thresholds to determine whether a proposed project
would have a significant impact. These SCAQMD thresholds are identified in Table 4.
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TABLE 4

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Mass Daily Thresholds?

carcinogens)

(including carcinogens and non-

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
PM2.5 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day

CO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day
TACs, Odor, and GHG Thresholds

TACs Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk = 10 in 1 million

Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas 2 1 in 1 million)
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index = 1.0 (project increment)

1-hour average
annual arithmetic mean

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402
GHG 10,000 MT/yr COze for industrial facilities
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants® ¢
NO2 SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to

an exceedance of the following attainment standards:

0.18 ppm (State)
0.03 ppm (State) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)

PM10

24-hour average

10.4 pg/m3 (construction)® & 2.5 ug/m?® (operation)

1-hour average
24-hour average

annual average 1.0 ug/m3
PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4 ug/m? (construction)° & 2.5 ug/m? (operation)
SO2

0.25 ppm (State) & 0.075 ppm (federal — 99t percentile)
0.04 ppm (State)

1-hour average
8-hour average

Sulfate
24-hour average 25 ug/m?3 (State)
CO SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to

an exceedance of the following attainment standards:

20.0 ppm (State) and 35 ppm (federal)
9.0 ppm (State/federal)

Lead
30-day average
Rolling 3-month average

1.5 pg/m?d (State)
0.15 ug/m? (federal)

Management District.

Source: SCAQMD 2019

NOx: nitrogen oxides; Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a
diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SOx: sulfur oxides; CO:
carbon monoxide; TACs: toxic air contaminants; GHG: greenhouse gases; MT/yr CO,e: metric tons per year of carbon dioxide
equivalents; NO,: nitrogen dioxide; ppm: parts per million; ug/m?: micrograms per cubic meter; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality

a Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD 1993)
b Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless otherwise stated
¢ Ambient air quality threshold is based on SCAQMD Rule 403
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The following questions correspond to the questions in the Air Quality section of the Initial Study
Checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Question AQ-1 Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The SCAQMD develops rules and regulations; establishes permitting
requirements for stationary sources; inspects emissions sources; and enforces such measures through
educational programs or fines, when necessary. The SCAQMD is directly responsible for reducing
emissions from stationary (area and point), mobile, and indirect sources. It has responded to this
requirement by preparing a sequence of AQMPs.

On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, which is a regional and multi-agency effort
(SCAQMD, CARB, Southern California Association of Governments [SCAG], and the USEPA. The
2016 AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and technical information and planning assumptions,
including the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS; updated emission inventory methodologies for various source
categories; and SCAG’s latest growth forecasts. The main purpose of an AQMP is to bring an area into
compliance with the requirements of federal and State air quality standards.

The two principal criteria for conformance to an AQMP are the following:

1. Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality
violations; cause or contribute to new violations; or delay timely attainment of air quality standards
and

2. Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP.

With respect to the first criterion, the analysis and response to Question AQ-2 below demonstrates that
the Project would not (1) generate short-term or long-term emissions of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), oxides of nitrogen [NOx, which are O3 precursors], or PM2.5 that could potentially cause an
increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations; (2) cause or contribute to new
violations; or (3) delay timely attainment of air quality standards.

With respect to the second criterion, the Project would not increase or modify SCAG’s population,
housing, or employment projections. The Project would accommodate the projected growth in population
accounted for in the 2016 AQMP emissions forecast and would provide additional water conveyance
capacity and water treatment to serve the potable water demands of local communities. Therefore, the
Project would be consistent with the region’s AQMP. There would be a less than significant impact.

Question AQ-2  Would the Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the Project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard?

Less than Significant Impact. A project may have a significant impact where project-related emissions
would exceed federal, State, or regional standards or thresholds, or where project-related emissions would
substantially contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation. As identified in Table 2, Orange
County is a nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The Project would generate PM10, PM2.5,
NO,, and O; precursors (NOx and VOC) during short-term construction and long-term operations. The
SCAQMD has developed construction and operations thresholds to determine whether projects would
considerably contribute toward a violation of ambient air quality standards. A project with daily emission
rates below the SCAQMD’s established air quality significance thresholds (shown in Table 4) would have
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a less than significant effect on regional air quality. Project emissions were estimated using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2 computer program (CAPCOA 2017).
CalEEMod is designed to model construction and operational emissions for land development projects
and allows for the input of project- and county-specific information. CalEEMod modeling results can be
found in Attachment A.

Construction Emissions

Air pollutant emissions would occur from construction equipment exhaust, grading; exhaust and particulate
emissions from trucks hauling building materials to and from the Project site; from automobiles and light
trucks driven to and from the Project site by construction workers; and VOCs from minor painting and
asphalt paving operations. The proposed Project would comply with applicable SCAQMD rules and
regulations, including Rule 403 for fugitive dust control and Rule 1113 for architectural coatings. Rule
403 measures include regular watering of active grading areas and unpaved roads, limiting vehicle speeds
on unpaved surfaces, stabilizing stockpiled earth, and curtailing grading operations during high wind
conditions. Watering of active grading areas is included in the CalEEMod emissions analysis and results
in reduced PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. It should be noted that some Project requirements and features
(such as watering grading areas), although required Project elements, are input into CalEEMod as
mitigation measures purely as a function of the format of the program. The emission reductions associated
with compliance with this Rule have been included in the emissions calculations.

Regional Emissions Thresholds — Maximum Daily Regional Emissions

The analysis examines the emissions from construction activities at the five Project locations that would
contribute to the region’s air pollutant burden. The equipment assumptions and timeframe were provided
by Anaheim Public Utilities Department (APUD) and are included in the CalEEMod modeling results.
The highest daily emissions for each site are presented in Table 5. The total emissions from all the daily
construction activities for the five Project locations were summed and compared against the SCAQMD’s
regional emissions thresholds. As shown in Table 5, regional emissions for all criteria pollutants would be
less than their daily regional thresholds. Therefore, Project related contributions to regional air quality
impacts are less than significant.
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TABLE 5
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
(LBS/DAY)
Well Sites VOoC NOx Cco SOx PM10 PM2.5
Santa Cruz 3 33 25 <1 3 2
Brookhurst 1 7 8 <1 <1 <1
Katella Avenue 1 7 8 <1 <1 <1
Downtown 1 7 9 <1 1 <1
Willow Park 1 7 8 <1 1 <1
Total Emissions 6 61 58 <1 6 3
SCAQMD Dail
Thresholdg (Table 4))l 75 100 550 150 150 55
Bxceeds SCAQMD | [0 | | o | Mo | N
Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound(s); NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOx:
sulfur oxides; PM10: inhalable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate
matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District.
Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.
Source: CalEEMod data in Attachment A.

Construction-Phase Localized Significance Thresholds

In addition to the mass daily emissions thresholds established by the SCAQMD, short-term local impacts
to nearby sensitive receptors from on-site emissions of NO,, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 are examined based
on SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold (LST) methodology. To assess local air quality impacts
for development projects without complex dispersion modeling, the SCAQMD developed screening
(lookup) tables to assist lead agencies in evaluating impacts.

The LST method is recommended to be limited to projects that are five acres or less. For the purposes of
an LST analysis, the SCAQMD considers receptors where it is possible that an individual could remain
for 1 hour for NO; and CO exposure and 24 hours for PM10 and PM2.5 exposure. The emissions limits in
the lookup tables are based on the SCAQMD’s Ambient Air Quality Standards (SCAQMD 2016). The
emissions screening thresholds used in this analysis are for receptors within 25 meters (82 feet)' of the
Project site; the thresholds for receptors farther away would be higher, and the Project emissions would
be a smaller fraction of the thresholds.

Table 6, Construction-Phase Localized Significance Threshold Emissions shows the maximum daily
on-site emissions for construction activities compared with the SCAQMD LST screening thresholds. The
localized emissions at each Project site are assessed at each individual Project site to determine potential
local air quality impacts for receptors near each respective Project site. The thresholds shown are from the
lookup tables for a site disturbance area that is 1 acre, which is based upon the most intensive phase of
construction that involves soil disturbance. The Project’s maximum daily on-site emissions would occur
during the excavation and site preparation phase for all pollutants. As shown in Table 6, localized

' The SCAQMD recommends that, when sensitive receptors are located nearer than 25 meters (82 feet) from the
Project site, the minimum 25-meter/82-foot distance threshold should be used.
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emissions for all criteria pollutants would be less than their respective screening thresholds. Therefore,
localized air quality impacts are less than significant.

TABLE 6
CONSTRUCTION-PHASE
LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD EMISSIONS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Emissions and Thresholds NOx (of0) PM10 PM2.5
Santa Cruz Site 32 25 3 2
Brookhurst Site 7 8 <1 <1
Katella Avenue Site 7 8 <1 <1
Downtown Site 7 9 1 <1
Willow Park Site 7 8 1 <1
Project maximum daily on-site emissions 32 25 3 2
Localized Significance Threshold 81 485 4 3
Exceed threshold? No No No No
Ibs/day: pounds per day; NOXx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or
less in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter.
Note: Data is for SCAQMD Source Receptor Area 17, Central Orange County
Source: SCAQMD 2009 (thresholds); see Attachment A for CalEEMod model outputs.

Operational Emissions

Upon Project completion, there would be minimal operational trips for monitoring and maintenance of the
well sites. At all Project locations, there would typically be one worker visit required per day to exchange
resin associated with the treatment process; however, the number of trips would not increase beyond
existing conditions at all sites, except for at the Santa Cruz Site. The added infrastructure at the Santa
Cruz Site would also require one worker visit per day. A vacuum truck would be required at the five sites
as part of the water treatment operation. The frequency will vary based on the water quality and total flow
from each site, but is estimated to be approximately once per year. Equipment associated with the five
Project sites is assumed to include four pumps (two at 50 horsepower and two at 400 horsepower). These
pumps would operate on electricity. There would be no need for natural gas for heating. Emissions for the
generation of electrical power are not a local emission source and are therefore not reported by
CalEEMod in the daily inventory. However, these emissions are included in the annual calculation of
greenhouse gas emissions. Because there would be one staff visit at each site, and no other direct
emissions associated with the Project locations on a daily basis, Project emissions would be unsubstantial.
Additionally, the Santa Cruz Site would include a new diesel emergency backup generator. APU would
be required to obtain an Emergency Backup Generator Permit to Construct and Permit to Operate for the
emergency backup generator from the SCAQMD prior to installation, per SCAQMD Rule 1470,
Requirements for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal Combustion and Other Compression Ignition
Engines. As shown in Table 7, Project-related emissions would be substantially below the SCAQMD’s
significance thresholds. Therefore, operational emissions would be less than significant.
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TABLE 7
PEAK DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS
Emissions (lbs/day)
Source VOC NOx co SOx PM10 PM2.5

Area sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Energy sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Mobile sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Stationary sources 1 6 3 <1 <1 <1
Total Operational Emissions’ 1 6 3 <1 <1 <1
SCAQMD Significance Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
(Table 4)

Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compounds; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOx: sulfur oxides; PM10:
respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SCAQMD:
South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Note: CalEEMod model data sheets are included in Attachment A.

Cumulative Impacts

The SCAQMD, in their White Paper on Regulatory Options for Addressing Cumulative Impacts from Air
Pollution Emissions (presented to the Board on September 5, 2003), identifies that impacts that are less
than significant on a Project level are also considered to be less than significant on a cumulative basis.
The AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project-specific and cumulative impacts analyzed in
an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Report, except for the Hazard Index for toxic air
contaminant emissions (SCAQMD 2003). Any projects that are found to result in less than significant
impacts on a project level are not considered to be cumulatively considerable and consequently would not
result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts. Using this rationale, since the Project impacts
were identified as less than significant, as demonstrated in Tables 5 through 7, the cumulative impacts are
also less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question AQ-3 Would the Project result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant Impact. Exposure of sensitive receptors is addressed for the following situations:
CO hotspots; criteria pollutants from on-site construction; and TACs from on-site construction.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspot

A CO hotspot is an area of elevated CO concentrations that is caused by severe vehicle congestion on
major roadways, typically near intersections. If a project substantially increases average delay at
signalized intersections that are operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or F or causes an intersection that
would operate at LOS D or better without the Project to operate at LOS E or F with the Project, there is a
potential for a CO hotspot.
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The proposed Project would generate vehicle traffic from daily worker trips associated with the
monitoring and maintenance of Project facilities. This would amount to one worker trip per day to each of
the five Project sites; however, the number of trips would not increase beyond existing conditions, except
for an additional daily worker trip at the Santa Cruz Site. This volume of Project-related vehicle trips
would not have the potential to substantially change the average LOS at nearby intersections and
consequently would not contribute to the potential for the formation of a CO hotspot.

Criteria Pollutants from On-Site Construction

Exposure of persons to NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions is discussed in the LST analysis in
response to Question AQ-1 above, in Table 6. There would be a less than significant impact, and no
mitigation is required.

Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from On-Site Construction

Construction activities would result in short-term, Project-generated emissions of diesel particulate matter
(DPM) from the exhaust of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment used for site preparation (e.g.,
excavation and grading); paving; building construction; and other miscellaneous activities. CARB
identified DPM as a TAC in 1998. The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to
determine health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the
environment and the duration of exposure to the substance. Thus, the risks estimated for a maximally
exposed individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer time period. According to the
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments—which determine the
exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions—should be based on a 40-year exposure period;
however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the
Project.

There would be relatively few pieces of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment in operation, and the total
construction period would be relatively short when compared to a 40-year exposure period. Combined
with the highly dispersive properties of DPM and additional reductions in particulate emissions from
newer construction equipment, as required by USEPA and CARB regulations, construction emissions of
TACs would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial emissions of TACs. The impact would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Question AQ-4 Would the Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
affecting a substantial number of people?

Less than Significant Impact. According to the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses
associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food
processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding
(SCAQMD 1993). The Project does not propose any of these land uses and would not otherwise produce
objectionable long-term operational odors. The Project consists of groundwater treatment plants and
water supply wells and would not result in any onsite airborne emissions.

Short-term construction equipment and activities would generate odors, such as diesel exhaust emissions
from construction equipment and paving activities. There may be situations where construction activity
odors would have an olfactory presence, but these odors would not be unfamiliar or necessarily
objectionable. The odors would be temporary and would dissipate rapidly from the source with an
increase in distance. The Project use is also regulated from nuisance odors or other objectionable
emissions by SCAQMD Rule 402. Rule 402 prohibits discharge from any source of air contaminants or
other material, which would cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to people or the public. The
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operation of the Project involves the water treatment processes that do not emit substantial levels of
odors. Therefore, the impacts would be short-term during construction; would not be objectionable to a
substantial number of people; and would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. All
Project-related odors are construction related and short term in nature; no long-term operational odors
would result. As such, the proposed Project would have less than significant impact in regard to other
emissions, and no mitigation is required.

CONCLUSION

The Project was analyzed for potential air quality emissions from both the construction and operational
phases. The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD 2016 AQMP.
As previously shown in Tables 5 through 7, air quality impacts from construction and operation of the
Project would be under SCAQMD air quality thresholds. Project-related construction emissions would
not be cumulatively considerable, and the impact would be less than significant. Sensitive receptors near
the Project site would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations, and the impact would be less
than significant. The Project would not produce other emissions that would affect a substantial number of
people. In conclusion, the Project would have no impacts or less than significant impacts for all Project-
related air quality emissions.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ANALYSIS

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate (e.g., average temperature,
precipitation, or wind patterns) over a period of time. Climate change may result from natural factors,
natural processes, and human activities that change the composition of the atmosphere and alter the
surface and features of the land. Significant changes in global climate patterns have recently been
associated with global warming, which is an average increase in the temperature of the atmosphere near
the Earth’s surface; this is attributed to an accumulation of GHG emissions in the atmosphere. GHGs trap
heat in the atmosphere which, in turn, increases the Earth’s surface temperature. Some GHGs occur
naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere through natural processes, while others are created and
emitted solely through human activities. The emissions of GHGs through fossil fuel combustion in
conjunction with other human activities are associated with global warming.

GHGs, as defined under California’s Assembly Bill (AB) 32, include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane
(CHa4), nitrous oxide (N»O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur
hexafluoride (SFs). General discussions on climate change often include water vapor, atmospheric ozone,
and aerosols in the GHG category. Water vapor and atmospheric ozone are not gases that are formed
directly in the construction or operation of development projects, nor can they be controlled in these
projects. Aerosols are not gases. While these elements have a role in climate change, they are not
considered by either regulatory bodies, such as CARB, or climate change groups, such as the California
Climate Action Registry, as gases to be reported or analyzed for control. Therefore, no further discussion
of water vapor, atmospheric ozone, or aerosols is provided.

Regulatory Background

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, which calls for
a reduction in GHG emissions to the year 2000 level by 2010, to year 1990 levels by 2020, and to
80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

The principal overall State plan and policy adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions is AB 32
(California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006). AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting, and market
mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions in GHG emissions and establishes a cap on statewide
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GHG emissions. AB 32 recognizes that California is the source of substantial amounts of GHG emissions.
The statute states the following:

Global warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural
resources, and the environment of California. The potential adverse impacts of global
warming include the exacerbation of air quality problems, a reduction in the quality and
supply of water to the state from the Sierra snowpack, a rise in sea levels resulting in the
displacement of thousands of coastal businesses and residences, damage to marine
ecosystems and the natural environment, and an increase in the incidences of infectious
diseases, asthma, and other human health-related problems.

In order to avert these consequences, AB 32 establishes a State goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990
levels by the year 2020, codifying the goal of EO S-3-05.

CARB approved a Climate Change Scoping Plan as required by AB 32 in 2008; this plan is required to be
updated every five years. The Climate Change Scoping Plan proposes a “comprehensive set of actions
designed to reduce overall carbon GHG emissions in California, improve our environment, reduce our
dependence on oil, diversify our energy sources, save energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health”
(CARB 2008). The Climate Change Scoping Plan has a range of GHG-reduction actions which include
direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary
actions, market-based mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32 implementation
regulation to fund the program. On February 10, 2014, CARB released the Draft Proposed First Update to
the Climate Change Scoping Plan (CARB 2014). The board approved the final First Update to the
Climate Change Scoping Plan on May 22, 2014. The first update describes California’s progress towards
AB 32 goals, stating that “California is on track to meet the near-term 2020 greenhouse gas limit and is
well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 as required by AB 32” (CARB 2014).
The latest update occurred in January 2017 and incorporates the 40 percent reduction to 1990 emissions
levels by 2030.

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, Senate Bill (SB) 375, established a
process to coordinate land use planning, regional transportation plans, and funding priorities in order to
help California meet the GHG reduction goals established in AB 32. SB 375 required SCAG to
incorporate an SCS into its RTPs that will achieve GHG emission reduction targets though several
measures, including land use decisions. SCAG’s SCS is included in the SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS
(SCAG 2020). The goals and policies of the RTP/SCS that reduce vehicle miles traveled focus on
transportation and land use planning that include building infill projects; locating residents closer to
where they work and play; and designing communities so there is access to high quality transit service.

On April 29, 2015, Governor Brown signed EO B-30-15, which ordered an interim statewide GHG
emission reduction target to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 to ensure
California meets its target of reducing GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Five key
goals for reducing GHG emissions through 2030 include (1) increasing renewable electricity to 50
percent; (2) doubling the energy efficiency savings achieved in existing buildings and making heating
fuels cleaner; (3) reducing petroleum use in cars and trucks by up to 50 percent; (4) reducing emissions of
short-lived climate pollutants; and (5) managing farms, rangelands, forests, and wetlands to increasingly
store carbon. EO B-30-15 also directs CARB to update the Climate Change Scoping Plan to express the
2030 target in terms of million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent.

On September 8, 2016, the Governor signed SB 32 to codify the GHG reduction goals of EO B-30-15,
requiring the State to reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (Health and Safety
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Code Section 38566). As stated above, this goal is expected to keep the State on track to meeting the goal
set by EO S-3-05 of reducing GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

AB 197 was signed at the same time to ensure that the SB 32 goals are met by requiring CARB to provide
annual reports of GHGs, criteria pollutants, and TACs by facility, City and sub-county level, and sector
for stationary sources and at the County level for mobile sources. It also requires the CARB to prioritize
specified emission reduction rules and regulations and to identify specified information for emission
reduction measures (e.g., alternative compliance mechanism, market-based compliance mechanism, and
potential monetary and nonmonetary incentive) when updating the Scoping Plan.

SB 350, signed October 7, 2015, is the Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015. SB 350 is the
implementation of some of the goals of EO B-30-15. The objectives of SB 350 are as follows:

1. To increase from 33 percent to 50 percent, the procurement of our electricity from renewable
sources

2. To double the energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas final end uses of retail
customers through energy efficiency and conservation.

The text of SB 350 sets a December 31, 2030, target for 50 percent of electricity to be generated from
renewable sources. SB 350 also requires the State to double statewide energy efficiency savings in
electricity and natural gas end uses by 2030. Additionally, SB 350 sets requirements for large utilities to
develop and submit integrated resources plans (IRPs), which detail how utilities would meet their
customers’ resource needs, reduce GHG emissions, and integrate clean energy resources (CEC 2021a).

On September 10, 2018, Governor Brown signed SB 100, the 100 Percent Clean Energy Act of 2018. SB
100 requires renewable energy and zero-carbon resources to supply 100 percent of electric retail sales to
end-use customers and 100 percent of electricity procured to serve state agencies by December 31, 2045.
This policy requires the transition to zero-carbon electric systems that do not cause contributions to
increase of GHG emissions elsewhere in the western electricity grid (CEC 2021b). SB 100 also creates
new standards for the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) goals established by SB 350 in 2015.
Specifically, the bill increases required energy from renewable sources for both investor-owned utilities
and publicly owned utilities from 50 percent to 60 percent by 2030.

Further, on September 10, 2018, Governor Brown also signed California EO B-55-18, which sets a new
statewide goal of carbon neutrality as soon as possible, and no later than 2045 and achieve net negative
emissions thereafter. EO B-55-18 was added to the existing Statewide targets of reducing GHG
emissions, including the targets previously established by Governor Brown of reducing emissions to 40
percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (EO B-30-15 and SB 32), and by Governor Schwarzenegger of
reducing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2040 (EO S-3-05).

APUD’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (GHG Reduction Plan), approved in 2015, and updated in 2020,
identifies renewable energy and energy conservation targets for APUD for the years 2020, 2030, and
2045. The GHG Reduction Plan identifies renewables portfolio targets for increasing the APUD power
supply generated from renewable sources up to 33 percent by year 2020, 60 percent by year 2030 and 100
percent by 2045. In 2020, 34,000 kilowatt (kW) of photovoltaic systems were installed, and 50,000 kW of
photovoltaic systems will be installed by 2030, and 75,000 kW by 2045. The GHG Reduction Plan also
establishes transportation-related goals for APUD to convert its fleet vehicles to result in emissions
reductions of 500 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCOze) in 2020, 1,200 MTCOze in 2030,
and 32,000 in 2045 (APUD 2020).
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Thresholds of Significance

On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board presented the staff proposal for a tiered threshold
approach wherein Tier 1 determines if a project qualifies for an applicable CEQA exemption, Tier 2
determines consistency with GHG reduction plans, and Tier 3 proposes a numerical screening value as

a threshold. At their September 28, 2010, meeting, the Working Group suggested a Tier 3 threshold

of 3,000 MTCOxe per year for all land use types (SCAQMD 2010). Tier 4 determines if the Project meets
performance standards. Tier 4 has three options: Option 1—percent emission reduction target; Option 2—
early implementation of applicable measures, and Option 3—sector-based standard. Tier 5 determines
mitigation for CEQA offsets.

In the absence of adopted thresholds, the Tier 3 standard is used for this analysis (SCAQMD 2008). The
development of project-level thresholds in accordance with CEQA is an ongoing effort at the State,
Regional, and County levels, and significance thresholds may differ for future projects based on new or
additional data and information that may be available at that time for consideration. The City of Anaheim
has not officially adopted any GHG CEQA significance threshold. The City defers to assessment methods
and significance thresholds developed by the SCAQMD. This impact analysis evaluates consistency with
regulatory programs designed to reduce GHG emissions and that contribute to the achievement of

AB 32’s and SB 32’s goals as the primary significance criterion. In addition, this impact analysis also
evaluates the Project’s estimated emissions compared to the Tier 3 threshold (as discussed above) for
impacts related to GHG emissions proposed by staff of the SCAQMD, but not adopted by the SCAQMD
Board. On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted its staff proposal for an interim
CEQA GHG significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO, equivalent per year (MTCO,e/year) for
industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency. In September 2010, the Working Group
proposed extending the 10,000 MTCO,e/year screening threshold currently applicable to industrial
projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency, described above, to other lead agency industrial projects.
Because a substantial amount of GHG emissions related to industrial uses are from energy consumption
and the Project’s primary source of GHG emissions is related to electricity use, the significance threshold
developed for industrial uses will be used for the evaluation of potential GHG impacts.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ANALYSIS

The following questions correspond to the questions in the GHG Emissions section of the Initial Study
Checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Question GHG-1 Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. In developing methods for GHG impact analysis, there have been
suggestions from local air pollution control districts of quantitative thresholds, often referred to as
screening levels, which define an emissions level below which it may be presumed that climate change
impacts would be less than significant. Neither the SCAQMD, the City of Anaheim, nor the County of
Orange has adopted a significance threshold for GHG emissions from non-industrial development
projects. Consequently, pursuant to the discretion afforded by Sections 15064.4(a) and 15064.4(b) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, the impact of the proposed Project’s GHG emissions is assessed based on the
methodologies proposed by SCAQMD’s GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group, as
described above.

Based on the proposed construction activities described above, the principal source of construction GHG
emissions would be internal combustion engines of construction equipment, on-road construction
vehicles, and workers’ commuting vehicles. GHG emissions from construction activities were obtained
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from the CalEEMod model, described above. The estimated construction GHG emissions for the
proposed Project would be 1,473 MTCO:e, as shown in Table 8, Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions
from Construction.

TABLE 8
ESTIMATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
FROM CONSTRUCTION
Emissions
Year (MTCO2e)
2021 235
2022 433
2023 652
2024 153
Total 1,473
MTCOze: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
Notes:
e  Totals may not add due to rounding variances.
. Detailed calculations in Attachment A.

Operational GHG emissions would come primarily from vehicle trips; other sources include electricity
and an emergency generator (stationary source). Table 9, Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions
from Project Operation, shows the annual GHG emissions from proposed Project’s operations.

TABLE 9
ESTIMATED ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS FROM PROJECT OPERATION

Emissions
Source (MTCO2elyr)
Area 0
Energy 2,793
Mobile 8
Stationary 3
Waste 0
Water 0
Total Operational Emissions 2,805
MTCO.e/yr: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year
Notes:
e  Totals may not add due to rounding variances.
. Detailed calculations in Attachment A.

Because impacts from construction activities occur over a relatively short period of time, they contribute a
relatively small portion of the overall lifetime Project GHG emissions. In addition, GHG emission
reduction measures for construction equipment are relatively limited. The SCAQMD recommends that
construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year Project lifetime so that GHG reduction measures
address construction GHG emissions as part of the operational GHG reduction strategies (SCAQMD
2008). Therefore, construction and operational emissions are combined by amortizing the construction
and operations over an assumed 30-year Project lifetime. This combination is shown in Table 10,
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Estimated Total Project Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions, using the proposed Project’s amortized
construction and operational emissions.

TABLE 10
ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT ANNUAL
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Emissions
Source (MTCO2elyr?)

Construction (Amortized) 492
Operations (Table 9) 2,805
Total® 2,854
SCAQMD-Recommended Threshold 10,000

Exceeds Threshold? No

MTCO.elyr: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year; SCAQMD:
South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Total derived by dividing construction emissions (see Table 8) by 30.
Total annual emissions are the sum of amortized construction emissions
and operational emissions.

b

It is noted that there are no established applicable quantitative federal, State, regional, or local CEQA
significance criteria for GHG emissions for non-industrial projects in the SOCAB. The SCAQMD has
adopted, a threshold of 10,000 MTCOxe per year for industrial land use projects. As shown, the estimated
GHG emissions from the proposed Project would be less than this suggested threshold. In addition, future
emissions associated with electricity use from the Project would decrease with the GHG reduction
requirements established for utilities under the Renewable Portfolio Standards until the year 2045, when
electricity-related emissions would be carbon neutral. The impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Question GHG-2 Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less than Significant Impact. The City of Anaheim has not adopted a Climate Action Plan, and the
SCAQMD has not adopted standards for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. There are a number of
GHG reduction plans that have been adopted on the State and regional level. SCAG adopted this 2016—
2040 RTP/SCS for the six-county region including Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, and Ventura Counties. The RTP/SCS seeks to improve the mobility, sustainability, and
economies of this region. This Plan demonstrates how the region would reduce transportation emissions
to comply with SB 375. This is achieved by numerous transportation related programs and projects which
seek to improve the operational efficiency of the transportation network, promote mass transit and non-
automobile forms of transportation, and fulfill the requirements for the SCS to reduce GHG emissions.

The APUD has also outlined a plan to transition their RPS to clean energy resources and has increased the
procurement of renewable resources since 2003 through its IRP, approved by City Council and the
California Energy Commission in 2018. The IRP established goals such as a 50 percent RPS by 2030,
which is consistent with the requirements of SB 350, which requires all California electric utilities to
increase the use of renewable resources to serve customer load to 50 percent by 2030 (APUD 2017).
Additionally, as stated above, APUD prepared a GHG Reduction Plan in 2020 to update the City’s 2015
GHG Reduction Plan and outline new GHG reduction targets (APUD 2020). The 2020 GHG Reduction
Plan set targets for 2020, 2030, and 2045, which are consistent with the targets of SB 350 and SB 100 for
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increased RPS standards. The Project would be consistent with the targets for the 2020 GHG Reduction
Plan, as the Project’s electrical components would be powered through APUD. Therefore, the Project
would have less than significant impacts regarding conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions, and no mitigation measures are required.

CONCLUSION

The Project was analyzed for potential GHG emissions from both the construction and operational phases.
GHG emissions would be less than the SCAQMD-recommended threshold of 10,000 MTCOze per year.
The Project would have less than significant impacts regarding generation of GHG emissions that may
have a significant impact on the environment. Additionally, the Project would have less than significant
impacts regarding conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted form the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs. In conclusion, the Project would have less than significant impacts for
all Project-related GHG emissions.

Thank you for the opportunity to assist on this Project. If you have any questions or comments, please
contact me at 626.351.2000.

Sincerely,
PSOMAS
|
aria 3 l
irector of Air Quality, roject Magnage

Climate Change, and Noise Services

Enclosures: Exhibits 1a through le, Regional Location and Local Vicinity
Attachment A — CalEEMod Data
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ATTACHMENT A

CALEEMOD DATA

Attached is the output data from the CalEEMod criteria air pollutant
and GHG model.



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions - Orange County, Summer

Page 1 of 1

Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions

1.0 Project Characteristics

Orange County, Summer

Date: 6/28/2021 12:33 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size

Metric Lot Acreage

ﬂoor Surface Area

-
Population

Manufacturing 128.94

1000sqft 2.96

—
128,937.60

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2

Climate Zone 8
Utility Company Anaheim Public Utilities

CO2 Intensity 1047.47 CH4 Intensity
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - .

Land Use - .

Construction Phase - Operational Only run

Off-road Equipment - Provided by City

Off-road Equipment - Provided by City

Trips and VMT - Provided by the City

Vehicle Trips - 1 worker per day

Consumer Products - No additional consumer product uses

Area Coating -

Precipitation Freq (Days) 30
Operational Year 2024

0 N20O Intensity 0
(Ib/MWhr)




Landscape Equipment - No additional landscaping
Energy Use - Calculated

Water And Wastewater - No water use

Solid Waste - No waste

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Emergency Generator

Table Name Column Name Default value New Value
tblAreaCoating ﬁeapplicationm’ercent 10 0
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 3.00 1.00
tbIConsumerProducts ROG_EF 1.98E-05 0
tbIConsumerProducts ROG_EF_Degreaser 3.542E-07 0
tblEnergyUse LightingElect 2.99 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24E 3.83 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24NG 6.86 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24E 1.63 45.60
tblEnergyUse T24NG 14.04 0.00
tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 4.50
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 128,940.00 128,937.60
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblProjectCharacteristics CH4ilntensityFactor 0.029 0
tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 1543.28 1047.47
tblProjectCharacteristics N20OIntensityFactor 0.006 0
tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 159.89 0.00
tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HorsePowerValue 0.00 755.00
tbiStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerDay 0.00 1.00
tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerYear 0.00 12.00
tbiStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse NumberOfEquipment 0.00 1.00
tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.49 0.04




tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.62 0.04
tbIVehicleTrips WD_TR 3.82 0.04
tbIWater IndoorWaterUseRate 29,817,375.00 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

__
Exhaust

__
Exhaust

. -
NBio- CO2| Total CO2

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive PM10 Eugitive PM2.5 Bio- CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.#23 0.0000 4.#23 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Maximum 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.#23 0.0000 4.#23 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction
__ __ __ . -
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.#23 0.0000 4.#23 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Maximum 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.#23 0.0000 4.#23 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000




__ __ __ __ - e T —— v
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio-CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
__ __ __ . -
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 1.2100e- | 1.2000e- i 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- { 5.0000e- 5.0000e- { 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 } 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005
Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mobile 7.5400e- 0.0275 0.1155 § 4.9000e- i 0.0485 £ 3.3000e- i 0.0488 0.0130 i 3.0000e- 0.0133 49.8892 { 49.8892 i 1.8600e- 49.9358
003 004 004 004 003
Stationary 1.2390 5.5408 3.1592 { 5.9500e- 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 633.8332 ; 633.8332 i 0.0889 636.0548
003
?otal 1.24-78 5.5684 3.2878 | 6.4400e- | 0.0485 0.1826 0.2311 0.0130 0.1826 0.1956 683.7506 | 683.7506 | 0.0908 0.0000 | 686.0206
003
Mitigated Operational
__ __ __ . -
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 1.2100e- { 1.2000e- i 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- { 5.0000e- 5.0000e- i 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 } 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005
Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mobile 7.5400e- 0.0275 0.1155 { 4.9000e- i 0.0485 § 3.3000e-{ 0.0488 0.0130 { 3.0000e- 0.0133 49.8892 { 49.8892 i 1.8600e- 49.9358
003 004 004 004 003
Stationary 1.2390 5.5408 3.1592 { 5.9500e- 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 633.8332 { 633.8332 { 0.0889 636.0548
003




?otal 1.24?8 5.5684 3.2&% 6.4400e- 0.0485 0.1826 0.2311 0.0130 0.1826 0.1956 683.7506 | 683.7506 | 0.0908 0.0000 | 686.0206
003
__ __ __ . T ————
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [ NBio-CO2[Total CO2|] CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
I . . - - . -
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 Site F’reparation - Well drilling Site F’reparation 6/10/2021 6/10/2021 5 1
PoYaral f‘r\l’E"Pl 1~tion
Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0
Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0
OffRoad Equipment
. . - - - .
Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Site Preparation - Well drming and Graders 0 8.00 187 0.41
constraction
Site Preparation - Well drilling and Scrapers 0 8.00 367 0.48]
constraction
Site Preparation - Well drilling and Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37]
m{n 1otian
Trips and VMT
- . - - - . - - .
Phase Name Offroad Equipment ] Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip§ Worker Trip § Vendor Trip [ Hauling Trip] Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Vehicle
Class Class
. — . —— ——
Site Preparation - Well 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
drillina ond

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction




3.2 Site Preparation - Well drilling and construction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX Co S0z ] Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— E—
Fugitive Dust 4.7723 0.0000 4.7723 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
- I I
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7723 0.0000 4.7723 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
I __ — __ . __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I __ I __ . _
ROG NOx [e]6) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category Ib/day Ib/day
— —
Fugitive Dust 4.7723 0.0000 4.7723 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
- I I
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7723 0.0000 4.7723 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I __ — __ . _
ROG NOx [e]6) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
I __ - __ . _
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 7.5400e- { 0.0275 § 0.1155 | 4.9000e- i 0.0485 } 3.3000e- i 0.0488 § 0.0130 i 3.0000e- ; 0.0133 49.8892 i 49.8892 i 1.8600e- 49.9358
003 004 004 004 003
Unmitigated 7.5400e- | 0.0275 | 0.1155 | 4.9000e- ;| 0.0485 ; 3.3000e- { 0.0488 | 0.0130 : 3.0000e- ; 0.0133 49.8892 | 49.8892 | 1.8600e- 49.9358
003 004 004 004 003
4.2 Trip Summary Information
e
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I I
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Manufacturing 5.16 5.16 5.16 22,839 22,839
__
Total 5.16 5.16 5.16 22,839 22,839
4.3 Trip Type Information
__ __ I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C |H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- [H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW | Primary Diverted Pass-by
Manufacturing 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3
4.4 Fleet Mix
__ __ __ __ __ __ __ __
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
I e ————————— —~———~——— I
Manufacturing 0.565244: 0.042904: 0.209304; 0.108392; 0.014546; 0.005773 0.026273: 0.017831i 0.001792: 0.001509: 0.004953: 0.000602: 0.000877
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI10 | Fugive | Exnaust | PM2.5 ] Bio. CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 |  CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total




Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGas 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
I __ - I __ _
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2|Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Manufacturing 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
I __ — I __ _
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2|Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Manufacturing 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000




6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOX co S0 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O Co%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
MTtigated 1.2100e- | 1.2000e- i 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- { 5.0000e- 5.0000e- i 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005
Unmitigated 1.2100e- | 1.2000e- i 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- { 5.0000e- 5.0000e- i 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
__ I __ — - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 1.2100e- | 1.2000e- i 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- { 5.0000e- 5.0000e- i 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005
?otal 1.2100e- | 1.2000e- | 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- | 5.0000e- 5.0000e- | 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005

Mitigated




ROG NOX co S0 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O Co%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 1.2100e- | 1.2000e- i 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- { 5.0000e- 5.0000e- i 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005
?otal 1.2100e- | 1.2000e- | 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- | 5.0000e- 5.0000e- | 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
- N . - - - . e r——
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
- N - . . - e
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
L __ - ——
Emergency Generator 1 1 12 755 0.73:Diesel
Boilers
— — - . — E—
Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type




User Defined Equipment

E— -
Equipment Type Number
10.1 Stationary Sources
Unmitigated/Mitigated
I — __ . __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CO2e
PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
p—
Equipment Type Ib/d
P
Emergency 1.2390 5.5408 3.1592 | 5.9500e- 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 633.8332 636.0548
Generator - Diese 003
1.2390 5.5408 3.15-92 5.9500e- 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 633.8332 636.0548
003

11.0 Vegetation
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Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions - Orange County, Winter

Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions
Orange County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 6/28/2021 12:34 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size

Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

Population

Manufacturing . 128.94

1000sqft ' 2.96 ! 128,937.60

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2

Climate Zone 8
Utility Company Anaheim Public Utilities

CO2 Intensity 1047.47 CH4 Intensity 0
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Precipitation Freq (Days) 30
Operational Year 2024
N20 Intensity 0
(Ib/MWhr)




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions - Orange County, Winter

Project Characteristics - .

Land Use - .

Construction Phase - Operational Only run
Off-road Equipment - Provided by City

Off-road Equipment - Provided by City

Trips and VMT - Provided by the City

Vehicle Trips - 1 worker per day

Consumer Products - No additional consumer product uses
Area Coating -

Landscape Equipment - No additional landscaping
Energy Use - Calculated

Water And Wastewater - No water use

Solid Waste - No waste

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Page 2 of 15

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Emergency Generator

Date: 6/28/2021 12:34 PM



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 15 Date: 6/28/2021 12:34 PM

Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions - Orange County, Winter

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblAreaCoating . ReapplicationRatePercent . 10 0
"""" tiConstructonPhase & T Numbays T 3.00 :100
"""" tiConsumerProducts T ReGTER TR 1.98E-05 :o
"""" tiConsumerProducts & ROG_EF Degreaser % 3.542E-07 : I
""""" - - 2.99 :ooo
""""" tiEnergyUse T g T 3.83 :ooo
""""" tiEnergyUse TR NG T 6.86 :ooo
""""" tiEnergyUse TR g T 163 :4560
""""" tiEnergyUse T NG 14.04 :ooo
"""""" biGradng T AGesOidrading 0.00 :450
T dbitandise 1T AndGsesquareest T 128,940.00 : """"" 12893760
"""" biofReadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 1.00 : 1
"""" biofReadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 1.00 : 1
"""" biofReadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 1.00 : 1
""" tiProjeciCharacteristios & ChamiensiyFacer 0.029 : I
""" tiProjeciCharacteristics & Codinmensivractor 154328 : U  Hoazar T
""" tiProjeciCharacteristics & NaOinensipFactr 0.006 : I
""""" bisliawaste 1 SdidwasteGeneraionRate |+ 159.89 : 1
" biStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse & HorsePowervalue 0.00 : """""" 75500
" biStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse 1T HoursPerDay 0.00 : 0
" biStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse 1T HoursPervear 0.00 : """""" 1200
" biStationarGeneratorsPumpsUse 1 NumberOfEquipment 0.00 : 0
""""" WivenicieTrips TR TS R 1.49 :oo4
""""" ivehideTrps TR TSR T 0.62 :oo4
""""" WivenicieTips TR b R T 3.82 :oo4
"""""" bwaer T ndoorwaterUseRate - 29,817,375.00 A
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Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions - Orange County, Winter

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 4.7723 ! 0.0000 ! 4.7723 ! 0.5153 ! 0.0000 ! 0.5153 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Maximum 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7723 0.0000 4.7723 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 4.7723 ! 0.0000 ! 4.7723 ! 0.5153 ! 0.0000 ! 0.5153 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 1] 1] 1
Maximum 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7723 0.0000 4.7723 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 1.2100e- '+ 1.2000e- ! 0.0131 * 0.0000 ! 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- ! ! 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- v 0.0282 ! 0.0282 ' 7.0000e- ¢ ! 0.0301
w003 | 004 : : v 005 § 005 i 005 005 . ' . 005 '
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : - o - fm——————p = e e
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————n : ———g el —————g - m——————p = e
Mobile = 7.4000e- + 0.0284 ' 0.1091 '+ 4.7000e- * 0.0485 1 3.3000e- * 0.0488 '+ 0.0130 ' 3.0000e- * 0.0133 v 47,7322 v 47.7322 v 1.8500e- 1 v 47.7785
» 003 . ' . 004 \ 004 . : i 004 . ' V003 . '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - - m——————— e = e e
Stationary = 12390 ! 5.5408 ! 3.1592 ! 5.9500e- ! ! 0.1823 ! 0.1823 ! ! 0.1823 ! 0.1823 ' 633.8332 ! 633.8332 ! 0.0889 ! ! 636.0548
:: 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] : 1 1] 1] 1
Total 1.2476 5.5693 3.2815 6.4200e- 0.0485 0.1826 0.2311 0.0130 0.1826 0.1956 681.5936 | 681.5936 0.0908 0.0000 683.8633

003
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Date: 6/28/2021 12:34 PM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 1.2100e- + 1.2000e- + 0.0131 + 0.0000 + ' 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- ¢ 1 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- v 0.0282 + 0.0282 1 7.0000e- ' 0.0301
- 003 , o004 : : i 005 , 005 i 005 , 005 . ' , 005 . :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - o - fm—————— ==
Energy = 00000 @ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! ! 00000 @ 0.0000 * 00000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————n : ———k e —————q - m——————— e e
Mobile = 7.4000e- + 0.0284 1 0.1091 + 4.7000e- + 0.0485 + 3.3000e- + 0.0488 '+ 0.0130 ' 3.0000e- * 0.0133 v 477322 v 47.7322 v 1.8500e- ¢ v 47.7785
- 003 | ' Vo004 \ 004 . : \ 004 . : ' \ 003 . :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e —————g - m——————— - e e
Stationary - 1.2390 ! 5.5408 ! 3.1592 ! 5.9500e- ! ! 0.1823 ! 0.1823 ! ! 0.1823 ! 0.1823 ! 633.8332 ! 633.8332 ! 0.0889 ! ! 636.0548
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 1.2476 5.5693 3.2815 | 6.4200e- | 0.0485 0.1826 0.2311 0.0130 0.1826 0.1956 681.5936 | 681.5936 | 0.0908 0.0000 | 683.8633
003
ROG NOx (6{0) S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Site Preparation - Well drilling and * Site Preparation 16/10/2021 16/10/2021 5! 1
=construction . ' ' ' '

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
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Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions - Orange County, Winter
Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural
Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Site Preparation - Well drilling and *Graders : 0! 8.00; 187 0.41
construction . ! : ll

Site Preparation - Well drilling and EScrapers : 0! 8.00} 367 0.48
construction : -i- ' 1

mm mmEmmmEEEEEEE e m e mmmmmmmom [ e e e e e | e R L
Site Preparation - Well drilling and *Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 0 7.00! 97! 0.37
construction = ' ' ' '

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Site Preparation - Well 2 0: 0.00: 0.00: 0.00: 14.70: 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
Arillinn and ~anctriintin g y y y y y 3 I I [

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Site Preparation - Well drilling and construction - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Date: 6/28/2021 12:34 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 4.7723 ! 0.0000 ! 4.7723 ! 0.5153 ! 0.0000 ! 0.5153 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Fee e ————— : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - : ———————n : R
Off-Road - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7723 0.0000 4.7723 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : A
Worker ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions - Orange County, Winter

3.2 Site Preparation - Well drilling and construction - 2021

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Date: 6/28/2021 12:34 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 4.7723 ! 0.0000 ! 4.7723 ! 0.5153 ! 0.0000 ! 0.5153 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
e ————— : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———e---aa : ———————n : R
Off-Road - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7723 0.0000 4.7723 0.5153 0.0000 0.5153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : A
Worker ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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Date: 6/28/2021 12:34 PM

ROG NOx (6{0) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 7.4000e- ' 0.0284 1 0.1091 ' 4.7000e- *+ 0.0485 + 3.3000e- ' 0.0488 ' 0.0130 ' 3.0000e- * 0.0133 v 47.7322 v 47.7322 v 1.8500e- 1 v 47.7785
o003 : \ 004 . Vo004 : {004 . : v 003 | :
----------- e At i i i e i i e i e i i e e i LR D i s i i Lk
Unmitigated = 7.4000e- * 0.0284 + 0.1091 + 4.7000e- * 0.0485  3.3000e- * 0.0488 : 0.0130 + 3.0000e- * 0.0133 = v 47.7322 + 47.7322 1+ 1.8500e- v 47.7785
- 003 | . . 004 | . 004 | . . 004 | . . . . 003 | .
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Manufacturing ' 5.16 ! 5.16 5.16 . 22,839 . 22,839
Total | 5.16 5.16 5.16 | 22,839 | 22,839
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Manufacturing . 16.60 8.40 ! 6.90 * 5900 ' 2800 13.00 . 92 . 5 . 3
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use I il

Manufacturing

0.565244* 0.042904' 0.209304! 0.108392! 0.014546' 0.005773! 0.026273! 0.017831' 0.001792 0.001509! 0.004953: 0.000602! 0.000877

| LDA | LDT1 | LDT2 | MDV | LHD1 | LHD2 | MHD | HHD | OBUS | UBUS | MCY | SBUS
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5.0 Energy Detail
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Date: 6/28/2021 12:34 PM

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Unmitigated 4,

ROG NOx (6{0) S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas = 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000

Mitigated & ' : : : : : : : : : : : : :

L 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1

----------- B e o e e e e - s === bl et ialalieaiusiunion el

NaturalGas = 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
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Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions - Orange County, Winter

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Manufacturing ' 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
[ i ' ' [ [ ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Manufacturing ! 0 E: 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ [] [] [ [ ' [] [ []
M
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 1.2100e- * 1.2000e- + 0.0131 + 0.0000 + 1 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- * 1 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- v 0.0282 ' 0.0282 1 7.0000e- '+ 0.0301
no003 . 004 . : i 005 , 005 i 005 , 005 . ' \ 005 . .
R ETERLLE emeae- o e e mm———- T o Fmmmmnn +eme- TR PEPPR mmmnen - o mm———- ERPTTI
Unmitigated = 1.2100e- * 1.2000e- * 0.0131 * 0.0000 * + 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- + 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- = v 0.0282 + 0.0282  7.0000e- * + 0.0301
- 003 | o004 : : . 005 . 005 . . 005 . 005 @ . : . 005 . .
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.0000 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating . : . . : . . ' : : ' : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e e m——— g - m——————— = e e
Consumer = 0.0000 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Products - . . . . . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————eg - m———————— e
Landscaping = 1.2100e- ' 1.2000e- * 0.0131 * 0.0000 1 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- ¢ 1 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- v 0.0282 + 0.0282 1 7.0000e- ' 0.0301
- 003 , o004 . : i 005 , 005 i 005 , 005 . ' , 005 . :
- 1
Total 1.2100e- | 1.2000e- 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- | 5.0000e- 5.0000e- 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005
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Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.0000 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : : : . : : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e —— gy - m———————— == a e
Consumer = 0.0000 ¢ ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' v 0.0000 ¢ ' + 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : . . : : . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot LR R P - m———————— == a e
Landscaping = 1.2100e- * 1.2000e- * 0.0131 + 0.0000 1 ' 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- * '+ 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- v 0.0282 1 0.0282 1 7.0000e- 1 v 0.0301
W 003 004 : : i 005 , 005 i 005 , 005 : : \ 005 . :
- 1
Total 1.2100e- | 1.2000e- 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e- | 5.0000e- 5.0000e- 5.0000e- 0.0282 0.0282 7.0000e- 0.0301
003 004 005 005 005 005 005
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Emergency Generator . 1: 1 12! 755! 0.73:Diesel
Boilers
Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type
User Defined Equipment
Equipment Type Number
10.1 Stationary Sources
Unmitigated/Mitigated
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day
Emergency = 1.2390 5.5408 3.1592 | 5.9500e- 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 = '+ 633.8332 | 633.8332 | 0.0889 636.0548
Generator - m 003 . :
Diesel (750 - = M !
9999 HP) . .
Total 1.2390 5.5408 3.1592 5.9500e- 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 0.1823 633.8332 | 633.8332 0.0889 636.0548
003

11.0 Vegetation
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Phase B Wells - Electricity and Mobile Emissions

1.0 Project Characteristics

Orange County, Annual

Date: 6/28/2021 12:26 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size

Metric Lot Acreage

ﬂoor Surface Area

-
Population

Manufacturing 128.94

1000sqft 2.96

—
128,937.60

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2

Climate Zone 8
Utility Company Anaheim Public Utilities

CO2 Intensity 1047.47 CH4 Intensity
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - .

Land Use - .

Construction Phase - Operational Only run

Off-road Equipment - Provided by City

Off-road Equipment - Provided by City

Trips and VMT - Provided by the City

Vehicle Trips - 1 worker per day

Consumer Products - No additional consumer product uses

Area Coating -

Precipitation Freq (Days) 30

Operational Year 2024
0 N20 Intensity 0
(Ib/MWhr)




Landscape Equipment - No additional landscaping
Energy Use - Calculated

Water And Wastewater - No water use

Solid Waste - No waste

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Emergency Generator

Table Name Column Name Default value New Value
tblAreaCoating ﬁeapplicationm’ercent 10 0
tblConstructionPhase NumbDays 3.00 1.00
tblIConsumerProducts ROG_EF 1.98E-05 0
tblIConsumerProducts ROG_EF_Degreaser 3.542E-07 0
tblEnergyUse LightingElect 2.99 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24E 3.83 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24NG 6.86 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24E 1.63 45.60
tblEnergyUse T24NG 14.04 0.00
tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 4.50
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 128,940.00 128,937.60
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblProjectCharacteristics CH4ilntensityFactor 0.029 0
tbIProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 1543.28 1047.47
tblProjectCharacteristics N20OIntensityFactor 0.006 0
tbISolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 159.89 0.00
tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HorsePowerValue 0.00 755.00
tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerDay 0.00 1.00
tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerYear 0.00 12.00
tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse NumberOfEquipment 0.00 1.00
tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.49 0.04




tbIVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.62 0.04
tbIVehicleTrips WD_TR 3.82 0.04
tbiWater IndoorWaterUseRate 29,817,375.00 0.00
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI10 ] Fugitve | Exnhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO? [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2021 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 } 2.3900e- i 0.0000 } 2.3900e- i 2.6000e- i 0.0000 i 2.6000e- i 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000
003 003 004 004
Maximum 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 2.3900e- | 0.0000 | 2.3900e- | 2.6000e- | 0.0000 | 2.6000e- § 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
003 003 004 004
Mitigated Construction
__ __ __ . __
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2021 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000  0.0000 ; 2.3900e- i 0.0000 ; 2.3900e- i 2.6000e- { 0.0000 ; 2.6000e- ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000
003 003 004 004
Maximum 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 2.3900e- | 0.0000 | 2.3900e- | 2.6000e- | 0.0000 | 2.6000e- § 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
003 003 004 004




__ __ __ __ e T —————
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio-CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated EOG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Nﬁtigated ﬁOG + NOX (tons/quarter)
Highest
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
__ — I __ - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 1.5000e- i 1.0000e- : 1.6400e-: 0.0000 1.0000e- { 1.0000e- 1.0000e- { 1.0000e- { 0.0000 : 3.2000e- { 3.2000e- { 1.0000e- { 0.0000 i 3.4100e-
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 §2,793.336{2,793.3361; 0.0000 0.0000 §2,793.336
1 1
Mobile 1.3100e- | 5.2600e- i 0.0202  9.0000e- { 8.6600e- i 6.0000e- ; 8.7200e- { 2.3200e- { 6.0000e- { 2.3700e- { 0.0000 7.9734 7.9734 { 3.1000e- { 0.0000 7.9811
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
Stationary 7.4300e- 0.0332 0.0190 { 4.0000e- 1.0900e- { 1.0900e- 1.0900e- { 1.0900e- { 0.0000 3.4500 3.4500  4.8000e- { 0.0000 3.4621
003 005 003 003 003 003 004
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
. - — N
Total 8.8900e- | 0.0385 0.0408 | 1.3000e- | 8.6600e- | 1.1600e- | 9.8200e- | 2.3200e- | 1.1600e- | 3.4700e- § 0.0000 |2,804.762|2,804.7627| 8.0000e- | 0.0000 | 2,804.782
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003 7 004 6
Mitigated Operational
__ I I __ - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr




Area 1.5000e- { 1.0000e- i 1.6400e-i{ 0.0000 1.0000e- { 1.0000e- 1.0000e- { 1.0000e- 0.0000 i 3.2000e- ;i 3.2000e- i 1.0000e- { 0.0000 { 3.4100e-
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 §2,793.336}{2,793.3361{ 0.0000 0.0000 2,793.336
1 1
Mobile 1.3100e- { 5.2600e- i 0.0202 i 9.0000e- i 8.6600e- { 6.0000e- { 8.7200e- i 2.3200e- { 6.0000e- { 2.3700e- 0.0000 7.9734 7.9734 3.1000e- { 0.0000 7.9811
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
Stationary 7.4300e- 0.0332 0.0190 § 4.0000e- 1.0900e- | 1.0900e- 1.0900e- { 1.0900e- 0.0000 3.4500 3.4500 4.8000e- i 0.0000 3.4621
003 005 003 003 003 003 004
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 8.8900e- 0.0385 0.0408 1.3000e- | 8.6600e- | 1.1600e- | 9.8200e- | 2.3200e- | 1.1600e- 3.4-700e- 0.0000 |2,804.762|2,804.7627| 8.0000e- | 0.0000 2,804.%
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003 7 004 6
__ __ __ e BT K
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [ NBio-CO2|Total CO2] CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
— — - — — E— - — —
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
. .
1 Site Preparation - Well drilling Site Preparation 6/10/2021 6/10/2021 5 1
ond r\nrﬁfrllr\ﬁnn

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0

OffRoad Equipment

I-Dhase Name

__ ___ __
Offroad Equipment Type

Amount

Usage Hours

__
Horse Power

__
Load Factor

mfn ooy

[ -

Site Preparation - Well drilling and Graders 0 8.00 187 0.41

construction

Site Preparation - Well drilling and Scrapers 0 8.00 367 0.48]
constoaction

Site Preparation - Well drilling and Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37]




Trips and VMT

- . - - - - - - .
Phase Name Offroad Equipment] Worker Trip | Vendor Trip Hauling Trip] Worker Trip | Vendor Trip [Hauling Trip] Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Vehicle
Class Class
— . - - . — . —
Site Preparation - Well 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
drillina ond
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Site Preparation - Well drilling and construction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ __ __ . _
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 2.3900e- i 0.0000 £ 2.3900e- { 2.6000e- 0.0000 2.6000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
003 003 004 004
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.3900e- | 0.0000 | 2.3900e- | 2.6000e- 0.0000 2.6000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
003 003 004 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ __ . _
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000




Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I __ __ - . _
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 2.3900e- i 0.0000 } 2.3900e- i 2.6000e- { 0.0000 } 2.6000e- i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
003 003 004 004
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 2.3900e- | 0.0000 | 2.3900e- | 2.6000e- | 0.0000 | 2.6000e- § 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
003 003 004 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I __ __ — . __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile




4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOX co SO2 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM10 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 1.3100e- | 5.2600e- ; 0.0202 } 9.0000e- ; 8.6600e- ; 6.0000e- ; 8.7200e- ; 2.3200e- ; 6.0000e- ; 2.3700e- ; 0.0000 i 7.9734 ; 7.9734 } 3.1000e-; 0.0000 ; 7.9811
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
Unmitigated 1.3100e- | 5.2600e- i 0.0202 | 9.0000e- i 8.6600e- i 6.0000e- ; 8.7200e- § 2.3200e- | 6.0000e- | 2.3700e- | 0.0000 i 7.9734 i 7.9734 | 3.1000e-; 0.0000 i 7.9811
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
4.2 Trip Summary Information
I
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
— I
Land Use Weekday Saturday  Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Manufacturing 5.16 5.16 5.16 22,839 22,839
.
Total 5.16 5.16 5.16 22,839 22,839
4.3 Trip Type Information
_ __ I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C [H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- [ H-S or C-C | H-O or CNW | Primary Diverted Pass by
Manufacturing 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3
4.4 Fleet Mix
__ I I __ __ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
E— e ———— s |
Manufacturing 0.565244% 0.042904; 0.209304i 0.108392i 0.014546! 0.005773 0.026273i 0.017831{ 0.001792{ 0.001509i 0.004953}{ 0.000602i 0.000877

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N



5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 J Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ2| Total CO2 | CHa N20 | COZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
—
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 {2,793.3362,793.3361f 0.0000 0.0000 §2,793.336
Mitigated 1 1
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 {2,793.336:2,793.3361{ 0.0000 0.0000 ;2,793.336
Unmitigated 1 1
NaturalGas 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGas 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
__ __ __ __ . _
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr M?/yr
Manufacturing 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated




I __ — I __ - __
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2|Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr M!I'/yr
Manufacturing 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CH4 N2O CO%e
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing i5.87917e+i2,793.3361: 0.0000 0.0000 {2,793.336
006 1
— h —
Total 2,793.3361| 0.0000 0.0000 |2,793.336
1
Mitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CH4 N2O CO%e
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing 15.87917e+{{2,793.3361; 0.0000 0.0000 {2,793.336
006 1
- e~
Total 2,793.3361| 0.0000 0.0000 |2,793.336

1




6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOX co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ| Total COZ| . CHA N20 COze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 1.5000e- ; 1.0000e- i 1.6400e- 0.0000 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- ;{ 0.0000 ; 3.2000e- ; 3.2000e- ; 1.0000e- { 0.0000 ; 3.4100e-
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
Unmitigated 1.5000e- i 1.0000e- i 1.6400e-i 0.0000 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- ;i 0.0000 : 3.2000e- i 3.2000e- ; 1.0000e- i 0.0000 : 3.4100e-
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
__ __ __ . __
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.0000 0.0000 ;i 0.0000 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 0.0000 0.0000 { 0.0000 0.0000 { 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 { 0.0000 i 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 1.5000e- | 1.0000e- i 1.6400e-i 0.0000 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- ;| 0.0000 { 3.2000e- | 3.2000e- i 1.0000e- { 0.0000 ; 3.4100e-
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
Total 1.5000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6400e- [ 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 3.2000e- | 3.2000e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 3.4100e-
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003




Mitigated

ROG NOX co S0 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMT0 ] Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ| Total CO2 | CHA N2O Co%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 } 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 0.0000 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 1.5000e- | 1.0000e- ; 1.6400e- ] 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 1.0000e- i 1.0000e- | 0.0000 i 3.2000e- | 3.2000e- i 1.0000e- i 0.0000 | 3.4100e-
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
Total 1.5000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6400e- | 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 3.2000e- | 3.2000e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 3.4100e-
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
Total CO2 |  CH4 N20 C02e
Category MT/yr
Mitigated 0.0000 | 0.0000 { 0.0000 i 0.0000
Unmitigated 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated




Indoor/Outll Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Manufacturing 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Indoor/Outll Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
-
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Manufacturing 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.000