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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

The purpose of this Initial Study (IS) is to (1) describe the proposed Sweetwater Mesa Tank and
Waterline Project (hereinafter referred to as the “Project”), which would occur in the City of Malibu
and (2) provide an evaluation of potential environmental effects associated with the Project’s
construction and operation. This IS has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), as amended (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) and in accordance
with the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations §15000 et seq.).

Pursuant to Section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Los Angeles County Waterworks
District No. 29, Malibu (District) is the lead agency for the Project. The lead agency is the public
agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project that may have
a significant effect on the environment. The District, as the lead agency, has the authority for
Project approval and certification of the accompanying environmental documentation. The Los
Angeles County Board of Supervisors is the governing body of the District.

The purpose of this document is to evaluate the proposed Project which consists of three water
main replacements in Serra Road, Sweetwater Mesa Road, and Pacific Coast Highway (PCH);
one new 1.12-million-gallon (MG) tank at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road; a pump station; and
three pressure regulating station locations totaling up to 6 stations.

1.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based on the environmental checklist form prepared for the Project (see Section 4, below) and
supporting environmental analysis (Section 5), the proposed Project would have no impact or less
than significant impacts in the following environmental areas: aesthetics, agriculture and forest
resources, air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, ,
land use and planning, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, noise,
recreation, transportation, utilities and service systems, and wildfire. The proposed Project has
the potential to have significant impacts on the following topics unless the mitigation measures
recommended herein are incorporated into the Project: biological resources, cultural resources,
geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and tribal cultural resources. If incorporated, these
impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels.

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is the
appropriate environmental document for the proposed Project because, after incorporation of the
recommended mitigation measures, potentially significant environmental impacts would be
eliminated or reduced to a level considered less than significant.

1.3 PROJECT APPROVAL

This IS/MND has been submitted to potentially responsible and affected agencies and individuals.
A notice of the availability of the IS/MND for review and comment as well as the environmental
documentation are available on the District's website (https://lacounty.pw/smtank and
https://lacounty.pw/sweetwater-mesa-waterline) for review.

This IS/MND will be available for public review for a period of 30 days, in accordance with Section
15073 of the State CEQA Guidelines. During review of the IS/IMND, affected public agencies and
the interested public have an opportunity to focus on the document’s adequacy in identifying and
analyzing the potential environmental impacts and the ways in which the potentially significant
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effects of the Project can be avoided or mitigated. Comments on the IS/MND herein should be
submitted by email or in writing and must be received by 5:00 PM on December 6th, 2024.
Comments should be addressed to:

Eduardo Maguino

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Waterworks Division

P.O. Box 1460

Alhambra, California 91802-1460

Email: waterworksprojects@dpw.lacounty.gov

Following receipt and evaluation of comments from agencies, organizations, and/or individuals,
the District will determine whether any substantial new environmental issues have been raised.
The IS/MND will be submitted to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors for consideration
when the Project is recommended for approval.

1.4

ORGANIZATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY

The IS/MND is organized as described below.

Section 1: Introduction. This section provides an introduction and overview of the
conclusions in the IS/MND.

Section 2: Project Location and Environmental Setting. This section provides a brief
description of the Project location, relevant background information, and a description of
the existing conditions of the Project site and vicinity.

Section 3: Project Description. This section provides a description of the proposed
Project, a statement of purpose and need, and necessary discretionary actions from all
involved public agencies.

Section 4: Environmental Checklist. The completed Environmental Checklist Form from
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines provides an overview of the potential impacts
that may or may not result from Project implementation. The Environmental Checklist
Form also includes “mandatory findings of significance”, as required by CEQA.

Section 5: Discussion of Environmental Checklist Questions. This section contains
an analysis of environmental impacts identified in the environmental checklist from
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and identifies standard conditions and
regulations (SC) and mitigation measures (MM) that have been recommended to eliminate
any potentially significant effects or to reduce them to a level considered less than
significant.

Section 6: Report Preparers. This section lists the authors, including staff from the
District, who contributed information for the preparation and review of the IS/MND.

Section 7: References. This section identifies the references used to prepare
the IS/MND.
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SECTION 2.0 PROJECT LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

21 PROJECT LOCATION

The Project site encompasses several areas within the Sweetwater Mesa system consisting of
two gravity storage tanks and associated water mains, in the City of Malibu, Los Angeles County,
California. The regional and local vicinity of the Project site is depicted on Exhibit 1, Regional
Location, and Exhibit 2a, Aerial Photograph, respectively. As shown in Exhibits 2b through 2d, a
new water main would be constructed in Serra Road from PCH to Sweetwater Mesa Road with
three options for the final routing of Water Main Project No. 1 identified as WP1.1, WP1.2, and
WP1.3 and as discussed further in Section 3.1.2, Water Main Replacements. The water main
would continue along Sweetwater Mesa Road from Serra Road to the new domestic water tank
to be constructed at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road. The new Sweetwater Mesa Tank would
be located at an undeveloped District owned property (APN 4452-025-901) just north of 3311
Sweetwater Mesa Road in the City of Malibu, California. An additional water main would be
constructed in PCH from Serra Road to the beginning of the Malibu Lagoon Bridge.

2.2 EXISTING SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROJECT BACKGROUND

The existing Sweetwater Mesa system is currently served by two gravity storage tanks. The
Sweetwater Mesa Tank and the Serra Tank operate in the 380-foot and 160-foot pressure zones
(PZs), respectively. These two tanks provide water storage for approximately 137 service
connections. The existing Sweetwater Mesa Tank, constructed in 1962, is fed by two
40 -horsepower pumps at the Serra Tank site through approximately 2,600 linear feet of 4-inch
asbestos-concrete water line along Sweetwater Mesa Road, has an operational capacity of 0.093
MG, and serves approximately 75 customers. The existing concrete Serra Tank, constructed in
1937, has an operational capacity of 0.13 MG and services approximately 62 customers. The
cumulative operational storage for both tanks is 0.22 MG. Currently, the 380-foot PZ cannot
back-feed or flow into the 160-feet PZ. This portion of the system receives its water directly from
the Malibu 30-inch transmission water main along PCH via two pressure-regulating valves. These
connections also serve as the system’s required fire protection. The Project site is bounded by
open space and residential uses. Sensitive receptors including residential uses closest to the
Project site are described in Table 10 and in Section Xlll, Noise, of this IS/MND.

A hydraulic analysis conducted by the District’s Design Unit found the required gravity storage’
for the Sweetwater Mesa system to be 1.92 MG, including all approved developments such as
the La Paz Ranch and Lumber Yard. This amount includes approximately 1.2 MG for maximum
day demand? and 0.72 MG for fire protection. The current fire flow® requirement for all proposed
developments is 3,000 gallons per minute for 4 hours equaling 0.72 MG of storage. The existing
water system has a deficiency of 1.70 MG, making the existing storage capacity far below current
District standards. This required storage, coupled with the undersized water mains in Sweetwater
Mesa Road and PCH, do not provide sufficient capacity to provide fire flow protection for the
service area.

' Gravity water systems use gravity to transport water from the source to the user through a pipe network.

2 The maximum daily demand is the total amount of water consumed in a day.

3 Fire flow is the quantity of water available (as in a city) for fire-protection purposes in excess of that required for
other purposes.
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Final design plans were previously prepared in 1994 for the installation of a 12-inch steel water
main along Sweetwater Mesa Road from Serra Road to the existing Sweetwater Mesa Tank. This
portion of the alignment was designated as Phase Il of the original Serra Road Water
Improvements (Spec 29-425). Phase | was completed in 1994; however, Phase Il was never
constructed.
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SECTION 3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

The proposed Project includes construction of a new 12-inch water main in Serra Road from PCH
to Sweetwater Mesa Road. The water main would continue along Sweetwater Mesa Road from
Serra Road to the new 1.12 MG tank located at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road. A second 12-
inch water main would be constructed in PCH from Serra Road to the beginning of the Malibu
Lagoon Bridge. The new Sweetwater Mesa Tank would be located at an undeveloped District
owned property just north of 3311 Sweetwater Mesa Road as discussed in more detail below.

3.1.1 NEW SWEETWATER MESA TANK

In order to address the existing water system’s deficiency of 1.70 MG, the District proposes to
construct a new approximately 1.0 MG domestic water tank at the New Sweetwater Mesa Tank
site and retain the existing tank, Sweetwater Mesa Tank, as an emergency back-up facility. Due
to existing physical constraints of the site, including buildable area and limitations on height, the
largest tank that can be constructed is 1.12 MG, which is intended to serve existing and approved
future development in the service area when combined with the existing Sweetwater Mesa Tank
to be retained and kept in service as an emergency back-up facility. The maximum height allowed
for any structure by the City of Malibu’s Local Coastal Program (LCP), zoned Residential, is
24 feet.

The New Sweetwater Mesa Tank would be partially buried, approximately 10 feet, with a diameter
of 82-feet and height of 40 feet. The new tank would increase the gravity storage capacity from
0.22 MG to approximately 1.12 MG and would raise the 380-foot PZ to the new 418-foot PZ. The
new tank would no longer be filled with a pumping system, but rather by pressure from the
District’'s 30-inch transmission water main along the PCH. The new 418-foot PZ tank would
improve storage capacity for domestic and fire protection water demands. The Waterworks
Design Unit completed a hydraulic analysis of the proposed system and confirmed that the various
system upgrades would improve the Sweetwater Mesa system to better serve existing and
approved development in the service area. A site plan showing the proposed Sweetwater Mesa
Tank is included as Exhibit 3, Site Plan.

3.1.2 WATER MAIN REPLACEMENTS

The new water mains included in this Project are separated into three distinct reaches as shown
in Exhibit 4, Key Map.

Water Main Project No. 1

Water Main Project No.1 (WP1) would replace the existing undersized 4-inch main through
construction of approximately 3,140 feet of 12-inch steel concrete mortar coated (CMC) and
concrete mortar lined (CML) water main in Sweetwater Water Mesa Road, beginning at the Serra
Tank site at Sweet Water Mesa Road and extending to the New Sweetwater Mesa Tank at the
end of Sweetwater Mesa Road. There are currently three options for the final routing of WP1;
they are designated as WP1.1, WP1.2, and WP1.3, and are subsequently separated into three
distinct reaches as described below. Each option is fully evaluated in Section 5.0, Impact Analysis.
Selection of final routing of WP1 would be decided upon determination of the District’'s easement.
The permanent easement would be acquired to allow future access for the purpose of
construction, operation, and maintenance associated with the new waterline.
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Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration

Water Main WP1.1

Under the WP1.1 option, a new 500-foot PZ 12-inch water main would be constructed in Serra
Road from PCH to and within an existing 10 feet easement to the Serra Tank, upstream of a new
pump/regulating station — (WP3 and WP3.1). The 418-foot PZ 12-inch water main would connect
to the downstream side of a new pump/pressure regulating station at the Serra Tank site. WP1.1
would then be routed upslope to Sweetwater Mesa Road (adjacent the area of the existing 4-inch
pipe to be replaced) and extend up to the 418-foot PZ tank and down to Serra Road where there
currently is no water main. The new 12-inch water main would also connect to the existing
380-foot PZ 6-inch water main at the Serra Tank site and located in a 10-feet wide water main
easement.

Water Main WP1.2

Under the WP1.2 option, a new 500-foot PZ water main would be constructed in Serra Road
from PCH to and within a new easement to the Serra Tank, upstream of a new pump/regulating
station — (WP3 and WP3.2). The 418-foot PZ 12-inch water main would connect to the
downstream side of a new pump/pressure regulating station at the Serra Tank site. WP1.2 would
be routed upslope to Sweetwater Mesa Road (adjacent the area of the existing 4-inch pipe to be
replaced) and extend to the 418-foot PZ tank. Under the WP1.2 option, the 418-foot PZ 12-inch
water main would also extend down Sweetwater Mesa Road to Serra Road and connect to the
existing 12-inch 380-foot PZ water main. Unlike WP1.1, the new 12-inch water main would not
connect to the existing 6-inch water main (to be abandoned) in the 380-foot PZ located in a 10-
foot easement to the Serra Tank off Serra Road. Abandonment would involve cutting, capping,
and filing pipe with sand and slurry cement.

Water Main WP1.3

Under the WP1.3 option, a new 500-foot PZ water main would be constructed in Serra Road from
PCH to Sweetwater Mesa Road up to a new easement in a slope down to the Serra Tank,
upstream of a new pump/regulating station — (WP3 and WP3.3). The 418-foot PZ the 12-inch
water main would connect to the downstream side of a new pump/pressure regulating station at
the Serra Tank site. Under the WP1.3 option, the 418-foot PZ 12-inch water main would be routed
upslope to Sweetwater Mesa Road (adjacent the area of the existing 4-inch pipe to be replaced)
and extend to the 418-foot PZ tank. Identical to WP1.2, the 418-foot PZ 12-inch water main would
also extend down Sweetwater Mesa Road to Serra Road, and would connect to the existing 12-
inch water main in the 380-foot PZ water main, and would not connect to the existing 6-inch water
main (to be abandoned) in the 380-foot PZ located in a 10-foot easement to the Serra Tank off
Serra Road. Abandonment would involve cutting, capping, and filing pipe with sand and slurry
cement.

It should be noted that Sweetwater Mesa Road is a private, 14-foot wide, winding, concrete road
with very little to no shoulder area. Although records show that a 40-foot easement exists for road
and utility purposes, the homes along the road have a concentrated amount of landscaping
directly adjacent to the roadway and within the existing easement, making it very difficult to install
the 12-inch diameter water line within the area adjacent to the road, as recommended by the
previously approved Serra Road Water Systems Improvements Project plans. All landscaping
that would be removed or damaged during construction activities would be cataloged and
replaced in kind in coordination with and to the satisfaction of the private property owners.
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Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration

Water Main Project No.2

Water Main Project No.2 (WP2) involves construction of approximately 445 feet of 12-inch
diameter steel CMC and CML and epoxy coated water main in PCH from Serra Road to the Malibu
Lagoon Bridge. This 12-inch main would replace the existing 6-inch water main.

Water Main Project No.3

Water Main Project No.3 (WP3) includes construction of approximately 1,837 feet of parallel
12-inch diameter steel CMC and CML water main along Serra Road between PCH and the Serra
Tank.

Water Main WP3.1

Water Main Project WP3.1 crosses an existing 10-foot-wide easement.

Water Main WP3.2

Water Main Project WP3.2 crosses a new access easement over an existing access road to the
Serra Tank.

Water Main WP3.3

Water Main Project WP3.3 is routed up Sweetwater Mesa Road and crosses a new easement
down slope behind the Serra Tank.

A profile view of the water main replacements is shown on Exhibit 5 (Pacific Coast Highway),
Exhibits 6a—b (Serra Road), Exhibit 7 (Serra Tank), and Exhibits 8a—c (Sweetwater Mesa Road).

The exact termination of the Serra Road water main and the beginning of the Sweetwater Mesa
Road water main are unknown at this time because the District does not have the easements for
the District operated and maintained Serra Tank site. The District is currently working with the
property owner to obtain the easement, and Project implementation would be contingent on
obtaining this easement. This Project details and analyzes what is understood to be the maximum
extent and disturbance areas of the water mains.

3.1.3 PUMP STATION

The Serra Tank site has an existing pump station, which would be replaced with a new
skid-mounted modern pump station approximately 50 square feet in size. The pump station would
only be used in an emergency condition — when gradient in the 500-foot PZ is below the height
of the Sweetwater Mesa Tank. The new pump station would be quieter than the existing
free-standing pumps and would include an enclosure for weather protection and sound
attenuation.

3.1.4 PRESSURE REGULATING STATIONS
The Project would construct three new Pressure Regulating Stations (PRS).

e Palm Canyon Lane and Serra Road: The first PRS is planned at the southwest corner
of Palm Canyon Lane and Serra Road.

e Mariposa De Oro Street and Serra Road: The second PRS is planned on the west side
of the intersection at the Mariposa De Oro Street and Serra Road.
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Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
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e Serra Tank-PRV: Up to 4 PRS are planned on the Serra Tank site.

3.2 CONSTRUCTION PHASES

The proposed Project would be constructed in two phases: the water mains installation and the
construction of the new Sweetwater Mesa Tank. The water mains installation is estimated to occur
over a 12-month period from September 2028 to September 2029. The Sweetwater Mesa Tank
construction is estimated to occur over a 12-month period from May 2027 through May 2028.
Temporary construction easements would be established for the storage of construction
materials, supplies, and equipment. The property alongside the New Sweetwater Tank property
would be rented from the property owner as a staging area for construction materials and
equipment for both the water main and tank projects; if this location is not available, an alternate
staging area would be used at a nearby storage yard located at 3637 Winter Canyon Road.
Additionally, construction crews would temporarily use Sweetwater Mesa Road to access the tank
site during the construction period. The same staging area is proposed for each of the three
options.

3.3 PURPOSE

The purpose of this document is to evaluate environmental impacts from construction and
operation of the proposed Project consisting of three water mains replacements in Serra Road,
Sweetwater Mesa Road, and PCH, respectively; one new 1.0 MG tank at the end of Sweetwater
Mesa Road; a pump station; and three pressure regulating stations.

3.4  ANTICIPATED DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS

This IS/MND is intended to serve as the primary CEQA environmental document for all actions
associated with the proposed Project, including all discretionary approvals requested or required
to implement the Project. In addition, this is the primary reference document for the formulation
and implementation of a mitigation monitoring program for the proposed Project.

A responsible agency is a public agency other than the lead agency that has responsibility for
carrying out or approving a project (CEQA Guidelines § 15381 and PRC § 21069). Responsible
agencies with potential involvement in the Project include the following:

e City of Malibu. A Coastal Development Permit, Encroachment Permit, Notice of
Exemption — Local Coastal Commission, and Malibu Local Implementation Program (LIP)
Height Variance.

e State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water. An Operational
Permit for the new tank.

e California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). An Encroachment Permit and
approval of the Traffic Management Plan.

In addition to coordination with the permitting agencies to acquire the appropriate permit or
exemptions, the Project would be coordinated with the two homeowner associations (HOAS),
Serra Canyon HOA and Sweetwater Mesa HOA, and individual property owners to obtain
easements to access the Serra Tank site, as needed.
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SECTION 4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

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.

[ ] Aesthetics [ ] Agriculture Resources [] Air Quality

X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources ] Energy

X Geology/Soils [ ] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ ] Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

X Hydrology/Water Quality [] Land Use/Planning [] Mineral Resources

[ ] Noise [] Population/Housing [ 1 Public Services

[] Recreation [] Utilities/Service Systems [] Transportation

X] Tribal Cultural Resources L] wildfire [] Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency.)

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 be 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
al 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.

W'/ October 30, 2024

Signature Date
Grace Komjakraphan-Tek County of Los Angeles Public Works
Printed Name For
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should
be explained 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).

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

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

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially
Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the
mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analysis,” as described in (5) below,
may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063 1(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 above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
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.

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

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
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8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are
relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

This section includes the completed Environmental Checklist Form. The checklist form is used to
assist in evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The
Environmental Checklist Form identifies potential Project effects as follows: (1) Potentially
Significant Impact; (2) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated; (3) Less Than
Significant Impact; and, (4) No Impact. Substantiation and clarification for each checklist response
is provided in Section 5, Environmental Evaluation. Included in each discussion are mitigation
measures, as appropriate, that are recommended for implementation as part of the proposed
Project.

Fish and Wildlife Determination

(Per Section 21089(b) of the Public Resources Code, all project applicants and public agencies
subject to the California Environmental Quality Act shall pay a Fish and Game 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: Fish and Game 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 DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

As discussed previously in Section 3.1.2, there are currently three options for the final routing of
WP1; they are designated as WP1.1, WP1.2, and WP1.3, and are subsequently separated into
three distinct reaches. The following impact analysis is applicable, and identical, for all three WP1
routing options.

Where appropriate, cumulative construction and development projects have been taken into
consideration for purposes of analysis, based on the topic being analyzed. The cumulative study
can generally be defined as the City of Malibu, but also varies from topic to topic and is discussed
further in Section XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

1. AESTHETICS
Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. i Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] X ]
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, ] L] X L]

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

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the ] L] X L]
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare ] ] = ]
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the City of Malibu General Plan (1995) Conservation
Element, officially recognized scenic resources include existing portions of the Coastal Slope
Trail, which are located well to the north and west of the Project site. Due to intervening
topography and distance, those locations would offer highly impaired views of the Project site.
Additionally, views of the Project site from the informal scenic viewpoint on Malibu Canyon Road
(approximately 0.8 miles west of the Project site) and from the Malibu Creek Trail would also be
impaired due to intervening topography and distance. The City of Malibu Local Coastal
Implementation Plan, Chapter 6.5.B.6 requires all new water tanks visible from scenic areas or
scenic roads to be partially below-grade where feasible and incorporate colors that are compatible
with the surrounding landscape and landscape screening to minimize visual impacts (of which the
proposed Sweetwater Mesa tank would adhere to). The Malibu LIP is operated under the authority
of the State of California Coastal Commission. As such, the Project is required to comply with the
LIP and the proposed LCP Amendment and zoning text amendment (LCPA/ZTA), which limits
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the maximum height of new structures to 24 feet (for flat roofs), and requires siting, design, and
landscape measures to minimize the facility’s design appearance. It also imposes lighting and
color restrictions on the Project to ensure that the development is compatible with its design
setting.

Construction: Project construction would occur over a limited time period. Any visual impacts
would be temporary and short-term in nature, and thus would not result in a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista. Construction-related impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Operation: The Project includes several elements detailed in Section 3.0, Project Description,
each of which would comply with applicable LIP requirements through project design with the
exception of tank height. The tank would be constructed of concrete and finished with a neutral
color coating to blend with the surrounding hillsides and vegetation (refer to Exhibits 9a—c,
Renderings). All other project components would also be color coated to blend with the
surroundings. The tank would be partially buried with an 82-foot diameter and will be 40 feet high,
which would exceed the 24-foot maximum height limit in height. As part of the Project, a variance
is requested to allow for construction of the tank at the proposed height of 40 feet. The variance
memorandum would be subject to review by the City of Malibu. Approval of the memorandum and
granting of the requested variance would be required for approval of, and prior to initiation of, the
overall Project. Therefore, the Project would not result in a significant impact on a scenic vista.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to Caltrans’ California Scenic Highway Mapping
System (Caltrans 2020), scenic highways in the vicinity of the Project site include PCH and Malibu
Canyon Road.

Construction and Operation. Malibu Canyon Road is located approximately 0.8 miles west of
the Project site and views of the Project site would be obstructed due to intervening topography.
PCH borders the Project site on the south. Direct views from PCH are limited to motorists and
bicyclists traveling along the highway (due to the absence of a sidewalk along the north side of
the highway). Additionally, dense but non-continuous landscape acts as a visual buffer along the
highway and would also serve to screen out direct views of the proposed improvements. Due to
the limited visual access to the Project site from PCH, and compliance with LCP development
standards (both existing and those in the proposed LCPA/ZTA), the potential of the Project to
affect views of scenic resources is minimal. Therefore, the Project would not result in a significant
impact on scenic resource within a scenic highway. Impacts would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Location and Environmental
Setting, the existing Sweetwater Mesa Tank site is too small to provide the recommended space
for a new 1.0 MG volume tank. A new Sweetwater Mesa tank site property has been acquired
near the end of the paved section of Sweetwater Mesa Road. The property is an approximately
10,713 square foot lot adjacent to a residential property. The perimeter of the property is open
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Source: Cannon, 2023

Renderings Exhibit 9a
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Source: Cannon, 2023

Renderings Exhibit 9b

Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
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Source: Cannon, 2023

Renderings Exhibit 9c

Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
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and contains no trees to screen it. Exhibit 10, Site Photographs, illustrates the existing visual
character of the site, which is located approximately 550 feet southeast of the existing Sweetwater
Mesa Tank site.

¢ View 1 - View of the laydown areal/location of the new Sweetwater Mesa tank facing
south. This view depicts the visual character of the laydown area/new Sweetwater Mesa
tank site for those traveling south along Sweetwater Mesa Road. The foreground view is
dominated by a dirt lot with sparse vegetation. As shown in the background of the
photograph, a chain-link fence can be seen surrounding the existing structure. Views of
the Pacific Ocean are also visible from this vantage point.

¢ View 2 — View of the existing Serra Tank facing south. This view depicts the visual
character of the existing Serra Tank site facing south. As shown in the photograph, views
predominately include mature vegetation and trees that shield the majority of the Serra
Tank from sight. Residences can be seen in the distance in addition to a view of the Pacific
Ocean.

As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed Project consists of three water
mains in Serra Road, Sweetwater Mesa Road, and PCH, respectively; one new 1.0 MG tank at
the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road; a pump station; and three pressure regulating stations. The
existing Sweetwater Mesa Tank would be maintained and kept in service as an emergency
back-up facility.

Construction. Project construction would occur over a limited time period. Any visual impacts
would be temporary and short-term in nature, and thus would not result in significant impact
related to visual character and quality of the site. Construction-related impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

Operation: The new Sweetwater Tank would be located at a higher elevation (418 feet above
mean sea level [msl]) than the existing Sweetwater Mesa Tank, with an elevation of 380 feet
above msl, and would be 40 feet tall. The maximum height allowed for any zoned residential
structure by the City of Malibu’s LCP is 24 feet. As part of the Project, a variance is requested to
allow for construction of the tank at the proposed height of 40 feet. The variance memorandum
would be subject to review by the City of Malibu. Approval of the memorandum and granting of
the requested variance would be required for approval of, and prior to initiation of the Project.
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with this requirement. The District has preliminarily sized
the tank diameter at 82 feet to allow for approximately 10 feet of clearance from the
easement/property line. Some landscaping would need to be removed during construction
activities; however, all landscaping would be cataloged and restored to existing conditions once
construction is complete. Project impacts regarding the visual character and quality of the site
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Under existing conditions, the Sweetwater Mesa Tank has no
on-site lighting.

Construction. Project construction would require limited lighting due to the majority of
construction activities occurring during daylight hours. To the extent that lighting is required, it
would be properly directed and shielded to minimize overspill beyond the physical limits of
construction. Any security lighting would also be properly directed and shielded to minimize
overspill. Any impacts related to construction lighting would be temporary and short-term in
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nature, and thus would not result in significant impact related to light or glare. Construction-related
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Operation. As proposed, the Project would install up to five lights located at the vehicle entrance,
inlet piping, outlet piping, and two hatches on top of the tank roof. Lights would either be mounted
on poles or mounted to the top of the tank with manual activation by maintenance and operation
staff. Lighting would only be used as needed when maintenance staff are on-site and would be
shielded to minimize overspill beyond the physical limits of the facilities. Project impacts pertaining
to light or glare would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM
No mitigation measures are required.

Il AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. i Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

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

use?

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

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

of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220[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 ] L] L] Y
forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment L] L] L] X

which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

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

No Impact. Data from the State of California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program (2016) indicates that the Project site contains no land designated as
Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Local
Importance, nor is it zoned for agricultural use. Rather, the site is designated as “Urban and
Built-Up Land” and “Other Land”.

Construction and Operation. No current agricultural operations exist on the Project site. No
other designated farmland exists in the Project vicinity, and the Project site is not subject to any
California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) contracts. No current agricultural operations
exist in the vicinity of the Project site. Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in
conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. The Project site is not considered to be farmland
of significance or land in agricultural use. No impacts to agricultural resources would result from
Project implementation, and no mitigation is required.

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

No Impact. As stated above, no current agricultural operations exist on the Project site. No other
designated farmland exists in the Project vicinity, and the Project site is not subject to any
California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) contracts. No current agricultural operations
exist in the vicinity of the Project site.

Construction and Operation. Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in
conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. The Project site is not considered to be farmland
of significance or land in agricultural use. No impacts to agricultural resources would result from
Project implementation, and no mitigation is required.

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as 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))?

No Impact. According to Section 12220(g) of the California Public Resources Code, “forest land
is 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”.

Construction and Operation. The Project site does not meet the definition of forest land;
therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

No Impact. According to Section 12220(g) of the California Public Resources Code, “forest land
is 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”.

Construction and Operation. The Project site does not meet the definition of forest land;
therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.

e) 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. As discussed previously, the proposed Project site is not designated as farmland of
significance and is not being used for agricultural production. No other designated farmland exists
in the Project vicinity, and the Project site is not subject to any California Land Conservation Act
(Williamson Act) contracts.

Construction and Operation. No current agricultural operations exist in the vicinity of the Project
site. Further, there are no forest lands in the vicinity of the Project site; therefore, the Project would
not convert forest land to non-forest use. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.
MITIGATION PROGRAM

No mitigation measures are required.
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lil. AIR QUALITY
Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. _ Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] ] ] X
applicable air quality plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of ] ] X ]

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ] ] = ]
concentrations?

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

No Impact. Air quality in Los Angeles County is regulated by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), which is the agency principally responsible for comprehensive
air pollution control in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB). 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 Air
Quality Management Plans (AQMPs).

On December 2, 2022, the SCAQMD adopted the 2022 AQMP, which is a regional and multi-
agency effort (SCAQMD, California Air Resources Board [CARB], Southern California Association
of Governments [SCAG], and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA]). The 2022
AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and technical information and planning assumptions,
including the SCAG 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy; 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:

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.
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With respect to the first criterion, the following analyses demonstrate that the Project would not
(1) generate short-term or long-term emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), oxides of
nitrogen (NOXx), which are ozone (O3) precursors, respirable particulate matter with a diameter of
10 microns or less (PM10), or fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (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.

The SCAQMD has developed significance thresholds to determine whether State and federal air
quality standards would be violated or whether a substantial contribution to a violation would
occur. These significance thresholds have been developed for the construction and operations
phases of a Project and are used in this analysis to examine the potential impacts of the Project’s
emissions on both regional and local contexts.

Existing Conditions

The Project site is located within the SoCAB and is under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. Both
the State of California and the USEPA have established health-based Ambient Air Quality
Standards (AAQS) for air pollutants, which are known as “criteria pollutants”. The AAQS are
designed to protect the health and welfare of the populace within a reasonable margin of safety.
The AAQS for Oz, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO.), sulfur dioxide (SO), PM10,
PM2.5, lead, and other pollutants are shown in Table 1.
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TABLE 1
CALIFORNIA AND FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

. . Federal Standards
California
Pollutant | Averaging Time Standards Primary? Secondary®
1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m?3) - -
o
° 8 Hour 0'07252?;)(137 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m?3) Same as Primary
P10 24 Hour 50 pg/m?3 150 pg/m3 Same as Primary
AAM 20 pg/m?3 - Same as Primary
PM2.5 24 Hour - 35 ug/m?3 Same as Primary
' AAM 12 pug/md 12.0 pg/m? 15.0 pg/m3
1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m?3) -
co 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) -
8 Hour 3
(Lake Tahoe) 6 ppm (7 mg/m®) B B
NO AAM 0.030 ppm (57 ug/m?3) | 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m?) Same as Primary
2 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 ug/m?3) | 0.100 ppm (188 pg/m?) -
24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?) 0.14 ppm -
0.5 ppm
SO2 3 Hour - - (1,300 pg/m?)
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m?3) | 0.075 ppm (196 pg/m?3) -
30-day Avg. 1.5 ug/m? - -
Lead Calendar Quarter - 1.5 ug/m? )
- Same as Primary
Rolling 3-month Avg. - 0.15 pg/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® Federal
v Standards
ydrogen 3
Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 ug/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; AAM: Annual
Arithmetic Mean; —: No Standard; PM2.5: fine particulate matter; CO: carbon monoxide; mg/m?: milligrams per cubic meter;
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

Regional air quality is defined by whether the area has attained or not attained State and federal
air quality standards, as determined by air quality data from various monitoring stations. Areas
that are considered in “nonattainment” are required to prepare plans and implement measures
that will bring the region into “attainment”. When an area has been reclassified from nonattainment
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to attainment for a federal standard, the status is identified as “maintenance”, and there must be
a plan and measures established that will keep the region in attainment for the following ten years.

For CARB, an “Unclassified” designation indicates that the air quality data for the area are
incomplete and do not support a designation of attainment or nonattainment. Table 2 summarizes
the attainment status of the SOCAB for the criteria pollutants.

TABLE 2
CRITERIA POLLUTANT DESIGNATIONS
IN THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

Pollutant State Federal
Os (1-hour) ) No standard
O3 (8-hour) Nonattainment Extreme Nonattainment
PM10 Nonattainment Attainment/Maintenance
PM2.5 Nonattainment Serious Nonattainment
CcOo Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
NO:2 Attainment/Nonattainment® Attainment/Maintenance
SO2 Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Nonattainment/Attainment?
Visibility-Reducing Particles Unclassified®
Sulfates Attainment No Standards
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified

Oj;: ozone; 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; CO: carbon monoxide; NO,: nitrogen dioxide; SO,: sulfur dioxide.

a Los Angeles County is classified as nonattainment for lead; the remainder of the SoCAB is in attainment of federal
standards.

b “Unclassified” designation indicates that the air quality data for the area are incomplete and do not support a designation of
attainment or nonattainment.

° The near-road portion of CA-60 in San Bernardino, Riverside, and Los Angeles Counties is classified as nonattainment for
NO,; the remainder of the SoCAB is in attainment of State standards.

Source: CARB 2021; USEPA 2021

Os is formed by photochemical reactions between NOx and VOCs rather than being directly
emitted. Oz is the principal component of smog. Elevated Os; concentrations cause eye and
respiratory infection; reduce resistance to lung infection; and may aggravate pulmonary conditions
in persons with lung disease. Osis also damaging to vegetation and untreated rubber.

CO is formed by the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels, almost entirely from automobiles. It is
a colorless, odorless gas that can cause dizziness, headaches, and fatigue. The SoCAB is
designated as an attainment area for federal CO standards.

NO: (a “whiskey brown”-colored gas) and nitric oxide (NO) (a colorless, odorless gas) are formed
from combustion devices. These compounds are referred to as NOx. NOx is a primary component
of the photochemical smog reaction. The severity of health effects of NOx depends primarily on
the concentration inhaled. Acute symptoms can include coughing, difficulty breathing, vomiting,
headache, and eye irritation. Respiratory symptoms may also increase in severity after prolonged
exposure.

SO is a corrosive gas that is primarily formed from the combustion of fuels containing sulfur (e.g.,
from power plants) and heavy industry that use coal or oil as fuel. SO; irritates the respiratory
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tract and can result in lung disease and breathing problems for asthmatics. Atmospheric SO, also
contributes to acid rain.

Lead is found in old paints and coatings, plumbing, and a variety of other materials including
gasoline anti-knock additives. Once in the blood stream, lead can cause damage to the brain,
nervous system, and other body systems. Children are highly susceptible to the effects of lead.
However, lead emissions have significantly decreased due to the near elimination of the use of
leaded gasoline.

Particulate matter is the term used for a mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets found in the
air. Respirable particulate matter (i.e., PM10) derives from a variety of sources including road dust
from paved and unpaved roads; diesel soot; combustion products; tire and brake abrasion;
construction operations; and fires. Fuel combustion and certain industrial processes are primarily
responsible for fine particle (i.e., PM2.5) levels. Coarse particles (PM10) can accumulate in the
respiratory system and aggravate health problems such as asthma. PM2.5 can deposit itself deep
in the lungs and may contain substances that are harmful to human health.

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute
to an increase in deaths or in serious illness or that may pose a present or potential hazard to
human health. TACs may be emitted from a variety of common sources, including motor vehicles,
gasoline stations, dry cleaners, industrial operations, painting operations, and research and
teaching facilities. TACs are different than the “criteria” pollutants previously discussed in that
AAQS have not been established for them. TACs occurring at extremely low levels may still affect
health, and it is typically difficult to identify levels of exposure that do not produce adverse health
effects. TAC impacts on human health are described by having carcinogenic risk and being
chronic (i.e., of long duration) or acute (i.e., severe but of short duration). Diesel particulate matter
(diesel PM) is a TAC and is responsible for the majority of California’s known cancer risk from
outdoor air pollutants.

The effects from air pollution can be significant, both in the short-term during smog alerts, but also
from long-term exposure to pollutants. While most of the populace can overcome short-term air
quality health concerns, selected segments of the population are more vulnerable to its effects.
Specifically, young children, the elderly, and persons with existing health problems are most
susceptible to respirator complications.

The nearest air quality monitoring to the Project site is the Los Angeles-Westchester Parkway
monitoring station located at 7201 West Westchester Parkway. The monitoring station is located
approximately 15.7 miles southeast of the Project site. Pollutants measured at the Los
Angeles-Westchester Parkway Monitoring Station include Oz, PM10, and NO,. The monitoring
data presented in Table 3, Air Quality Levels Measured at the Los Angeles-Westchester Parkway
Monitoring Station, were obtained from CARB (CARB 2023). Federal and State air quality
standards are presented with the frequency that these standards were exceeded.
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TABLE 3

AIR QUALITY LEVELS MEASURED AT THE
LOS ANGELES-WESTCHESTER PARKWAY MONITORING STATION

Days State Days National
California National Standard Standard
Pollutant Standard Standard Year Max. Level? Exceeded Exceeded
2020 0.117 1
O3
(1 hour) 0.09 ppm None 2021 0.059 0
2022 NA NA
2020 0.074
O3
(8 hour) 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm 2021 0.049
2022 NA NA NA
2020 55.6
PM10 3 3
(24 hour) 50 pug/m 150 pg/m 2021 33.3 0 0
2022 NA NA NA
2020 59.7 0
NO:2 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm
(1 Hour) (180 ppb) (100 ppb) 2021 62.8 0
2022 NA NA
Os: ozone; ppm: parts per million; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; pg/m?: micrograms
per cubic meter; NO,: nitrogen dioxide; ppb: parts per billion. N/A indicates that there is no applicable standard.
California maximum levels were used.
b Estimated number of days
Source: CARB 2023.

Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive persons include, but are not limited to, children, the elderly, persons with preexisting
respiratory or cardiovascular illness. Thus, sensitive air quality receptors include, but are not
limited to, schools, residential areas, parks, hospitals, and convalescent homes.

Significance Criteria

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management district may be relied upon to make significance
determinations. The SCAQMD has established significance thresholds to assess the regional and
localized impacts of Project-related air pollutant emissions; Table 4 presents the current
significance thresholds.

Discussion of Environmental Checklist Questions
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TABLE 4
SCAQMD AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Mass Daily Thresholds?

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
(including carcinogens and Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas = 1 in 1 million)
non-carcinogens) Chronic & Acute Hazard Index = 1.0 (project increment)
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 The SCAQMD is in attainment; the Project is significant if it causes or
contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
1-hour average 0.18 ppm (State)
annual arithmetic mean 0.03 ppm (State) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)
PM10
24-hour average 10.4 pg/m?3 (construction)® & 2.5 ug/m?3 (operation)
annual average 1.0 yg/m?
PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4 ug/m? (construction)® & 2.5 ug/m?3 (operation)
SOz
1-hour average 0.25 ppm (State) & 0.075 ppm (federal — 99" percentile)
24-hour average 0.04 ppm (State)
Sulfate
24-hour average 25 pg/md (State)
CO SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to

an exceedance of the following attainment standards:

1-hour average 20.0 ppm (State) and 35 ppm (federal)
8-hour average 9.0 ppm (State/federal)
Lead
30-day average 1.5 ug/m? (State)
Rolling 3-month average 0.15 pg/m3 (federal)

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; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management
District; 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; SO,: sulfur dioxide.

@ Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD 1993)
b Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table 2 unless otherwise stated
¢ Ambient air quality threshold is based on SCAQMD Rule 403

Source: SCAQMD 2019
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Construction Emissions — Regional

Criteria pollutant emissions would occur from operation of construction equipment; grading and
earth-moving activities, which would generate fugitive dust; export of excavated soil; import of
construction materials; and operation of vehicles driven to and from the site by construction
workers. Emissions would vary from day to day, depending on the level of activity; the specific
type of construction activity occurring; and, for fugitive dust, prevailing weather conditions.

A construction-period mass emissions inventory was compiled based on an estimate of
construction equipment as well as scheduling and Project phasing assumptions. More specifically,
the mass emissions analysis considers the following:

e Combustion emissions from operating on-site stationary and mobile construction
equipment;

* Fugitive dust emissions from demolition, site preparation, and grading phases; and

e Mobile-source combustion emissions and fugitive dust from worker commute and truck
travel.

Project emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod)
version 2022.1.1.20 computer program (CAPCOA 2022). 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 has separate databases for specific counties
and air districts, and the Los Angeles County database was used for the proposed Project.

The mass emissions significance thresholds (see Table 4) are based on the rate of emissions
(i.e., pounds of pollutants emitted per day). Therefore, the quantity, duration, and the intensity of
construction activity are important in ensuring the analysis of worst case (i.e., maximum daily
emissions) scenarios. The Project activities (e.g., grading, building) are identified by start date
and duration. Each activity has associated off-road equipment (e.g., excavators, loaders,) and
on-road vehicles (e.g., haul trucks, concrete trucks, worker commute vehicles).

For the purpose of estimating emissions associated with Project construction activities,
calculations were made for each of the two phases, the water mains installation and the
construction of the new Sweetwater Mesa tank. The water mains installation is estimated to occur
over a 12-month period from September 2028 to September 2029. The Sweetwater Mesa Tank
construction is estimated to occur over a 12-month period from May 2027 through May 2028.
Construction hauling truck trips were estimated based on the phase length and amount of debris
or soil to export and import. Project-specific inputs can be found in the CalEEMod output data,
located in Appendix A of this IS/MND.

Dust control by watering was assumed for grading activity, consistent with the requirements of
SCAQMD Rule 403 as noted in regulatory requirement (RR) AQ-1.

Maximum daily emissions for the peak workday are shown in Table 5, Estimated Maximum Daily
Construction Emissions. If construction is delayed or occurs over a longer time period, emissions
could be reduced because of (1) a more modern and cleaner-burning construction equipment
fleet mix and/or (2) a less intensive buildout schedule (i.e., fewer daily emissions occurring over
a longer time interval). As shown in Table 5, the maximum daily construction emissions would
occur in early 2028 if water main installation and tank site work were to occur concurrently. All
criteria pollutant emissions would be substantially less than their respective thresholds.
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Construction emissions for the replacement pump station at the Serra Tank site and the three
Pressure Regulating Stations have not been quantified. These efforts would require less
equipment and would be less emissions intensive than the water main installations and the new
tank construction and therefore would not add substantively to the emissions shown in Table 5.
Emissions shown in Table 5 are substantially below the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. Thus,
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required for the Project. Emissions
associated with construction activities at the Serra Tank site would likewise have less than
significant impacts due to less equipment usage than the Project.

TABLE 5
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (LBS/DAY)
Activity - Year VvOoC NOx Cco SOx PM10 PM2.5
Sweetwater Mesa Tank — 2027 <1 2 5 <1 <1 <1
Sweetwater Mesa Tank — 2028 <1 2 3 <1 <1 <1
Water Mains 2028 <1 2 4 <1 <1 <1
Water Mains — 2029 <1 2 4 <1 <1 <1
Maximum 1 4 7 <1 <1 <1
SCAQMD Daily Thresholds (Table 4) 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds? No No No No No No
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.
Source: CalEEMod data in Appendix A.

Construction Emissions — Local/Ambient Air Quality

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily emissions were evaluated at receptor
locations potentially impacted by the Project according to the SCAQMD’s localized significance
threshold (LST) method, which utilizes on-site emissions rate look up tables and Project-specific
modeling, where appropriate (SCAQMD 2008a). LSTs are applicable to the following criteria
pollutants: NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project
that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable
federal or State ambient air quality standard and are developed based on the ambient
concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest
receptor. For the LST CO and NO, exposure analysis, receptors who could be exposed for one
hour or more are considered. For PM10 and PM2.5 exposure analysis, receptors who could be
exposed for 24 hours are considered. The mass rate look-up tables were developed for each
source receptor area and can be used to determine whether a project may generate significant
adverse localized air quality impacts. The SCAQMD provides LST mass rate look-up tables for
projects that are less than or equal to five acres, which means this is the appropriate method for
the Project. When quantifying mass emissions for localized analysis, only emissions that occur
on site are considered. Consistent with the SCAQMD’s LST method guidelines, emissions related
to off-site delivery/haul truck activity and employee trips are not considered in the evaluation of
localized impacts.

For the water mains installation, the closest receptors that could be exposed are residences
approximately 20 to 65 feet from the Project alignment (Table 6). The emissions screening
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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. For the Sweetwater Mesa tank construction, the closest
receptor is approximately 250 feet from the Project site. Both analyses use factors for a one-acre
site, which is the most conservative.

As shown in Table 6, localized emissions for all criteria pollutants would be less than their
respective SCAQMD LSTs for all pollutants. Localized emissions for the pump station and
pressure regulating stations construction would be less than shown for the water main installation.
Thus, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

TABLE 6
LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (LBS/DAY)

NOXx co PM10 PM2.5
qunmum Daily Onsite Emissions-Water 9 4 <1 <1
Mains

SCAQMD LSTs-Water Mains? 103 562 4 3
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds? No No No No
Ma).(lm'um Daily Onsite 2 4 <1 <1
Emissions—Sweetwater Mesa Tank
SCAQMD LSTs-Sweetwater Mesa Tank® 113 1,043 20 6
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds? No No No No

Ibs/day: pounds per day; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; 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; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality
Management District; LST: Localized Significance Threshold.

a Thresholds for Source Receptor Area 2, Northwest Coastal LA County, 1-acre site, 25-meter receptor distance

b Thresholds for Source Receptor Area 2, Northwest Coastal LA County, 1-acre site, 75-meter receptor distance

Source: SCAQMD 2009.

Long-Term Operational Emissions

There would be no operational activity associated with the water mains or pressure relief stations
that would generate air pollutants. Current operational/maintenance visits to the Serra Tank and
Sweetwater Tank sites, typically daily, would not change. Therefore, the Project would not
generate new operational air pollutant emissions. Therefore, there would be no operational air
quality impact.

As stated above, with respect to the first criterion for conformance to the AQMP, the construction
and operational emissions analyses demonstrate that the Project would not (1) generate
short-term or long-term emissions of VOCs, NOx, 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 2022 AQMP emissions forecast and would provide storage
capacity to provide improved storage capacity and adequate distribution capacity for domestic

4 The SCAQMD LST protocol 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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and fire protection water demands. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the region’s
AQMP. No impact related to this threshold would occur, and no mitigation is required.

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?

Less than Significant Impact.

Construction. As identified in Table 2, the Los Angeles County portion of the SoCAB is a
nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The Project would generate PM10, PM2.5, and O3
precursors (NOx and VOC) during short-term construction activities. SCAQMD’s policy with
respect to cumulative impacts associated with the above referenced pollutants and their
precursors is that impacts that would be directly less than significant would also be cumulatively
less than significant (SCAQMD 2003). As shown in Question (a), short-term construction
emissions would be less than significant. Therefore, consistent with SCAQMD policy, the
cumulative construction impact of criteria pollutants would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Operation. As discussed in the Response to Question (a), long-term emissions would be
negligible and therefore would not be cumulatively considerable; the long-term cumulative impact
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

c) Expose 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 localized CO pollution caused by severe vehicle congestion on major
roadways, typically near intersections. If a project increases average delay at signalized
intersections 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, a
quantitative screening is required. As discussed in the Response to Question (a), operational
traffic would be negligible. Thus, it may be inferred that the Project would neither cause new
severe congestion nor significantly worsen existing congestion. There would be no potential for a
CO hotspot or exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial, Project-generated local CO
emissions. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Criteria Pollutants from On-Site Construction

Exposure of persons to NO,, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions is discussed in the LST analysis
under Response (a) above. As discussed, there would be a less than significant impact, and no
mitigation is required.

Toxic Air Contaminant (Diesel PM) Emissions from On-Site Construction

Construction activities would result in short-term, Project-generated emissions of diesel PM from
the exhaust of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment used for site preparation (e.g., demolition,
excavation, and grading); paving; and building construction. CARB identified diesel PM as a TAC
in 1998. The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health
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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 a project.

Construction and Operation. For the Project, there would be few pieces of off-road, heavy-duty
diesel equipment in operation, and the construction period would be short when compared to a
40-year exposure period. When considering these facts combined with the highly dispersive
properties of diesel PM and additional reductions in particulate emissions from newer construction
equipment, as required by USEPA and CARB regulations, it can be concluded that TAC
emissions during construction of the Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
emissions of TACs. There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not result in other emissions that would affect
a substantial number of people. Objectionable odors are generally associated with agricultural
activities; landfills and transfer stations; the generation or treatment of sewage; the use or
generation of chemicals; food processing; or other activities that generate unpleasant odors
(SCAQMD 1993). The proposed Project would involve the installation of new or replacement
water mains, a new water tank, pressure regulation stations and replacement of a pump station
with a new pump station. These Project components are developed for the storage and transfer
of water. Treated water does not generate odors. As such, none of the proposed Project elements
would generate emissions that would lead to objectionable odors. There would be a less than
significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

During construction, the proposed Project would operate equipment that may generate odors
resulting from on-site construction equipment’s diesel exhaust emissions or paving operations.
However, these odors would be temporary and would dissipate rapidly from the source with an
increase in distance and consequently would not result in odors that reach the level of a public
nuisance. The Project would also be regulated from nuisance odors and other objectionable
emissions by the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 402 (included in RR AQ-1). 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. Therefore, Project odors would be
considered less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENT

RR AQ-1 During construction of the Project, the City of Malibu and its contractors shall be
required to comply with regional rules, which would assist in reducing short-term
air pollutant emissions. SCAQMD Rule 402 requires that air pollutant emissions
not be a nuisance off site. SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that fugitive dust be
controlled with the best available control measures so that the presence of such
dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of the
emission source.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

No mitigation measures are required.

NG o Mesa Tank and Waterline_Project_MND-103024 docx 5-18 Discussion of Environmental Checklist Questions




Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration

Iv. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
. Signi_ficant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES CpeEly o o
. _ ignificant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] X L] L]

through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

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

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or ] ] ] X
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 ] X ] ]
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

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

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

Information in this section is derived from the Biological Assessment Report for the Civic Center
Improvement Project, Los Angeles, California prepared by Psomas and dated April 2024
(Appendix B-1) and the Tree Assessment Report for the Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline
Improvements Projects, City of Malibu, Los Angeles, California prepared by Psomas and dated
February 2024 (Appendix B-2).

An initial biological resource literature review was conducted based on existing records for the
region, The California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS’s) Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Vascular Plants of California and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's (CDFW'’s)
California Natural Diversity Database were reviewed to identify special status plants, wildlife, and
habitats known to occur within the Project vicinity. Database searches included the U.S.
Geological Survey’'s (USGS’) Malibu Beach, Topanga, Point Dume 7.5-minute quadrangles
(Psomas 2023).

Psomas Biologist Sarah Thomas conducted field surveys on October 14, 2019, and November
24,2020, to evaluate the potential of habitats on the site to support special status plant and wildlife
species. Vegetation was mapped in the field on a 1-inch equals 200 feet (1" = 200") scale color
aerial. In the event the tree canopy covered another vegetation type (e.g., oak canopy over a
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road) the vegetation was mapped as the corresponding vegetation type for the canopy.
Nomenclature for vegetation types generally follows that of The Vegetation Classification
and Mapping Program: List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the
California Natural Diversity Database (Psomas 2023). Potentially impacted vegetation types are
shown for each of the three final routing options of WP1 in Exhibits 11-1a—e, Impacts to Biological
Resources — Option WP1.1; Exhibits 11-2a—e, Impacts to Biological Resources — Option WP1.2;
and Exhibits 11-3a—e, Impacts to Biological Resources — Option WP1.3.

Focused special status plant surveys were conducted on April 20 and July 12, 2021. Botanical
surveys were floristic in nature and consistent with the protocols created by the CDFW. The
purpose of the survey was to document all special status plant species including those plant and
tree species regulated by the City of Malibu. Prior to the field surveys, a literature search was
conducted to identify special status plant species reported from the vicinity of the proposed Project
site. Sources reviewed include the USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles for Malibu Beach, Topanga,
Point Dume in the CNPS’ Locational Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of
California and the CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database (Psomas 2023).

In general, the Project site provides limited habitat value for wildlife as it is comprised mostly of
developed areas and ornamental vegetation. However, a portion of the non-native ornamental
woodland and the native scrub and chaparral habitat provides moderate habitat value for plants
and wildlife. The groves of eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.) within the survey area may provide
overwintering habitat for the monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus). Amphibian and reptile species
expected to occur in the vicinity include western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis),
side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), alligator lizard (Elgaria multicarinata), gopher snake
(Pituophis catenifer), and southern pacific rattlesnake (Crotalus oreganus helleri). Bird species
observed during the survey included mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), Allen’s hummingbird
(Selasphorus sasin), Nuttall's woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), common raven (Corvus corax),
bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), Bewick's wren (Thryomanes bewickii), northern mockingbird
(Mimus polyglottos), phainopepla (Phainopepla nitens), spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus), house
finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria). Eucalyptus trees and large
ornamental trees within the survey area provide suitable habitat for nesting raptors such as
Cooper’'s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) and red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis). Small mammal
species expected to occur in the vicinity include the California ground squirrel (Spermophilus
beecheyi), Botta’'s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), and deer mouse (Peromyscus sp.).
Medium- to large-sized mammals expected to occur in the vicinity include coyote (Canis latrans),
northern raccoon (Procyon lotor), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), and bobcat (Lynx rufus). Bat
species expected to occur in the vicinity include big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), California
myotis (Myotis californicus), and Brazilian free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis) (Psomas 2023).

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Two special status plant species were
documented within the Project study area during focused special status plant surveys: California
black walnut (Juglans californica), and Coulter’'s matilija poppy (Romneya coulteri), both of which
are California Rare Plant Rank List 4 species. The walnut is also protected by the Malibu LCP
Native Tree Protection Ordinance (Psomas 2023). Coulter’'s matilija poppy is located adjacent to
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Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration

Serra Road outside the impact area and are not expected to be directly impacted. Similarly, the
California black walnut trees are located outside the Project work area and would not be directly
impacted. Indirect impacts from nearby Project activities, such as increased dust accumulation
on leaves, are expected to be minimal due to the short duration and limited soil excavation
activities. Therefore, Project impacts on special status plants are considered less than significant,
and no mitigation would be required. Potential indirect impacts to California black walnut would
be reduced through adherence with the Malibu LCP Native Tree Protection Ordinance and
implementation of the required Tree Protection Plan (Psomas 2024), which can be found in
Appendix B-2 of the IS/MND.

Eucalyptus groves within the Project study area have the potential to support overwintering
monarch butterflies, a Candidate State Endangered species. Monarch butterfly overwintering
sites are known from within the Project study area in recent history and are presumed extant
according to the California Natural Diversity Database (Psomas 2023). Impacts to overwintering
monarch roost sites would be considered potentially significant. MM BIO-1 would be required to
ensure that this species is not impacted by construction. Impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation.

b) 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 Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Services?

Less Than Significant Impact. No CDFW or locally sensitive vegetation communities occur in
the Project study area, therefore, no impacts to sensitive habitats are anticipated during Project
implementation.

The Project site is located adjacent to an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA)
as designated in the Malibu Local Coastal Plan by the California Coastal Commission
(Psomas 2023). The location of each of the three final routing options of WP1 in relation
to the ESHA are shown in Exhibits 12-1a—e, Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area — Option
WP1.1; Exhibits 12-2a—e, Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area — Option WP1.2; and
Exhibits 12-3a—e, Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area — Option WP1.3. No direct impacts to
the ESHA are expected because it is located outside the Project footprint and indirect impacts
would be limited to temporary dust and noise. Biological resources within the ESHA are tolerant
to a level of dust and noise since they are adjacent to an active roadway and developed area,
which both generate dust and noise regularly. As discussed in Section, 3.2, Construction Phases,
given the Project would be constructed in two phases (the water main installation and the
construction of the new Sweetwater Mesa Tank), the quantity of dust generated by construction
at any one time would be a small fraction of the total disturbance in the area. Based on the
construction activities indicated in the Project description, increases in dust over baseline are
expected to be negligible and unlikely to affect ESHA function to any measurable degree. )

Construction activities would occur during daytime hours when ambient noise levels are higher.
Based on the noise level projections found within the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of
Malibu 2021), noise levels along PCH are shown in Table 6-3 for existing conditions as of 1992.
Noise levels at PCH west of Serra Road, east of Cross Creek were measured to be 75 A-weighted
decibel scale (dBA) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), a weighted average of noise
level over time, at the edge of the roadway, and 70 dBA CNEL at approximately 50 feet from the
edge of the roadway. Noise levels for construction activities are predicted to range from 71-83
dBA depending on the construction phase with demolition being the highest. As such, noise
occurring at the closest point to ESHA will generally not result in a substantial increase in noise
over the existing traffic generated ambient noise levels. In addition, the Project is developed in a
linear fashion so construction activities and associated noise will occur along small segments for
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the areas selected for trenching. As such, construction noise exposure will occur for relatively
brief periods as trenching moves along Serra Road and will not expose a single location to noise
for the totality of the short construction duration. As a result, increase in noise is expected to have
minimal effect on resources associated with the ESHA. Therefore, these impacts are expected to
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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?

No Impact. No State or federally protected wetlands or other jurisdictional drainage features
occur in the Project footprint. The nearest jurisdictional feature to the Project footprint, Malibu
Lagoon, occurs approximately 150 feet west of Water Main Project No.2 in PCH. The Project
would not disturb any State or federally protected wetlands or other jurisdictional drainage
features. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.

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?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site does not support habitat
for any fish species and does not represent a native wildlife corridor; however, native bird species
may breed on the Project site (Psomas 2023). The Project site is not within any documented
regional wildlife corridors (Penrod et al. 2006) and there are no landscape features typically
associated with regional wildlife corridors which would facilitate regional movement in the Project
footprint. The site is expected to be used by wildlife for local movement only. Raptor species (i.e.,
birds of prey) have potential to nest on structures and in ornamental trees within and adjacent to
the Project site. Potential roost trees within the Project boundary include Peruvian pepper
(Schinus molle), pine (Pinus spp.), and gum (Eucalyptus spp.). If construction occurs during the
raptor nesting season (i.e., February 1 to June 30), the loss of an active nest of any raptor species,
including common raptor species, would be considered a violation of Sections 3503, 3503.5, and
3513 of the California Fish and Game Code and would be a significant impact. Implementation of
MM BIO-2 and MM BIO-3 would reduce this impact to a level of less than significant with
mitigation.

Other birds also have potential to nest on structures and in ornamental trees and shrubs within
and adjacent to the Project site. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects the taking of
migratory birds and their nests and eggs. Bird species protected under the provisions of the MBTA
are identified by the List of Migratory Birds (Code of Federal Regulations, Title 50, §10.13). Any
impact on an active bird nest would be considered a violation of the MBTA and would be
considered significant. Implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM BIO-3 would be required to reduce
this impact to a level of less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The provisions of the Malibu LCP Native Tree Protection
Ordinance (NTPO) protect five native trees species, oak (Quercus species), California walnut
(Juglans californica), western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), alder (Alnus rhombifolia), and
toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), that have at least one trunk measuring six inches or more in
diameter, or a combination of any two trunks measuring a total of eight inches or more in diameter
(City of Malibu 2002). Results of a Tree Assessment Report of the Project area, conducted
January 2024, is provided in Appendix B-2. No native trees that are subject to the protections of
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the NTPO are proposed for removal or disturbance. However, twelve western sycamores subject
to the protections of the NTPO occur adjacent to the Project disturbance footprint. Indirect impacts
on adjacent trees resulting from nearby Project activities, such as increased dust accumulation
on leaves, may occur during soil excavation and other activities. Indirect impacts on NTPO
protected and other trees would be reduced through adherence with the Malibu LCP Native Tree
Protection Ordinance and implementation of the required Tree Protection Plan. The Project’s Tree
Assessment Report includes a Tree Protection Plan that incorporates the requirements of the
NTPO (Appendix B-2). With adherence to the Malibu LCP Native Tree Protection Ordinance,
impacts on trees would be considered less than significant, would not conflict with any local
policies or ordinances, and no mitigation would be required.

f) 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. The Project is located within the City of Malibu LCP jurisdiction. The Project shall be
designed in a manner consistent with, in adherence to, the Malibu LCP. Therefore, the Project
would not conflict with any local plan. The Project is not located within an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan; therefore, the Project would not conflict with any Habitat Conservation Plan
and mitigation would not be required. The Project is not located within a Natural Community
Conservation Plan; therefore, the Project would not conflict with any Natural Community
Conservation Plan and mitigation would not be required. The Project is not located within any
other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan; therefore, the Project would not
conflict with any other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan, and mitigation
would not be required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

MM BIO-1 Should construction occur between November 1 and March 1, a pre-construction
monarch overwintering roost survey shall be conducted by a qualified Biologist in
the Eucalyptus groves on, and immediately adjacent to, the Project site. If a
roosting population is detected, and the Biologist determines that roosting activities
may be disrupted by increased Project activity in the area, the Biologist will
determine an appropriate protective buffer depending on the nature of the
construction activity. Any protective buffers will be mapped on construction plans
and designated as “Environmentally Sensitive Areas”. Construction can proceed
within the protective buffer when the qualified Biologist has determined that the
roost is no longer active.

MM BIO-2 To the extent possible, vegetation removal will be conducted during the
non-breeding season (September 1 to February 28) in order to minimize direct
impacts on nesting birds and raptors. If construction activities would be initiated
during the breeding season for nesting birds/raptors (March 1-August 31), a
pre-construction survey will be conducted by a qualified Biologist as needed. If the
Biologist does not find any active nests in or immediately adjacent to the impact
area, construction activities can proceed.

If the Biologist detects an active nest within or immediately adjacent to the
construction area and determines that the nest may be impacted or breeding
activities substantially disrupted by increased activity around the nest, the Biologist
will determine an appropriate protective buffer around the nest depending on the
sensitivity of the species and the nature of the construction activity. Any protective
buffers will be mapped on construction plans and designated as “Environmentally
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MM BIO-3

Sensitive Areas”. Construction can proceed within the protective buffer when the
qualified Biologist has determined that the nest is no longer active (i.e., fledglings
have left the nest, or the nest has failed).

To the extent possible, vegetation removal will be conducted during the
non-breeding season (September 1 to February 28) in order to minimize direct
impacts on owls. If construction activities would be initiated during the breeding
season for owls (March 1—August 31) and there is appropriate habitat for owls on
site, a pre-construction survey will be conducted by a qualified Biologist during the
period immediately before nightfall as needed. If the Biologist does not find any
active nests in or immediately adjacent to the impact area, construction activities
can proceed.

If the Biologist detects an active nest within or immediately adjacent to the
construction area and determines that the nest may be impacted or breeding
activities substantially disrupted by increased activity around the nest, the Biologist
will determine an appropriate protective buffer around the nest depending on the
sensitivity of the species and the nature of the construction activity. Any protective
buffers will be mapped on construction plans and designated as “Environmentally
Sensitive Areas”. Construction can proceed within the protective buffer when the
qualified Biologist has determined that the nest is no longer active (i.e., fledglings
have left the nest, or the nest has failed).
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. _ Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] X ] ]
significance of a historical resource pursuant to
§15064.57?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the L] X L] L]

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5?

c¢) Disturb any human remains, including those interred ] X ] ]
outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Information in this section is derived from the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC)
2019 literature review and records search and Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
2019 sacred lands file database search (Appendix C), and an archaeological field survey
conducted in 2019 and 2020 (see below for results from the field surveys).

South Central Coastal Information Center Literature Review and Records Search

Past Studies

A literature review of documents on file at the SCCIC at California State University, Fullerton was
completed on July 9, 2019. The results of the record search revealed that 147 cultural resource
studies (Table 7) have been conducted within 1-mile of the Project site. Additionally, if prior studies
occurred within ¥2-mile of the proposed Project site it is noted in the table below. The studies
consist of archaeological record searches and assessments, field surveys, evaluations of
archaeological resources, technical analyses, Phase Il excavations, compliance monitoring,
proposals for archaeological investigations, and environmental impact reports (EIRs). The studies
were conducted between 1964 and 2014. Eight of the 147 studies traversed the Project site.
These studies — LA-00743, LA-00995, LA-01876, LA-02833, LA-03006, LA-03298, LA-04815,
LA-07609 — consist of archaeological field surveys and evaluations. The high frequency of
cultural resource studies for the area are a testament to the archaeological sensitivity for the
region and the City of Malibu.
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Associates, Inc

Study

40724, in Malibu, Los Angeles County,
California

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
University of California, Archaeological. Field
LA-00010 1973 Nelson Leonard Ill | Los Angeles rogical, 3469 Crosscreek Road Survey 1 Mile
. Study, Literature Search
Archaeological Survey
Evaluation of the Archaeological
Resources for the Areawide Facilities
University of California, Plan for the Las Virgenes Municipal
LA-00081 1975 Martin Rosen Los Angeles Evaluation Study District, (Malibu Coast, Western Santa | 0.5 Mile
Archaeological Survey Monica Mountains, Southern Simi
Hills), Los Angeles and Ventura
Counties.
Cultural Resources Survey and Impact
Assessment for the Proposed John
) Clay Singer and C.A. Singer & Archaeological, Field Paul Jones Residence, an 8 Acre .
LA-00183 1988 John Atwood Associates, Inc. Study, Literature Search | Property Located on the North End of 0.5 Mile
Sweetwater Mesa Road in Malibu, Los
Angeles County, California
Cultural Resource Survey and Impact
) . C.A. Singer & Archaeological, Field Assessment for the Connoleenolley .
LA-00203 1981 Clay Singer Associates, Inc. Study, Literature Search | Parcel, Sweetwater Mesa, Malibu, Los 0.5 Mile
Angeles County, California
Judy Suchey, . . . .
LA-00723 1973 Walter Wood. and CSU Fullerton & Long Tgchn!cal Ana[yS|s/ Analysis .of Humfan Skeletal Material 1 Mile
. Beach Biological Profile from Malibu, California (LAN-264)
Stewart Shermis
University of California, An Analysis of Faunal Remains from
LA-00738 1965 Mike Glassow Los Angeles Technical Analysis the Site of Malibu (LAN-264), Los 1 Mile
Archaeological Survey Angeles County, California
University of California, The Sweetwater Mesa Site (LAN-267) Il_n:ég?e d within the
LA-00743 1967 Chester King Los Angeles Archaeological Study and its Place in Southern California .
- . southern side of the
Archaeological Survey Prehistory . .
Project site
Cultural Resource Reconnaissance:
LA-00975 1981 Michael Mclintyre Greenwood and Archaeological, Field Parcel No.24, Tentative Parcel Map 1 Mile
and John Foster Associates Study No. 12597, 23838 Harbor Vista Drive,
Malibu, Los Angeles County
Cultural Resource Survey and Impact Inside
LA-00995 1981 Clay Singer C.A. Singer & Archaeological, Field Assessment for Tentative Tract No. Encompasses the

entire Project site

R:\Projects\CAN\3CAN020

Mesa Tank and Waterline_Project MND-103024.docx

5-26

Discussion of Environmental Checklist Questions




Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration

TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

John Foster

Associates

Malibu, Los Angeles County

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
An Archaeological Assessment of a
: Archaeological, Field Proposed Project site Located at .
LA-01022 1981 Matthew Boxt Matthew Boxt Study 23903 Malibu Knolls Road, Malibu, 1 Mile
California, Case Number Pm 13422
An Archaeological Assessment of a
Archaeoloaical. Field Proposed Project site Located at 3415
LA-01049 1981 Matthew Boxt Matthew Boxt rogical, Cross Creek Road, Malibu, California, | 1 Mile
Study, Literature Search . .
Property Designated As Tentative
Minor Land Division on Number 6381
University of California An Archaeological Assessment of
. . ’ | Archaeological, Field Prehistoric Cultural Resources at .
LA-01286 1983 David Whitley Los Angele;, Study, Literature Search | 22917 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, 0.5 Mile
Archaeological Survey
Los Angeles County, CA
Roberta Greenwood and Archaeological, Field Archaeological Investigation, Proposed
LA-01482 |1985 | Greenwood and . gical, gical Investigation, rop 1 Mile
Associates Study Postal Facility in Malibu, California
John Parker
LA-01538 1986 Brian Dillon David Van Hom Archaeological, Field Malibu Wagtewater Fa'CI|ItIeS Plan: 0.5 Mile
Study Archaeological Analysis Survey Report
Preliminary Summary of
University of California, Archaeological Boundary Test
LA-01653 1987 Brian Dillon Los Angeles Technical Analysis Investigations on the Malibu Coast: 1 Mile
Archaeological Survey CA-LAN-19, 210, 226, 264, 311, and
1298 Los Angeles County, Ca
Report on Preliminary Archaeological
- Ancient Enterprises, . . Testing and Recommendations for .
LA-01772 1981 William Clewlow Inc. Technical Analysis Mitigation at Site LAN-267, Locus C, 0.5 Mile
Los Angeles County, California
Northridge Center for Summary of Data From Site
LA-01780 1989 Mark Raab Public Archaeology, Technical Analysis CA-LAN-264, Malibu Lagoon, 1 Mile
CSUN California
Archaeological Investigations at
Clay Singer and C.A. Singer & Archaeological, Field CA-LAN-267b, a Portion of the .
LA-01790 1989 John Atwood Associates, Inc. Study Sweetwater Mesa Site in Malibu, Los 0.5 Mile
Angeles County, California.
Roberta Greenwood and Evaluation of Condition: CA-LAN-471, | Inside
LA-01876 1989 Greenwood and Evaluation Study CALAN-1105 and CA-LAN-1106, Northern portion of

the Project site
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Associates

Installation from Sierra Road to 22400
Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Greenwood and Archaeological, Field Cultural Resource Investigation: .
LA-01946 1990 John Foster Associates Study Malibu Homes, T.t. 46999 1 Mile
Donald Dawson South Bav Endineerin Environmental Impact Draft Environmental Impact Report
LA-01983 | 1975 | and Rosalie Yy Eng 9 P Tentative 29164 Malibu, Los Angeles | 1 Mile
Company Report
Woodward County
Northridge Center for Archaeological. Field Report of Archaeological
LA-02093 1990 Roy Salls Public Archaeology, Stud gical, Reconnaissance Survey of Proposed 1 Mile
CSUN y Main US Post Office Malibu, California
. . . Archaeological Survey for a Proposed
LA-02276 | 1990 | John Atwood C.A. Singer & Archaeological, Field | 55t House at 3415 Sweetwater 0.5 Mile
Associates, Inc. Study . . .
Mesa Road, Malibu, California.
California State European Artifacts From a Chumash
LA-02401 1982 Virginia Bickford University Long Beach | Technical Analysis P 1 Mile
Cemetery CA-LAN-264.
Dept. of Anthropology
. . . Cultural Resources Reconnaissance of
LA-02411 | 1991 |Kenneth Becker | (MW Paleo Associates, | Archaeological, Field | 35 46099, Malibu, Los Angeles 1 Mile
Inc. Study e
County, California.
John Romani. Dan Archaeological Data Recovery at
LA-02448 | 1991 | Larson, Gwendolyn | Sreenwood and Technical Analysis CA-LAN- 690, Pacific Coast Highway | 4 5 e
R . Associates (Route LAN-1), Malibu, Los Angeles
omani e
County, California
Greenwood and Archaeological Monitoring on Pacific
LA-02537 1991 Dan Larson . Monitoring Report Coast Highway, Near Carbon Beach, 0.5 Mile
Associates .
Malibu
LA-02558 | 1990 | Jeffry Altschul Statistical Research, | Archaeological, Field | gateyay project 1 Mile
Inc. Study
. Topange Archaeological . . Native American Placenames in the .
LA-02559 1992 Chester King Consultants Technical Analysis Santa Monica Mountains: First Draft 0.5 Mile
Greenwood and Archaeological Monitoring:
LA-02615 1992 Dan Larson . Monitoring Report Underground Utility Line on Pacific 0.5 Mile
Associates . :
Coast Highway, Malibu
Archaeological Monitoring on Pacific
LA-02624 | 1992 | Dan Larson Greenwood and Monitoring Report Coast Highway for a Water Main 0.5 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Archaeological,
Research, Team

Study

Lane), Malibu, Los Angeles County,
California

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Trade and Subsistence in Humaliwu: A
LA-02729 1987 David Van Hom David Van Hom Technical Analysis Focused Review of the Decades of 1 Mile
Archaeology in the Conejo Corridor
Archaeological Impact Assessment for
Clay Singer, John . . . the Serra Tank Site, Adjacent to
LA-02812 | 1993 | Atwood, Shelley | S Singer & Archaeological, Field | g ootater Mesa Road in the City of | 0.5 Mile
Associates, Inc. Study .
Gomes Malibu, Los Angeles County,
California.
Cultural Resources Survey and Impact
Clay Singer, John . . . Assessment for a 0.37 Acre Property
LA-02823 | 1993 | Atwood, Shelley | C-A- Singer & Archaeological, Field | ;1’55544 Pacific Coast Highway, in the | 1 Mile
Associates, Inc Study . .
Gomes City of Malibu, Los Angeles County,
California
. . . Phase | Archaeological Survey of a
LA-02826 | 1993 | Jay Frierman 2;’;2”;:‘)?3 <t é{ﬁzaeo'og'ca" Field | Residential Lot at 22540 Carbon Mesa | 1 Mile
9 y Road Malibu, California 90265
Cultural Resources Survey and Impact Inside
Clay Singer, John C.A. Singer & Archaeoloaical. Field Assessment for the Serra Road Water Located along the
LA-02833 | 1993 | Atwood, Shelley A SINg gical, Main Replacement Project, in the City g
Associates, Inc Study . southern portion of
Gomes of Malibu, Los Angeles County, . .
. the Project site
California.
Cultural Resources Survey and Impact
Clay Singer, John . . . Assessment for a Proposed
LA-02840 | 1993 | Atwood, Shelley | S/ SInger& Archaeological, Field | Single-Family Residence at 23806 1 Mile
Gomes ’ y Malibu Crest Drive in the City of
Malibu, Los Angeles County, California
Historical, A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for a
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field Parcel of Land (22224 Pacific Coast .
LA-02854 1993 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Highway), Malibu, Los Angeles 1 Mile
Research, Team County, California
Topanga Archaeological Reconnaissance at a
LA-02883 | 1993 | Chester King Anthropological Archaeological, Field | Parcel on Paim Canyon Road Malibu, | ) 5 e
Study California. City of Malibu File Number
Consultants
93-162
Historical, A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for a
LA-02898 1993 Robert Wiodarski Environmental, Archaeological, Field Parcel of Land (23267 Palm Canyon 0.5 Mile

R:\Projects\CAN\3CAN020

Mesa Tank and Waterline_Project MND-103024.docx

5-29

Discussion of Environmental Checklist Questions




Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration

TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Consultants

Study

3700 La Paz Lane Malibu, California.

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Cultural Resources Survey and Impact
Clay Singer, John . . . Assessment for a Single Family
LA-02959 | 1993 | Atwood, Shelley gé@‘ézg‘tﬁr ﬁ‘m é{ﬁzaeo'og'ca" Field | Residence at 23500 Malibu Colony 1 Mile
Gomes ’ y Drive (no. 85), in the City of Malibu,
Los Angeles County, California.
Phase Il Archaeological Survey of a Inside
LA-03006 1993 Jay Frierman Consulting . Archaeological, Field Developed Residential Lot aj[ 3415 Northern portion of
Archaeologist Study Sweetwater Mesa Road Malibu, ; .
o the Project site
California 90265
Damages to and Losses of Cultural
LA-03009 | 1994 | Albert Knight Western Mojave Survey | 1o nical Analysis Resources in Los Angeles County, 1 Mile
Association California During the Riots, Fire
Storms and Earthquakes of 1992-1994
Topanga Archaeoloaical. Field Archaeological Reconnaissance at
LA-03014 1994 Chester King Anthropological Stud gical, 23140 Mariposa De Oro Malibu, 0.5 Mile
Consultants y California.
Topanga . . . o
LA-03031 1994 Chester King Anthropological Archaeological, Field Archaeological Conditions for 3415 0.5 Mile
Study Sweetwater Mesa Road (ppr 93-182)
Consultants
. Malibu Property Records Check — .
LA-03083 1994 Jeanette McKenna | McKenna et al. Archaeological Study 22600 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu 1 Mile
Archaeological Resources Survey and
Archaeoloaical. Field Impact Assessment of Tentative Minor
LA-03092 1994 Brian Dillon Brian Dillon gical, Land Division 23897, a 35.8 Acre 0.5 Mile
Study . .
Parcel in Malibu, Los Angeles County,
California
Topanga Archaeoloaical. Field Archaeological Reconnaissance at
LA-03112 1994 Chester King Anthropological gical, 3211 Colony View Circle Malibu, 1 Mile
Study o
Consultants California.
Judy Suchey, Egg"/‘if‘zg California Technical Analvaic/ (Voided, added to LA-723) Analysis of
LA-03113 1972 Walter Wood, De artrgnent of Biological Profi?/e Human Skeletal Material from Malibu, | 1 Mile
Stewart Shermis P 9 California (LAN-264)
Anthropology
Topanga . . . .
LA-03191 1995 Chester King Anthropological Archaeological, Field Archaeological Reconnaissance at 1 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Nelson Leonard

Study

Angeles

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Cultural Resources Assessment for
LA-03294 1996 Carol Demcak ARMC Archaeological, Field Mallbu_ Civic Center Specific Plan, City 1 Mile
Study of Malibu County of Los Angeles,
California
Topanga Archaeoloaical. Field Archaeological Reconnaissance at
LA-03296 1996 Chester King Anthropological Stud gical, 23722 Harbor Vista Drive Malibu, 1 Mile
Consultants y California
Topanga . . . . Inside
LA-03298 | 1996 | Chester King Anthropological Archaeological, Field | Archaeological Reconnaissance at | & o \yestside of
Study 3250 Serra Road Malibu, California. . .
Consultants the Project site
Topanga Archaeoloaical. Field Archaeological Reconnaissance at NW
LA-03352 1994 Chester King Anthropological Stud gical, Corner Civic Center Way and Stuart 1 Mile
Consultants y Ranch Road Malibu, California
A Preliminary Study of Beads from
LA-03361 1987 Robert Gibson Robert Gibson Technical Analysis Humaliwo, 4-LAN-264 at Malibu State | 1 Mile
Park, Los Angeles County, California
Topanga Archaeoloaical. Field Archaeological Reconnaissance at
LA-03388 1996 Chester King Anthropological Stud gical, 3728 Cross Creek Road, Malibu 0.5 Mile
Consultants y California
Archaeological Monitoring Plan Pacific
} Southern California o Coast Hwy Malibu Lagoon Bridge .
LA-03391 1994 Thomas Taylor Edison Company Monitoring Plan Electrical Utility Undergrounding 1 Mile
Project, City of Malibu, California
Topanga Archaeoloaical. Field Report of Volunteer Archaeological
LA-03480 1992 Chester King Anthropological Stud gical, Surveys in Malibu for Project 0.5 Mile
Consultants y Applications
LA-03488 1972 Anonymous Unknown Inventory Malibu Lagoon State Beach Resource 0.5 Mile
Inventory Report
LA-03512 | 1964 | Keith Johnson UCAS g‘:fjg?“bg'ca" Field | ycas-035 Malibu Beach, LAN-264/h | 1 Mile
. . . (duplicate of LA-02186) Ucas-224
LA03532 | 1966 |ChesterKingand | ;cag Archaeological, Field | g e 268 Mulholland Drive, Los

R:\Projects\CAN\3CAN020

Mesa Tank and Waterline_Project MND-103024.docx

5-31

Discussion of Environmental Checklist Questions




Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration

TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Study

Malibu, California

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Francis Riddell,
Jams Toney, . . .
LA-03548 1967 Joseph Charkoff, UCAS Archaeological, Field Ucas-26.7 Sal\{age Project of 19- 1 Mile
Study 000264 in Malibu
and Nelson
Leonard Ill
Chester King, Archaeological, Field Ucas-283 Big Sycamore VEN-89
LA-03551 1967 Kames Toney, and | UCAS ’ ; 1 Mile
Study Salvage Project (also VN-1447)
Joseph Charkoff
Archaeological Field Ucas-355 Salvage Excavation of LAN-
LA-03562 1969 Thomas King UCAS Stud gical, 386, Malibu Canyon, Los Angeles 1 Mile
y County
. . . The Los Angeles Basin and Vicinity: A
LA-03583 1974 Bonnie Bucknam Archaeological Archaeological, Field Gazetteer and Compilation of 0.5 Mile
Research, Inc. Study . ; .
Archaeological Site Information
Topanga e . .
LA-03587 1994 Chester King Anthropological Technical Analysis Preh|§torlc Native Ame'rlcan Cultural 0.5 Mile
Sites in the Santa Monica Mountains
Consultants
University of California, Archaeological, Field Proposal for Salvage Excavation at the
LA-03606 1981 Chester King Los Angeles ’ . - 1 Mile
: Study Site of Malibu (LAN-264)
Archaeological Survey
California Department The Following Is an Evaluation of
LA-03764 1998 John Kelly P . Evaluation Study Cultural Resources Near the Proposed | 0.5 Mile
of Parks and Recreation : .
Fill Zone at Malibu Creek State Park
Topanga . . " .
) . . Archaeological, Field Report of Initial Archaeological Study .
LA-04035 1989 Chester King Anthropological Study at 3615 Serra Road, Malibu, California 0.5 Mile
Consultants
) Diane Kane and Archaeological, Field Malibu Bridge Replacement Project .
LA-04041 11989 | jonn Romani Unknown Study Route La- 1, in Malibu, California 1 Mile
Topanga Archaeoloaical. Field Archaeological Reconnaissance at
LA-04092 1998 Chester King Anthropological Stud gical, 3551 Cross Creek Lane Malibu, 0.5 Mile
Consultants y California
Archaeoloaical. Field Report of Initial Archaeological Study
LA-04334 1998 Chester King Chester King gical, at 2509 Sweetwater Mesa Road, 0.5 Mile
Study : e
Malibu, California.
Archaeological. Field Report of Initial Archaeological Study
LA-04705 1999 Chester King Chester King gical, at Malibu Road West of Webb Way, 1 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Study

Ca

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Archaeological. Field Report of Initial Archaeological Study
LA-04706 1999 Chester King Chester King gieal, at 23430 Malibu Colony Drive, Malibu, | 1 Mile
Study o
California
Environmental Archaeoloaical. Field An Archaeological Survey for the Civic
LA-04809 1999 Gary Stickel Research gical, Center Project, City of Malibu, 1 Mile
. Study I
Archaeologists California
Archaeological. Field Report of Initial Archaeological Study
LA-04811 1999 Chester King Chester King gical, at 23225 Mariposa De Oro, Malibu, 0.5 Mile
Study N
California
Archaeoloaical. Field Report of Initial Archaeological Study
LA-04812 1999 Chester King Chester King Stud gical, at 23445 (92A) Malibu Colony Drive, 1 Mile
y Malibu Colony Drive, Malibu, California
Report of Initial Archaeological Study
. . Archaeological, Field for a Road at .
LA-04813 2000 Chester King Chester King Study APN #4452-025-011-012-014-016, 0.5 Mile
Malibu, California
. . . . Inside
) . . Archaeological, Field Report of Initial Archaeological Study .
LA-04815 2000 Chester King Chester King Study At 3268 Serra Road, Malibu, California On the .wests_,lde of
the Project site
Report of Initial Archaeological Study
. . Archaeological, Field at 3516 Sweetwater Mesa Road, .
LA-05213 1999 Chester King Chester King Study Malibu, Ca. City of Malibu File Number 0.5 Mile
99-139
Historical, A Phase | Archaeological Study for
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field 23610 Malibu Colony Drive #58 City of .
LA-05361 2001 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Malibu, County of Los Angeles, 1 Mile
Research, Team California
Archaeological Reconnaissance and
. Archaeological, Field Recommendations for Archaeological .
LA-05371 2000 Chester King TAC Study Studies at a Corral Canyon Road 1 Mile
Project Malibu, Ca
Archaeoloaical. Field Report of Initial Archaeological Study
LA-05373 2000 Chester King TAC gical, at 3011 Malibu Canyon Road, Malibu, 1 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Archaeological,
Research, Team

Study

Drive #34 City of Malibu, County of
Los Angeles, California

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Initial Evaluation of Soil Deposits at
. C.A. Singer & Archaeological, Field 3669A Sweetwater Mesa Road in the .
LA-05385 2001 Clay Singer Associates, Inc. Study City of Malibu, Los Angeles County, 0.5 Mile
Ca
Archaeological . ' Cult'ural Rgsource Assesgment for
LA-05387 1996 Carol Demcak Resource Management Archaeological, Field Mallpu Civic 'Center Spemflc Plan 1 Mile
; Study (Revised), City of Malibu, County of
Corporation
Los Angeles, Ca
Archaeological Investigations at CA-
. . . LAN- 267a East: Phase Il Testing at
LA-05391 | 1999 | Steven Potter C.A. Singer & Archaeological, Field | 3545 syyeetwater Mesa Road inthe | 0.5 Mile
Associates, Inc. Study - ;
City of Malibu, Los Angeles County,
Ca
A Phase | Cultural Resource
Jeanette McKenna Archaeological, Field Investigation of the Malibu Bay .
LA-05655 2001 and David Brunzell McKenna et al. Study Company Development Project site, 1 Mile
Malibu, Los Angeles County, California
Negative Archaeological Survey
Archaeoloaical. Field Report: Construct Curb Ramps at
LA-05672 2001 Sylvia Barbara Caltrans District 7 Stud gical, Various Locations on PCH From Cross | 1 Mile
y Creek Road to Heathercliff Road in the
Malibu Are.
e A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
Historical,
Environmental Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 22313
LA-05808 2001 Robert Wlodarski L ’ Carbon Mesa Drive (Salvator Trust) 1 Mile
Archaeological, Study . .
City of Malibu, Los Angeles County,
Research, Team f .
California
Cultural Resource Assessment for the
. Archaeological, Field AT&T Wireless Services Facility .
LA-05809 1999 Curt Duke LSA Associates, Inc. Study Number F001, County of Los Angeles, 1 Mile
California
Historical, A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
LA-05810 2001 Robert Wiodarski Environmental, Archaeological, Field Improvements to 23700 Malibu Colony 1 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Archaeologists: A
Scientific Consortium

Study

Located at 3516 Sweetwater Mesa
Road, City of Malibu, California

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
A Phase 1 Archaeological Study APN
Historical, # 4458- 003-007 Encompassing
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field Portions of Lots 11 and 12 #50 'a' .
LA-05811 2002 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Malibu Colony Drive [the Avondale 1 Mile
Research, Team Trust] City of Malibu, County of Los
Angeles, California
Historical, A Phase | Archaeological Study for
) . Environmental, Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 3510 .
LA-06080 2002 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Cross Creek Road City of Malibu, Los 0.5 Mile
Research, Team Angeles County, California
Historical, An Archaeological Evaluation of
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field Property Located at 22965 Pacific .
LA-06531 2003 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Coast Highway City of Malibu, County 0.5 Mile
Research, Team of Los Angeles, California
Historical, An Archaeological Evaluation of CA-
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field LAN-2247, Located Within Lot 2 of .
LA-06533 2002 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Tentative Parcel Map 23879 County of 0.5 Mile
Research, Team Los Angeles,
. . . Phase | Archaeological Survey at 3520
LA-06534 2002 John Romani and Compass R.OSG Archaeological, Field Cross Creek Lane, Serra Retreat, 0.5 Mile
Dan Larson Archaeological, Inc. Study ) e
Malibu, California
. A Phase | Archaeological Study for the
Historical, " S it
Environmental Archaeological, Field as Built” Existing Rock and
LA-06865 2003 Robert Wlodarski L ’ Vegetation Malibu Creek Bank 1 Mile
Archaeological, Study Stabilizati ect Gity of .
Research Team tabilization Project City o Mallpu,
’ County of Los Angeles, California
Results of an Extended Phase 1
Historical, Archaeological Investigation for
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field CA-LAN- 3125 Located at 3311 .
LA-06890 2003 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Sweetwater Mesa Road (APN4452- 0.5 Mile
Research, Team 016-003) City of Malibu, County of Los
Angeles, California
Environmental A Phase 3 (mitigation) of
LA-06891 2003 Gary Stickel Research Archaeological, Field Archaeological Site CA-LAN-267a 0.5 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Archaeological,
Research, Team

Study

(APN#4452-016-015) City of Malibu,
County of Los Angeles, California

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Environmental A Phase 2 (test Phase) of
. Research Archaeological, Field Archaeological Site CA-LAN-267a .
LA-06892 2003 Gary Stickel Archaeologists: A Study Located at 3516 Sweetwater Mesa 0.5 Mile
Scientific Consortium Road, City of Malibu,
Historical A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
Environmental Archaeological, Field Two Lots Within APN #4452-025-001
LA-06893 2003 Robert Wiodarski L ’ and 4452-025-002 West of Carbon 1 Mile
Archaeological, Study . :
Canyon, City of Malibu, Los Angeles
Research, Team A
County, California
Historical, Archaeological Monitoring Results for
. Environmental, - CALAN-2247 Located Within Lot 2 of .
LA-06918 2003 Robert Wlodarski Archaeological, Monitoring Report Tentative Parcel Map 23879 County of 0.5 Mile
Research, Team Los Angeles, California
Historical A Phase | Archaeological Study for a
Environm’ental Archaeological, Field Portion of Parcel 2 Within
LA-07571 2005 Robert Wlodarski Y gieal, APN#4452-025-002 West of Carbon 1 Mile
Archaeological, Study . .
Canyon City of Malibu, Los Angeles
Research, Team . .
County, California
Archaeoloaical. Field Phase | Archaeological Survey for
LA-07573 2005 David Whitley W & S Consultants gical, 23405 Malibu Colony Drive, City of 1 Mile
Study ) .
Malibu, Los Angeles County, California
Historical, A Phase | Archaeological Study for
) . Environmental, Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 3270 Serra .
LA-07585 12005 | Robert Wlodarski | 10 l0gical, Study Road City of Malibu, County of Los | 02 Mile
Research, Team Angeles, California
A Phase | Archaeological Study for
Historical, Proposed Improvements to 22407
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field Carbon Mesa Drive .
LA-07586 | 2005 | Robert Wlodarski | 0 0l0gical, Study (APN# 4451-012-034 and 1 Mile
Research, Team 4451-012-035) City of Malibu, Loa
Angeles County, California
C A Phase | Archaeological Study for the
Historical, . o
Environmental Archaeological, Field Construction of a Swimming Pool at
LA-07589 2005 Robert Wlodarski ! ’ 3464 Sweetwater Mesa Road 0.5 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Archaeological,
Research, Team

Study

004) City of Malibu, County of Los
Angeles, California

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Records Search and Site Visit for
. . . Sprint Telecommunications Facility
LA-07592 | 2003 | Wayne Bonner Michael Brandman Archaeological, Field | '2a5, :587f (Cross Creek Road), 3200 | 1 Mile
Associates Study ;
Cross Creek Road, Malibu, Los
Angeles County, California
Historical A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
Environm,ental Archaeological, Field 2930 Sweetwater Mesa Road
LA-07595 2004 Robert Wilodarski . ’ (APN#4452-025-023) Site 4-vg 0.5 Mile
Archaeological, Study . . -
Properties LLC, City of Malibu, County
Research, Team . X
of Los Angeles, California
Historical A Phase 1 Archaeological Study For
Environm,ental Archaeological, Field 2860 Sweetwater Mesa Road
LA-07596 2004 Robert Wiodarski . ’ (APN#4452-025-021) Site 3-vg 0.5 Mile
Archaeological, Study . .
Estates LLC City of Malibu, County of
Research, Team o
Los Angeles, California
Archaeological Investigation for
Greenwood and Archaeological, Field Sweetwater Mesa Water Line .
LA-07601 2004 Matthew Brady Associates Study Construction Malibu, Los Angeles 0.5 Mile
County, California
Archaeoloaical. Field Phase | Archaeological Survey 3416
LA-07602 2002 Simon Joseph W & S Consultants Stud gical, Sweetwater Mesa Road, Malibu, Los 0.5 Mile
y Angeles County, California
Historical A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
Environm,ental Archaeological, Field Portions of Parcels 3 and 4 Within
LA-07603 2005 Robert Wiodarski . gical, APN#4452-025-001 and 4452-025-002 | 1 Mile
Archaeological, Study . .
West of Carbon Canyon City of Malibu,
Research, Team . .
Los Angeles County, California
Historical, A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field 3311 Sweetwater Mesa Road .
LA-07604 12003 | Robert Wlodarski | 1,0 l0gical, Study (APN4452-016-003) City of Malibu, | 0> Mile
Research, Team County of Los Angeles, California
C A Phase | Archaeological Study for
Historical,
Environmental Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 23344
LA-07608 2004 Robert Wiodarski ! ’ Palm Canyon Lane (APN#4452-014- 1 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Archaeological, Inc.

Project City of Malibu, Los Angeles
County California

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
. Proposal for a Phase Il Archaeological .
Clay Singer, John . N . Inside
LA-07609 | 1992 | Atwood, and Shelly | C-A- Singer & Proposal Investigation at Parcel 16779, inthe | \ o bortion of
Associates, Inc. City of Malibu, Los Angeles County, . .
Gomes . . the Project site
California
. Proposal for a Phase Il Archaeological
Clay Singer, John . o :
LA-07610 | 1992 | Atwood, and Shelly | C-A: Singer & Proposal Investigation at Parcel 16779 inthe | 4 5y
G Associates, Inc. City of Malibu, Los Angeles County,
omes g
California
Historical, A Phase | Archaeological Study for
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field APN #4458-024-028, Harbor Vista .
LA-07611 2004 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Drive City of Malibu, Los Angeles 1 Mile
Research, Team County, California
Lynn Gambile, American Indian
Glenn Russell, Studies Center and . . Distribution of Wealth and Other Items .
LA-07916 1996 Chester King, and Institute of Archaeology Technical Analysis at the Malibu Site, CA-LAN-264 1 Mile
Jean Hudson UCLA
Historical, A Phase | Archaeological Study for
) . Environmental, Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 3415 .
LA-08281 2007 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Sweetwater Mesa Road, City of 0.5 Mile
Research, Team Malibu, Los Angeles County, California
Historical, A Phase | Archaeological Study for
) . Environmental, Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 23681 .
LA-08282 | 2007 | Robert Wlodarski | 1 0 ol0gical, Study Malibu Road, City of Malibu, Los 1 Mile
Research, Team Angeles County, California
C A Phase | Archaeological Study for
Historical,
Environmental Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 22165
LA-09147 2008 Robert Wlodarski Archaeolo icaI’ Stud ’ Carbon Mesa Road 1 Mile
gical, y (APN#4451-021-024) City of Malibu,
Research, Team : .
Los Angeles County, California
Historical A phase | Archaeological Study for
Environm,ental Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 22201
LA-09178 2008 Robert Wiodarski Archaeolo icaI’ Stud ’ Carbon Mesa Road 1 Mile
gical, y (APN#4451-012-023) City of Malibu,
Research Team A
Los Angeles County, California
Archaeological Monitoring Report:
LA-09294 | 2008 | Patrick Tumamait | SOmMPass Rose Monitoring Report Cross Creek Road Improvements 1 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Report

Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
. . Archaeological Survey Report 3314
LA-09308 | 2008 | Dana Slawson Greenwood and Archaeological, Field | g0 2 Road City of Malibu, Los 0.5 Mile
Associates Study N
Angeles County, California
Historical A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
Environm,ental Archaeological, Field 3469 Cross Creek Road (APNs 4458-
LA-09384 2008 Robert Wiodarski . ’ 023-003, 4458-023-004, and 4458- 1 Mile
Archaeological, Study . X
024-028) City of Malibu, County of Los
Research Team S
Angeles California
Initial Cultural Resources Evaluation of
. . . APN 4458-019-008, A Commercial
LA-09613 | 2008 | Sarbie Seteelland | pagr o arenaeological, Field | property, Located at 23614 Pacific 1 Mile
y Coast Highway in the City of Malibu,
Los Angeles County, California
A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
Historical Proposed Improvements to 22224
Environm,ental Archaeological, Field Pacific Coast Highway (PCH),
LA-09617 2009 Robert Wlodarski Archaeolo ical’ Stud ’ APN#451-006-030, 22230 PCH, 1 Mile
Rosearoaoor y 22234 PCH, and 22240 Pacific Coast
Highway, City of Malibu, County of Los
Angeles, California
T A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
Historical,
Environmental Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 23038
LA-10371 2009 Robert Wlodarski Archaeolo ical’ Stud gical, Pacific Coast Highway (APN# 0.5 Mile
greal, y 4452-005-001), City of Malibu, County
Research Team . .
of Los Angeles, California
A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
Proposed Improvements to 22931-33
Historical, Pacific Coast Highway
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field (ANP#4452-019-008), 22935 Pacific .
LA-10377 | 2008 | Robert Wiodarski | 5\ ohaeological, Study Coast Highway (4452-019-010), 22041 | 05 Mile
Research Team Pacific Coast Highway
(APN#4452-019-009), City of Malibu,
County of Los Angeles, California
Environmental Impact Malibu Lagoon Restoration and
LA-10409 2006 Mark Robinson Jones and Stokes P Enhancement Plan Final 1 Mile
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TABLE 7

CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE

Proximity to

Study

Angeles County, California

Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Historical, A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
LA-10410 2009 Robert Wiodarski Environmental, Archaeological, Field Proposed Improvements to 1 Mile
Archaeological, Study 23676-23712 Malibu Road, City of
Research Team Malibu, Los Angeles County, California
A Phase 1 Archaeological Study for
Historical, the Proposed Whole Foods
) . Environmental, Archaeological, Field Development Project located on the .
LA-10411 2010 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Northwest corner of Civic Center Way 1 Mile
Research Team and Cross Creek Road City of Malibu,
County of Los Angeles, California
LA-10425 1995 é%anGslzT;Zfli and | UCLA Technical Analysis égcl:;i?iglr?gﬁzlsggsm,\gi?rgpajr;gnwu 1 Mile
’ y (CA-LAN-264) and Muwu (CA-VEN-
Jean Hudson 11)
Historical, A Phase | Archaeological Study for
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field 3240 Cross Creek Road (APN#4457- .
LA-10514 12010 | Robert Wiodarski | xcaeol0gical, Study 002-038) City of Malibu, County of Los | 0> M€
Research Team Angeles, California
Results of a Cultural Resource Phase |
Assessment and Extended Phase |
John Romani and Archaeological, Field Shovel Test Program for the Proposed .
LA-11151 2003 Dan Larson Compass Rose Study Heart-of-the- Park Shuttle 1 Mile
Demonstration Project, Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation Area.
Santa Monica Mountains National
Archaeoloaical. Field Recreation Area, Heart-of-the-Park
LA-11152 2002 Roger Mason Parsons gical, Shuttle Demonstration Project Draft 1 Mile
Study . ”
Environmental Assessment/Initial
Study
Historical, A Phase | Archaeological Study for
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field 23847 Stuart Ranch Road-Malibu .
LA-11530 2012 Robert Wiodarski Archaeological, Study Racquet Club- City of Malibu, County 1 Mile
Research Team of Los Angeles, California
Archaeoloaical. Field Initial Archaeological Evaluation: 3511
LA-11652 2012 Gwen Romani Compass Rose gical, Cross Creek Lane, City of Malibu, Los | 0.5 Mile
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TABLE 7
CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE
Proximity to
Report No. | Year Author(s) Affiliation Type of Study Title of Study Project site
Historical, A Phase | Archaeological Study for
. Environmental, Archaeological, Field 3763 Sweetwater Canyon Drive .
LA-12480 12013 | Robert Wiodarski | xo5eoj0gical, Study (APN#4452-020-067) City of Malibu, | 0> Mile
Research Team County of Los Angeles, California
. . Phase | Archaeological Study 3535
LA-12481 2013 George Toren_and Compass Rose Archaeological, Field Cross Creek Lane, City of Malibu, Los | 0.5 Mile
Gwen Romani Study el
Angeles County, California
Phase | Archaeological Study: 1.7
George Toren and Archaeological, Field Acre Parcel Located at 3350 Serra .
LA-12780 2014 Gwen Romani Compass Rose Study Road, City of Malibu, Los Angeles 0.5 Mile
County, California
Phase | Archaeological Study:
George Toren and Archaeological, Field Surfrider Hotel 23033 Pacific Coast .
LA-12781 2014 Gwen Romani Compass Rose Study Highway, City of Malibu, Los Angeles 0.5 Mile
County, California
Phase | Archaeological Study: 23314
. . Malibu
LA-12782 2014 George Toren_ and Compass Rose Archaeological, Field Colony Drive, City of Malibu, Los 1 Mile
Gwen Romani Study
Angeles
County, California
NEWCOMER CAVE (Lan-386), Report
on a salvage excavation by the
} . University of California, | Archaeological, Field University of California Archaeological .
LA-13039 1970 Thomas King Los Angeles Study Survey, Los Angeles; a part of the 1 Mile
Santa Monica Mountains Research
Project
Archaeological Analysis of Lithic
LA-13041 1988 Dan Larson Dan Larson Technical Analysis Materials from A Portion of 0.5 Mile
CA-LAN- 1449
Results of Archaeological Monitoring
Archaeoloaical. Field at CA-LAN-264, CA-LAN-690 And
LA-13042 1989 Dan Larson Dan Larson gical, CA-LAN-1449, As A Result of Utility 0.5 Mile
Study : o .
Trenching on Pacific Coast Highway,
In Malibu, California

Source: Psomas 2021.
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Previously Recorded Cultural Resources

The 2019 SCCIC records search identified 22 cultural resources within the 1-mile search radius
of the Project site. Additionally, if previously recorded cultural resources occurred within %2-mile
of the proposed Project site, it is noted in the table below to highlight the cultural resource
sensitivity in proximity of the proposed Project site. Ten of the 22 resources are located within
“2-mile of the Project site. Sixteen of the cultural resources are precontact (before the arrival of
Europeans) or include a precontact component. These include sites with shell middens, habitation
debris, milling features (food processing stations), lithic scatters (discarded debris from the
manufacturing of stone tools), rock shelters, and the site of the Chumash village Humaliwo, which
included more than 200 Chumash burials. The remaining cultural resources date to the
Historic-era (A.D. 1769-1961) and include trash scatters, the Adamson House, Malibu Pier,
Stevens House, and the Malibu Point Historic District, and the foundations of the Tadia Ranch.
Two of the 22 resources are located within the boundaries the Project site (refer to Table 8).
These include the Chumash village site of Humaliwo (CA-LAN-264/H) and a precontact rock
shelter with documented habitation debris (CA-LAN-267). LAN-264/H is listed in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and is considered a historic property.

TABLE 8
CULTURAL RESOURCE WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE
Proximity
Trinomial Resource Year Recorded by to Project
Primary No. No. Description Recorded/Updated | Author/Affiliation site
Multicomponent: Watson;
CA-LAN- | Humaliwo village site; | 1959; 1963; 1975; Blackburn; -
P-19-000264 264/H | cemetery; burials: 1976: 2001 Meighan; Judge; | "Vithin
habitation debris Zepeda
Prehistoric: lithic (K;l’;g Sao’w_
P-19-000267 CA-LAN- | scatter; rock. 19615 1972; 1981; Coleman:; Singer; | Within
267 shelter/cave; 1999; 2003 :
- . Wilodarski and
habitation debris
Larson
Prehistoric: rock
P-19-000386 gggLAN' shelter/cave; 1969 Ei‘z""comer and 1 4 il
habitation debris 9
Historic: Tadia Ranch;
foundations/structures;
CA-LAN- | landscaping; . .
P-19-000387 387 privies/dumps/trash 1969 King 0.5 Mile
scatters; standing
structures
P-19-000404 CA-LAN- | Prehistoric: habitation | 495 Chartkoff: Gutman | 1 Mile
404 debris
P-19-000471 CA-LAN- | Prehistoric: lithic 1972: 1981 Colema.n qnd 0.5 Mile
471 scatter Taggart; Singer
CA-LAN- Prehistoric: lithic
P-19-000690 690 scatter; habitation 1983; 1987 Aycock; Singer 1 Mile
debris
Prehistoric: lithic .
P-19-001105 CALAN- | o atter: hearth/pits; | 1981 Singer and 0.5 Mile
001105 o h Romani
habitation debris
Prehistoric: lithic .
P-9-001106 CALAN- | o atter: bedrock 1981 Singer and 0.5 Mile
1106 o Romani
milling feature
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TABLE 8
CULTURAL RESOURCE WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE
Proximity
Trinomial Resource Year Recorded by to Project
Primary No. No. Description Recorded/Updated | Author/Affiliation site
Prehistoric: lithic .
P-19-001417 CALAN- | scatter, petroglyphs; | 1988 Wiodarski and 1 Mile
1417 e ; Larson
habitation debris
Prehistoric: lithic .
P-19-001449 CALAN-" | scatter; habitation 1988 Larson, Romani, | 5 jije
1449 . and Lotah
debris
P-19-001991 CA-LAN- Preh_istoric: habitation 1991 Becker 1 Mile
1991 debris
P-19-002247 CA-LAN- | Prehistoric: habitation | 494. 5003 Dillon; Wiodarski | 0.5 Mile
2247 debris
CA-LAN- | Prehistoric: habitation . .
P-19-002811 2811 debris 1999 King 1 Mile
Multicomponent: lithic
scatter; habitation
P-19-002936 CALAN- | debris; 2001 Shabel and 0.5 Mile
2936/H " Zepeda
privies/dumps/trash
scatters
Prehistoric: lithic
CA-LAN- | scatter; habitation .
P-19-003766 3766 debris: shellfish 2003 Parker 0.5 Mile
remains
CA-LAN- | Historic: water Tejada, Ruiz, .
P-19-004429 4429H conveyance system 2013 Weisberg 1 Mile
Prehistoric: lithic
P-19-004468 CALAN- | ¢ catter; habitation 2014 King 0.5 Mile
4468 .
debris
P-19-177472 _ | Historic: Adamson 1976 Merrick 1 Mile
House
P-19-186261 - Historic: Malibu Pier 1985 Briner 0.5 Mile
P-19-189451 - Historic: Stevens 2011 McAvoy and 1 Mile
House Charnov
P-19-192413 - Historic: Malibu Point | 57 Bevil 1 Mile
Historic District
Source: Psomas 2021.

Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File Search

The NAHC completed a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search on October 17, 2019. The SLF Search
produced negative results; however, the absence of specific site information in the SLF does not
indicate the absence of Native American cultural resources within the Project site; especially since
the area is considered sensitive for precontact archaeological and tribal cultural resources. Tribal
representatives from the local Native American community should be consulted on all project
activities that involve ground disturbance (see Section XVIII Tribal Cultural Resources below for
results from consultation).

Field Survey

Psomas surveyed the Project site, including the proposed alignment for the water main along
Serra Road to Sweetwater Mesa Road on November 6, 2019, and November 24, 2020. The entire
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Project site was surveyed by Psomas Senior Archaeologist, Charles Cisneros, walking evenly
spaced transects spaced no more than 10 meters (32 feet) apart. Survey transect accuracy was
maintained using compasses, field maps, and a submeter-accurate global positioning system
(GPS) receiver. Each GPS receiver was uploaded with share files depicting the Project site. The
ground surface was examined for the presence of precontact (before the arrival of Europeans)
cultural resources and historic-era cultural resources. The results of the field survey were negative
for archaeological resources. However, it should be noted that the negative results only include
an examination of the surface. Because of the cultural resource sensitivity of the area there is a
possibility that intact cultural resources may be present in undisturbed sediment below the
surface.

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

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

Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. A historical resource pursuant to Section
15064.5 includes any resource listed in, or determined eligible by the State of California, including
resources listed as historic properties in the NRHP. These types of resources include both built
environment resources (e.g., buildings, bridges, homes) and archaeological resources (e.g.,
village sites, rock shelters, shell middens), including unique and non-unique archaeological sites.
Previously documented historical-era resources (built environment and historical-era
archaeological sites) related to both the residential and economic development of Malibu, are
located nearby and include structural pads, foundations, refuse scatters, single-family properties,
water conveyance features, the Adamson House (P-19-177472), Stevens House (P-19-189451),
Malibu Pier (P-19-186261), and the Malibu Point Historic District (P-19-192413). Many of these
historical-era resources are listed in the NRHP because each resource has made significant
contributions to local history and to the history of the State of California. Specifically, the Malibu
Point Historic District has been identified as a cultural landscape associated with the history of
surfing in Southern California from 1927 to 1968. In regards, to the precontact history of the area,
archaeological site CA-LAN-264/H is the Chumash village Humaliwo, which included more than
200 Chumash burials and was an important center of Chumash life in this region in precontact
and early historic times. This archaeological site also has a documented historic-era cemetery
dating from 1775 to 1825. CA-LAN-246/H is listed on the NRHP. See Threshold Question (b)
below for more information on CA-LAN-264/H.

Construction and Operation. None of the built environment resources listed on a register are
present within the Project site. Due to proximity of the known resources CA-LAN-264/H,
implementation of MM CULT-1, which describes procedures to be followed if cultural resources
are discovered, is recommended. MM CULT-1 would reduce this potentially significant impact to
a less than significant level with mitigation.

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

Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Two archaeological resources —
CA-LAN-264/H and CA-LAN-267 — have been identified within the Project site.

As noted above under Threshold Question V (a), CA-LAN-264/H is a multicomponent
archaeological site (precontact and historical-era site) that includes the Chumash village,
Humaliwo, which was originally recorded in 1959 by R.S. Watson and may have been occupied
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as early 1,000 B.C. and as recent as the middle of the 19" Century. CA-LAN-264/H is listed in the
NRHP and is considered a historic property. Historically, data from the site suggests that
Humaliwo was the capital village of the Chumash political province that encompassed the Santa
Monica Mountain region. More than 200 human burials have been removed from the site. The
precontact component of the site would be impacted from ground disturbing activities, thus
requiring mitigation. The historic component of the site, the historical-era cemetery, is outside of
the proposed Project site and would not be impacted from ground disturbing activities.

CA-LAN-267 is known as the Sweetwater Mesa site and was originally recorded by C. King and
M. Glassow in 1961. The site consists of three loci (distinct portion of an archaeological site
separated from other parts of the site) and consists of lithic artifacts, including choppers,
hammerstones, debitage (waste products from the manufacturing of tools), blade fragments,
projectile points, and ground stone fragments (manos and metates). The site is characteristic of
archaeological sites typically assigned to the Early Period (3050 B.C. — 550 B.C.); however,
archaeological excavations at the site suggest the site was occupied/utilized by the Chumash
throughout multiple periods of prehistory, including up to the founding of the village site of
Humaliwo.

Construction. While no additional archaeological resources were identified from the field
surveys, there is a possibility that archaeological material would be uncovered during
ground-disturbing activities for the proposed Project. Therefore, considering the importance of the
location to the Chumash, as well as known and documented Chumash archaeological resources
nearby (see Table 8 above), and the presence of human remains from CA-LAN-264/H, mitigation
is required and ftribal representatives from the local Native American community should be
consulted on all ground disturbance within the Project site (see Section XVIII Tribal Cultural
Resources below for results from consultation).

Furthermore, implementation of MM CULT-1, which was approved by the tribal government
requesting consultation for the Project and the District, describes procedures to be followed if
cultural resources are discovered. MM CULT-1 would reduce this potentially significant impact to
a less than significant level with mitigation.

Operation: Impacts related to operation of the proposed Project would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.

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

Less than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. As noted above, more than 200
human burials dating to the precontact-era have been documented from CA-LAN-264/H. A
historical-era cemetery has also been documented from this archaeological site. Therefore, there
is always a possibility additional human remains may be found below the surface.

Construction. Project-related earth disturbance has the potential to unearth previously
undiscovered remains, resulting in a potentially significant impact. However, compliance with
existing regulations, including Regulatory Requirement (RR) CUL-1 and implementation of
protocols and MM CULT-1 to be followed in the event of the discovery of human remains, would
ensure that impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation.

Operation: Impacts related to operation of the proposed Project would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENT

RR CUL-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, the coroner 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 Project Engineer. The Project Engineer
would meet and confer with the most likely descendant regarding their
recommendations prior to disturbing the site by further construction activity.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

MM CULT-1

The District shall retain a qualified Project Archaeologist who meets the Secretary
of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and a professional
Native American Monitor (Tribal Representative) approved by the Tribe that
requested AB 52 consultation prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities
to observe all ground-disturbing activities within native sediment at the Project site.
If cultural resources are encountered, the qualified archaeologist and Native
American monitor, in consultation with the Project Engineer, will have the authority
to halt ground disturbing activities within a minimum 100-foot buffer of the find and
for a reasonable period of time to assess and document potential finds in real time
as approved by the Project Engineer.

In the event that archaeological resources are discovered at the Project site, the
handling of the discovered resources shall occur, as described below. All artifacts
discovered shall be inventoried and analyzed by the Project Archaeologist. If any
artifacts of Native American origin are discovered, the Project Archaeologist shall
notify the Engineer and property owner and all activities in the immediate vicinity
of the find shall halt, in consultation with the Engineer, within a minimum 100-foot
buffer of the find and for a reasonable period of time as determined by the Project
Archaeologist and Tribal Representative. The Project Archaeologist and Tribal
Representative will analyze the Native American artifacts for identification as
everyday life and/or religious or sacred items, cultural affiliation, temporal
placement, and function, as deemed possible. The significance of Native American
resources shall be evaluated in accordance with the provisions of CEQA and shall
consider the religious beliefs, customs, and practices of the affiliated tribes. All
items found in association with Native American human remains shall be
considered grave goods or sacred in origin and subject to special handling.

Non-Native American artifacts shall be inventoried, assessed, and analyzed for
cultural affiliation, personal affiliation (prior ownership), function, and temporal
placement. After analysis and reporting, these artifacts shall be subjected to
curation or returned to the property owner, as deemed appropriate.

Once grading activities have ceased or the Project Archaeologist, in consultation
with the lead agency and Tribal Representative, determines that monitoring is no
longer necessary, monitoring activities can be discontinued. A report of findings,
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including an itemized inventory of recovered artifacts, shall be prepared upon
completion of the steps outlined above. A copy of the report shall also be filed with
the SCCIC.

VL. ENERGY

Less Than

Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. . Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact ] ] X ]

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 ] ] X ]
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
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?

Less than Significant Impact.

Construction. Project construction-related energy demand includes energy and fuel used by
construction equipment, construction worker vehicles, and construction vendor/hauling vehicles.
The construction equipment, use of electricity, and fuel for the Project would be typical for water
main installations and reservoir tank construction because there are no aspects of the proposed
construction process that are unusual or energy intensive. Construction equipment would conform
to applicable CARB emissions standards, which promote equipment fuel efficiencies.
Construction contractors would be required to comply with the provisions of California Code of
Regulations Title 13 Section 2485, which prohibits diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles and
off-road diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes and would minimize unnecessary
fuel consumption. Gasoline and diesel fuel would be supplied by local and regional commercial
vendors. It should be noted that fuel efficiencies are improving for on- and off-road vehicle engines
due to more stringent government requirements. Construction energy consumption would
represent a “single-event” demand and would not require ongoing or permanent commitment of
energy resources. The Project would also not necessitate the use of construction equipment or
processes that are less energy efficient than at comparable construction sites. Thus, construction
energy consumption would not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Operation. Operationally, there would be no increase in vehicle trips compared to current
operations. New energy requirements would be minimal, related primarily to energy efficient LED
lighting at the new Sweetwater Mesa Tank site which is anticipated to require approximately 8,600
kilowatt-hours per year. Additionally, construction of the new water main from PCH and the
addition of the proposed PRSs would require less pumping when the hydraulic gradient is high
enough, thus resulting in a reduction in pumping requirements. As such, operational energy
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consumption would not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary. Impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Conservation Element of the Malibu General Plan includes
Goal 3, Energy Conserved, with the following policies:

CON Policy 3.1.1: The City shall educate the community regarding the importance of and
techniques for energy conservation.

CON Policy 3.1.2: The City shall encourage state-of-the-art energy efficiency standards
for all new construction design.

CON Policy 3.1.3: The City shall protect solar access.

CON Policy 3.1.4: The City shall encourage uses of solar and other nonpolluting,
renewable energy sources.

Construction and Operation. The Project would develop water storage capacity and associated
water mains to increase the ability to provide required fire flows and storage of domestic water.
The Project would not develop facilities that would reduce incentives to provide renewable energy
and would not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy. Because the
operation of the proposed Project would result in a minimal increase in energy consumption, the
Project would not conflict with or obstruct a State or the General Plan policies for energy efficiency.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

No mitigation measures are required.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. _ Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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 ] ] X ]
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking? ] X ] ]
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including ] X ] ]
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? O X L] L]
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of ] X ] ]
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, L] X L] L]
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- ] X ] ]

1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the ] ] ] 2
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] X ] ]
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Information in this section is derived from the Geotechnical Evaluation, Sweetwater Mesa Tank,
Civic Center Improvement Project, Los Angeles County Waterworks, Malibu, California
(Geotechnical Evaluation) prepared by Ninyo & Moore and dated October 9, 2020 (Ninyo & Moore
2020a; Appendix D1) and the Updated Geotechnical Evaluation, Sweetwater Mesa Water Main
Replacements, Civic Center Improvement Project, Los Angeles County Waterworks, Malibu,
California (Geotechnical Evaluation) prepared by Ninyo & Moore and dated October 9, 2020
(Ninyo & Moore 2020b; Appendix D2).
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IMPACT ANALYSIS
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 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.

Less than Significant Impact.

Construction and Operation. According to the Geotechnical Evaluation, the Project site is not
located within a State of California Earthquake Fault Zone (formerly known as Alquist-Priolo
Special Studies Zone) and the probability of surface fault rupture is considered low (Ninyo &
Moore 2020a, 2020b). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site is located in a seismically
active area, as is the majority of southern California, and there is potential for strong ground
motion in the project areas during the design life of the proposed improvements. The nearest
mapped active fault is the Malibu Coast fault located approximately 0.3 mile south of the site
(Ninyo & Moore 2020a, 2020b). The level of ground shaking at a given location depends on many
factors, including the size and type of earthquake, distance from the earthquake, and subsurface
geologic conditions.

Construction and Operation. Earthquake events from one of the regional active or potentially
active faults near the site could result in strong ground shaking which could affect the Project
area, representing a significant impact. However, implementation of MM GEO-1 requires that the
specific recommendations of the Geotechnical Evaluation prepared for the Project, including
Seismic Design Considerations, are fully incorporated in the design and construction of the
Project. Therefore, implementation of MM GEO-1 would reduce impacts related to strong seismic
ground shaking to less than significant levels with mitigation.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Liquefaction is the phenomenon in which
loosely deposited, saturated granular soils (located below the water table) undergo rapid loss of
shear strength due to development of excess pore pressure during strong earthquake-induced
ground shaking. Ground shaking of sufficient duration results in the loss of grain-to-grain contact
due to rapid rise in pore water pressure and it eventually causes the soil to behave as a fluid for
a short period of time.

Construction and Operation. According to the Geotechnical Evaluation, the portions of the
pipeline alignment along PCH, along the southern portion of Serra Road, and at the site of the
future pressure regulating station are mapped by the State of California as being susceptible to
liquefaction (Ninyo & Moore 2020b). Therefore, the potential for seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction, represents a significant impact. However, implementation of MM GEO-1
requires that the specific recommendations of the Geotechnical Evaluation prepared for the
Project, including Seismic Design Considerations, are fully incorporated in the design and
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construction of the Project. Therefore, implementation of MM GEO-1 would reduce impacts
related to strong seismic ground shaking to less than significant levels with mitigation.

iv) Landslides?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Landslides may be induced by strong
vibratory motion produced by earthquakes. According to the Geotechnical Evaluation, a relatively
small portion of the pipeline alignment in the easement between Serra Road and Sweetwater
Mesa Road is located in a State of California seismic hazard zone for landslides. Additionally,
many of the adjacent hillsides along the pipeline alignment on Serra Road and Sweetwater Mesa
Road may be susceptible to earthquake-induced landslides (Ninyo & Moore 2020a, 2020b).

Construction and Operation. Since the purpose of the Project is to replace an existing water
line in the roadway using relatively shallow cut-and-cover trenching (generally less than 5 feet), it
is anticipated that the proposed construction and pipeline would have negligible impact on the
existing stability of the adjacent slopes (Ninyo & Moore 2020 a, 2020b). However, the presence
of areas susceptible to landslides represents a significant impact. Implementation of MM GEO-1
requires that the specific recommendations of the Geotechnical Evaluation prepared for the
Project, including Seismic Design Considerations, are fully incorporated in the design and
construction of the Project. Therefore, implementation of MM GEO-1 would reduce impacts
related to strong seismic ground shaking to less than significant levels with mitigation.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The largest source of erosion and topsoil
loss is uncontrolled drainage during construction. As discussed in more detail in Section XI,
Hydrology and Water Quality, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit program controls water pollution by regulating point sources that discharge pollutants into
“waters of the U.S.” Construction activities shall be conducted in compliance with the statewide
NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land
Disturbance Activities (Order No 2012-0006-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002), adopted by the
State Water Resources Control Board on July 17, 2012.

Construction: In compliance with the NPDES permit, erosion potential during construction of the
proposed Project would be managed with Best Management Practices (BMPs) implemented on
the Project site as part of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) during construction
activities in accordance with NPDES requirements. Implementation of the BMPs would reduce
construction-related erosion impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore, compliance with
NPDES Permit requirements and implementation of RR HYDRO-1 and MM HYDRO-1 would
reduce impacts on soil erosion to less than significant with mitigation.

Operation: Impacts related to operation of the proposed Project would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.

c) 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?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Lateral spread of the ground surface
during an earthquake usually takes place along weak shear zones that have formed within a
liquefiable soil layer. Lateral spread has generally been observed to take place in the direction of
a free-face (i.e., retaining wall, slope, channel, etc.) but has also been observed to a lesser extent
on ground surfaces with gentle slopes. For sites located in proximity to a free-face, the amount of
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lateral ground displacement is correlated with the distance of the site from the free-face. Other
factors such as earthquake magnitude, distance from the causative fault, thickness of the
liquefiable layers, and the fines content and particle sizes of the liquefiable layers also influence
the amount of lateral ground displacement.

Construction and Operation: According to the Geotechnical Evaluation, since the site is
generally level and away from any free-face, lateral spread is not a design concern and does not
represent a significant impact (Ninyo & Moore 2020b).

As a result of liquefaction (as discussed previously in the Response to Question Vl.a (iii)), the
proposed pipeline alignment on PCH may be subject to liquefaction induced settlement. The
amount of settlement associated with liquefaction and dynamic settlement along the southern end
of Serra Road would vary due to these varying depths, but generally decrease to the north and
be less than the settlements calculated along PCH where alluvium is anticipated to be deepest
along the alignment (Ninyo & Moore 2020b). Implementation of MM GEO-1 requires that the
specific recommendations of the Geotechnical Evaluation prepared for the Project, including the
following: Geologic Hazards including fault rupture and liquefaction potential, and seismically
induced settlement); Earthwork including pre-construction conference, clearing and site
preparation, tank pad and retaining wall foundation preparation, excavation characteristics,
temporary excavations, shoring, excavation bottom stability, fill material, fill placement and
compaction; Pipe Bedding, Pipe Anchors, and Backfill Stabilizers; Seismic Design
Considerations; Foundations; Tank Slab-On-Grade; Retaining Walls; Underground Ultilities
including excavation bottom stability, pipe bedding, trench backfill, lateral earth pressures for
thrust blocks, modulus of soil reaction, pavement reconstruction; Corrosivity; Concrete; and
Drainage are fully incorporated in the design and construction of the Project. Therefore,
implementation of MM GEO-1 would reduce impacts related to seismically induced settlement to
less than significant with mitigation.

Additionally, potential impacts related to liquefaction and landslides subsequent lateral spreading
would be less than significant at the Project site as discussed previously in the Response to
Question Vl.a (iii and iv). As discussed, impacts related to liquefaction and landslides would be
significant and implementation of MM GEO-1 would reduce impacts to less than significant with
mitigation.

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. According to the Geotechnical
Evaluation, the pipeline alignment is underlain by volcanic rocks of the Conejo Volcanics,
sedimentary rock of the Topanga Formation and Monterey Shale, terrace deposits, alluvial
sediments, undifferentiated colluvium/residual soils, undocumented fills associated with roadway
construction, and pavements (Ninyo & Moore 2020b). Undocumented fill was encountered in
borings at the ground surface of the Sweetwater Tank site to depths of up to 2 feet, and other
areas of the site ranging from approximately 1 to 4 feet. The undocumented fill generally consisted
of brown to light brown, moist, medium dense, silty sand and clayey sand with scattered gravel
and cobble-sized pieces of concrete. Bedrock of the Conejo Volcanics was encountered in
borings beneath the fill to the total depth explored of 60 feet below the ground surface (Ninyo and
Moore 2020a).

Construction and Operation: The presence of undocumented fill results in a potentially
significant impact associated with expansive soils. However, implementation of MM GEO-1
requires that the specific recommendations of the Geotechnical Evaluation prepared for the
Project, including Tank Pad and Retaining Wall Foundation Preparation and Fill Material, are fully
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incorporated in the design and construction of the Project. Therefore, implementation of
MM GEO-1 would reduce impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking to less than significant
with mitigation.

e) 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.

Construction and Operation. The proposed Project would not involve the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Information in this section is derived from
an online records search and literature review conducted for the geologic formation underlying
the Project site, which produced negative results for paleontological resources. While the majority
of the Conejo Volcanics are composed of igneous rocks that do not preserve fossils, the
sedimentary interbeds have produced a variety of marine fossils. Mollusks, foraminifera, and fish
fossils have been documented throughout the sedimentary interbeds of the Conejo Volcanics and
other submarine volcanics in the area. A paleobotany locality was discovered within the
volcaniclastic sediments of the upper Conejo Volcanics in Thousand Oaks.

Psomas surveyed the Project site, including the proposed alignment for the water main along
Serra Road to Sweetwater Mesa Road on November 6, 2019, and November 24, 2020. The
results of the field survey were negative for paleontological resources. However, the negative
results only include an examination of the surface.

Construction. Because the findings from the paleontological resources field survey only
documented negative results on the surface there is a possibility that intact paleontological
resources may be present below the surface. A significant impact could occur if grading or
excavation activities associated with the Project were to disturb paleontological resources that
may exist within the Project site. These potential effects may be mitigated to a less than significant
level with the implementation of MM GEO-2, which requires retention of a qualified Paleontologist
to be available “on-call” throughout the duration of grading activities, would reduce potential
impacts to less than significant with mitigation.

Operation. Impacts related to operation of the proposed Project would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

MM GEO-1  Prior to approval of final plans and specifications for the proposed Project, the
Engineer, or the engineer’s designee, shall review the Project plans to confirm that
recommendations in the Geotechnical Evaluation, Sweetwater Mesa Tank, Civic
Center Improvement Project, Los Angeles County Waterworks, Malibu, California
(dated October 9, 2020 and prepared by Ninyo & Moore) and the Updated
Geotechnical Evaluation, Sweetwater Mesa Water Main Replacements, Civic
Center Improvement Project, Los Angeles County Waterworks, Malibu, California
(dated October 9, 2020 and prepared by Ninyo & Moore) in addition to any future
geotechnical reports have been fully and appropriately incorporated.
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MM GEO-2

Prior to the initiation of grading, the District shall retain a qualified Paleontologist
to be available “on-call” throughout the duration of grading activities in previously
undisturbed soil, the extent of which will be determined based on review of the
geotechnical reports. In the event that paleontological resources are discovered
during ground-disturbing activities, work will be halted, and the Lead Agency will
consult with the qualified Paleontologist to assess the significance of the find
according to Section 15064.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. If any find is determined to be significant, the Lead Agency and the
Paleontologist will determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other
appropriate mitigation. The Lead Agency will make the final determination. All
significant paleontological materials recovered will be reviewed, evaluated, and
documented according to current professional standards by the consulting
Paleontologist and discussed with the Lead Agency. The Lead Agency will make
the final determination. Based on observations, monitoring may be reduced or
discontinued if the qualified Paleontologist determines that the possibility of
encountering fossiliferous deposits is low.
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VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Significant

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Cotemtally  iteh o
. i ignificant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly ] ] 2 ]

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

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

Climate change refers to any significant change in climate, such as the average temperature,
precipitation, or wind patterns, over a period of time. Climate change may result from natural
factors, natural processes, and/or 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 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
greenhouse gas (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
into the atmosphere through natural processes, while others are created and emitted solely
through human activities. The majority of climate scientists attribute climate change to the
increase in GHG emissions generated by human activities.

GHGs, as defined under California’s Assembly Bill (AB) 32, include carbon dioxide (CO.),
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and
sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). General discussions on climate change often include water vapor, Os,
and aerosols in the GHG category. Water vapor and atmospheric O3 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 regulatory bodies, such as CARB, or climate change groups, such as The
Climate Registry, as gases to be reported or analyzed for control. Therefore, no further discussion
of water vapor, Os, or aerosols is provided herein.

GHGs vary widely in the power of their climatic effects; therefore, climate scientists have
established a unit called global warming potential (GWP). The GWP of a gas is a measure of both
its potency and lifespan in the atmosphere as compared to CO.. For example, since CHs and N2O
are approximately 25 and 298 times more powerful than COg, respectively, in their ability to trap
heat in the atmosphere, they have GWPs of 25 and 298, respectively (CO, has a GWP of 1).
Carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2€) is a quantity that enables all GHG emissions to be considered
as a group despite their varying GWP. The GWP of each GHG is multiplied by the emission rate
of that gas to produce the CO.e emissions.

Regulatory Background

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, which
proclaims that California is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. It declares that increased
temperatures could reduce snowpack in the Sierra Nevada Mountains, could further exacerbate
California’s air quality problems, and could potentially cause a rise in sea levels. In an effort to
avoid or reduce the impacts of climate change, EO S-3-05 calls for a reduction in GHG emissions
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to the year 2000 level by 2010, to year 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80 percent below 1990 levels
by 2050.

AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (California Health and Safety Code
§38501), recognizes that California is the source of substantial amounts of GHG emissions. The
statute states that:

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, which is a reduction of approximately 16 percent from forecasted
emission levels, with further reductions to follow (CARB 2011). To help achieve this reduction, on
November 17, 2008, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed EO S-14-08 raising California’s
renewable energy goals to 33 percent by 2020.

California EO B-30-15 (April 29, 2015) set an “interim” statewide emission target to reduce GHG
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and directed State agencies with jurisdiction
over GHG emissions to implement measures pursuant to statutory authority to achieve this 2030
target and the 2050 target of 80 percent below 1990 levels.

On September 8, 2016, the Governor signed Senate Bill 32 (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). 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 (California Legislative Information 2017a). SB 32’s findings state that CARB
will “achieve the state’s more stringent greenhouse gas emission reductions in a manner that
benefits the State’s most disadvantaged communities and is transparent and accountable to the
public and the Legislature.”

The City of Malibu does not have a Climate Action Plan. However, in January 2020, the City
requested bids to prepare “a complete Community Resilience and Adaptation Plan with resilience,
adaptation, and climate action policy recommendation” (Malibu 2020). The Conservation Element
of the Malibu General Plan includes Goal 3, Energy Conserved, with the following policies:

CON Policy 3.1.1: The City shall educate the community regarding the importance of and
techniques for energy conservation.

CON Policy 3.1.2: The City shall encourage state-of-the-art energy efficiency standards
for all new construction design.

CON Policy 3.1.3: The City shall protect solar access.

CON Policy 3.1.4: The City shall encourage uses of solar and other nonpolluting,
renewable energy sources.
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Los Angeles County has not formally adopted a quantitative GHG emissions significance criterion
to date. Beginning in April 2008, the SCAQMD convened a Working Group to provide guidance
to local lead agencies on determining significance for GHG emissions in their CEQA documents.
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 (MTCO2e/yr)
for projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency (SCAQMD 2008a). In September 2010, the
Working Group proposed that the 10,000 MTCOze/yr threshold be expanded to apply to industrial
projects where SCAQMD is not the lead agency (SCAQMD 2010). The Working Group has not
convened since the fall of 2010. As of March 2021, the proposal has not been considered or
approved for use by the SCAQMD Board. However, the use of the industrial threshold is
appropriate considering that the majority of emissions is associated with electricity use related to
the operation of machinery (pumps) and consequently is selected by the City of Malibu as
appropriate for the proposed Project.

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

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

Less Than Significant Impact.

Proposed Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction

Construction GHG emissions are generated by vehicle engine exhaust from construction
equipment, on-road hauling trucks, vendor trips, and worker commuting trips. Construction
GHG emissions were calculated concurrently with air quality criteria pollutant emissions by using
CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.20 and the Project information as described in Section Ill, Air Quality.

The results are output in MTCO-e for each year of construction. The estimated construction GHG
emissions for the Project are shown in Table 9.

TABLE 9
ESTIMATED ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS FROM CONSTRUCTION

Emissions
Activity — Year (MTCOze)
Sweetwater Mesa Tank — 2027 51
Sweetwater Mesa Tank — 2028 17
Water Mains — 2028 27
Water Mains — 2029 64
Total 159
Annual Emissions’ 5
MTCO.e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
Combined total amortized over 30 years
Source: CalEEMod data in Appendix A.
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GHG emissions generated from construction activities are finite and occur for a relatively
short-term period. Unlike the numerous opportunities available to reduce a project’s long-term
GHG emissions through design features, operational restrictions, use of green-building materials,
and other methods, GHG emissions-reduction measures for construction equipment are relatively
limited. Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommend that construction emissions be amortized over
a 30-year project lifetime, so that GHG reduction measures will address construction GHG
emissions as part of the operational GHG reduction strategies (SCAQMD 2008b). As shown in
Table 9, Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Construction, the 30-year amortized
construction emissions would be 5 MTCOze/yr.

Operations

There would be no operational activity associated with the water mains or pressure relief stations
that would generate GHG emissions. Current operational/maintenance visits to the Serra Tank
and Sweetwater Tank sites, typically daily, would not change significantly. The Project would add
energy efficient LED lighting to the new Sweetwater Mesa Tank site. Energy consumption is
estimated at 8,600 kilowatt-hours per year. Based on Southern California Edison GHG intensity
factors, the CalEEMod model estimates annual GHG emissions at approximately 2 MTCO.e/yr.

Combining the amortized construction GHG emission of 2 MTCO.e/yr with the operational GHG
emissions of 4 MTCOze/yr results in a total calculated Project GHG emissions of 6 MTCOze/yr.
This value would be substantially less than the 10,000 MTCOgze/yr threshold for industrial projects.
There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. As discussed above, the principal State plan and policy adopted for the purpose of
reducing GHG emissions is the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The goals of AB 32 include reducing GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and adapting to climate change. The increased occurrence of
wildfires and droughts is one effect of climate change. The provision of increased water storage
to support fire flow and potable water storage supports the State policy to adapt to climate change.

Construction and Operation. Implementation of the Project would not conflict with the
Conservation Element of the Malibu General Plan. Thus, the Project would not conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. There
would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

No mitigation measures are required.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
. Signi_ficant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES CpeEly o o
. _ ignificant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] X ]

environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

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

c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ] ] X ]
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of ] ] ] X
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan ] ] ] X
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard or
excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with L] L] X L]
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or ] ] X ]
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

a) 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. Project construction activities would require the transport and use of standard
construction equipment and materials, some of which may include a hazardous component such
as transport and storage of fuels. These activities would be conducted in compliance with existing
federal, State, and local regulations. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

Operation. Daily Project operations would not involve the use or transport of hazardous materials.
The Project site is located near Serra Road and PCH. These roadways may be used to transport
hazardous materials; however, the proposed Project would neither increase the frequency of
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transport, nor would it introduce hazards that would increase the likelihood for accidental release
of hazardous materials into the environment. Additionally, improvements to the Sweetwater Mesa
system would not require any new or additional chemical storage or transport beyond existing
operational activities. As such, a less than significant impact related to the release of hazardous
materials into the environment would occur, and no mitigation is required.

b) 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.

Construction. As stated above, Project construction activities would require the transport and
use of standard construction equipment and materials, some of which may include a hazardous
component such as transport and storage of fuels. These activities would be conducted in
compliance with existing federal, State, and local regulations. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

Operation. Daily Project operations would not involve the use or transport of hazardous materials.
The Project site is located near Serra Road and PCH. These roadways may be used to transport
hazardous materials; however, the proposed Project would neither increase the frequency of
transport, nor would it introduce hazards that would increase the likelihood for accidental release
of hazardous materials into the environment. Additionally, improvements to the Sweetwater Mesa
system would not require any new or additional chemical storage or transport beyond existing
operational activities. As such, a less than significant impact related to the release of hazardous
materials into the environment would occur. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Less Than Significant Impact. The nearest school to the proposed Project site is Colin McEwan
High School, located approximately 0.8 mile southwest of the new Sweetwater Mesa Tank.

Construction. Temporary construction activities may require the use of materials listed as
hazardous; however, these materials would be routine construction materials and would not be
required in large quantities. Therefore, the potential impacts associated with the transport and
use of hazardous materials during construction would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.

Operation. Daily Project operations would not involve the use or transport of hazardous materials.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

d) 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 the Project by
Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR 2020). Search parameters were based on a one-mile
radius of the Project site 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
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can be found in Appendix E. According to the EDR Radius Maps, the following site is listed within
Ya-mile of the proposed Project:

e Allie Burns (22866 Beckledge Terrace, Malibu). This is a cluster of three sites identified
in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Non-Generators/No Longer
Regulated database. This database includes selective information on sites, which
generate, transport, store, treat, and/or dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the
RCRA. Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous waste. According to the
EDR Report, no violations have been reported.

Construction and Operation. According to the EDR Radius Map, no hazardous material sites
were identified within the boundaries of the Project site (EDR 2020). Of the hazardous materials
sites identified, none pose a hazard to the proposed Project. Based on a search of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the California Government Code, no sites
qualifying for the Cortese List, or subject to corrective action, are identified proximate to the
Project site. No impacts related to known hazardous materials sites would occur, and no
mitigation is required.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

No Impact. The Project site is not located within an adopted Airport Land Use Plan or in the
vicinity of a private airstrip, heliport, or helistop. The nearest airport is Santa Monica Airport,
located approximately 13 miles southeast of the Project site.

Construction and Operation. The Project would be located outside the airport influence area
and would not expose additional people to safety hazards related to airport operations.
Implementation of the proposed Project would not impact the airport facilities or their operation.
There would be no impact and no mitigation would be required.

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction. As part of the proposed Project (see Section XVII, Transportation, of the MND), a
Traffic Control Plan, which would contain strategies for maintaining emergency access during
construction, would be developed. Specifically, police, fire, and other emergency service
providers, as well as facility owners and administrators of surrounding sensitive land uses, would
be notified of the timing, location, and duration of the construction activities and the location of
detours and lane closures. Implementation of the Traffic Control Plan would ensure that potential
emergency vehicle access impacts during construction would be minimized and would be less
than significant.

Operation. Once construction is completed, operation of the proposed Project would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan. Therefore, the impacts of the proposed Project on emergency response plans
and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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g) Expose people or structure, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located within an area subject to major wildfires
classified in Fire Zone 4 or in the Very High Fire Hazard Zone (VHFHSZ) (California State
Geoportal 2020).

Construction and Operation. All Project construction and operation would be in compliance with
the goals, policies, and implementation measures of the City of Malibu’s General Plan Safety
Element; LCP; Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD); Department of Public Works,
Building and Safety Division; Fire Zone 4; and VHFHSZ requirements. Examples of protective
building construction measures include Fuel Modification Zones (areas with drought-tolerant, low-
fuel-volume plants); 26 foot-wide LACFD-compliant access driveway development with specific
building materials, such as fire-retardant roofing; and the installation of sprinkler systems. The
proposed Project would comply with all applicable measures and regulations and be designed to
ensure public safety, even in the event of a fire. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

No mitigation measures are required.
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than
. Signi_ficant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES CpeEly o o
. _ ignificant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste ] X ] ]

discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or ] ] ] X
interfere substantially 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 ] X ] ]
off-site;

i) substantially increase the rate or amount of ] ] X ]

surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or offsite;

iy create or contribute runoff water which would ] ] X ]
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
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk ] ] X ]
release of pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water L] X L] L]

quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated.

Construction. Potential impacts of construction on water quality focus on sediments, turbidity,
and pollutants associated with sediments. Construction-related earth-disturbing activities, such
as grading, are primarily responsible for sediment releases by exposing soils to potential
mobilization by rainfall, runoff, and wind. Non-sediment-related pollutants of concern during
construction include waste construction materials and chemicals, liquid products, and petroleum
products used in building construction or the maintenance of heavy equipment. Since the
proposed Project includes earth-disturbing activities, may generate construction waste, and use
liquid or petroleum products onsite, construction and operation of the proposed Project would
increase the potential for storm water runoff to transport these pollutants into the storm drain
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system, thus contributing to the degradation of water quality and the potential violation of water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

Based on RR HYDRO-1 and with implementation of MM HYDRO-1, construction impacts from
implementation of the proposed Project would be minimized through compliance with the NPDES
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land
Disturbance Activities (Order No 2022-0057-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) adopted on
September 8, 2022 (Construction General Permit), as referenced in Section VII, Geology and
Soils. Regulations under the federal Clean Water Act and the State require construction activity
that disturbs greater than one acre, or that disturbs less than one acre but is part of a larger
common plan of development, to comply with the NPDES State General Construction Permit.
Therefore, compliance with the NPDES Permit would be required for development of the
proposed Project. This permit requires the development and implementation of a SWPPP. The
SWPPP would be designed and implemented to address site-specific conditions related to Project
construction; identify and describe the sources of sediment and other pollutants; and ensure the
implementation and maintenance of BMPs to reduce or eliminate sediment, pollutants adhering
to sediment, and other non-sediment pollutants in storm water and non-storm water discharges.

The SWPPP must include erosion- and sediment-control BMPs that meet or exceed measures
required by the NPDES Construction General Permit. Erosion-control BMPs are designed to
prevent erosion, whereas sediment controls are designed to trap sediment once it has been
mobilized. Compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit and the preparation of a
SWPPP would ensure that any impacts to downstream waters resulting from construction
activities on the Project site would be less than significant. Erosion-control and treatment-control
BMPs would be implemented per NPDES requirements.

In accordance with the standard urban water mitigation plan (SUSMP) requirements, the Malibu
Municipal Code Section 13.04.110.B.1 states: “An applicant for a new development or a
redevelopment project identified in subsection A of this section shall incorporate into the
applicant’s project plans a Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which includes those best management
practices necessary to control storm water pollution from construction activities and facility
operations, as set forth in the SUSMP applicable to the applicant’s project. Structural or treatment
control BMPs (including, as applicable, post-construction treatment control BMPs) set forth in
project plans shall meet the design standards set forth in the SUSMP and the current municipal
NPDES Permit.” Required compliance with this ordinance would further reduce temporary water
quality impacts resulting from onsite construction.

Compliance with applicable local, State, and federal regulations, including RR HYDRO-1 and
implementation of MM HYDRO-1, would reduce any potential impacts to downstream waters
resulting from construction activities on the Project site to less than significant with mitigation.

Operation. As stated previously, the Serra Tank would remain in place and operational. The new
1.0 MG tank and additional upgrades to undersized water mains and valves would provide
improved storage capacity and adequate distribution capacity for domestic and fire protection
water demands. As shown on Exhibit 13, Drain Line Key Map, permeant site drainage from the
proposed Sweetwater tank site would be routed to the District’s existing drainage system on the
existing tank site via a new storm drain. Development of the Project would not introduce
substantial amounts of urban pollutants to the storm water runoff beyond existing conditions.
Therefore, impacts related to long-term operational water quality impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
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b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

No Impact.

Construction and Operation. Implementation of the proposed Project would not substantially
change the nature of existing facilities that act as water storage facilities; The Project would not
create an increased demand for water supplies and thus would not require accessing additional
groundwater to accommodate water demand. Further, the Project would not involve a substantial
increase in impervious area that would impact the site’s ability to contribute to groundwater
recharge through infiltration. Therefore, impacts related to groundwater supplies and groundwater
recharge would not represent a significant impact. Additionally, implementation of the Project
would make water supplies available to a greater number of existing and future District customers
which would reduce demands for domestic water supplies, and thereby reduce the dependence
on groundwater sources. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

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?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Construction. As previously discussed, erosion-control and treatment-control BMPs would be
implemented per NPDES requirements during Project construction. In addition, in compliance
with the NPDES Construction General Permit, a SWPPP would be prepared and maintained by
the Project developer, which would outline strategies to prevent erosion, manage sediment, and
control pollution during construction activities. As required by the Construction General Permit,
routine inspections performed by qualified personnel would ensure that erosion-control and
related measures remain effective. Based on RR HYDRO-1 and with implementation of
MM HYDRO-1, construction impacts from implementation of the proposed Project would be
minimized through compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit. Therefore, Project
implementation would not alter the existing drainage pattern nor would it result in a substantial
increase in erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Compliance with applicable local, State, and federal
regulations, including RR HYDRO-1 and implementation of MM HYDRO-1, would reduce any
potential impacts related to erosion and siltation resulting from construction activities on the
Project site to less than significant with mitigation.

Operation. As part of the Project, site drainage from the proposed Sweetwater tank site would
be routed to the District’s existing drainage system on the existing tank site via a new storm drain.
For other portions of the Project site, stormwater runoff would continue to sheet flow to existing
storm drain inlets in this area, consistent with existing conditions. Development of the Project
would not introduce new areas of unvegetated soil; therefore, impacts related to erosion and
siltation during Project operations would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
in which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction and Operation. A minor expansion of the District’'s easement would be requested
as part of this Project; however, this expansion would be for ingress and egress and would follow
the path of an existing and regularly utilized dirt access road. As previously discussed,
erosion-control and treatment-control BMPs would be implemented per NPDES requirements
during Project construction. Retention basins and detention basins would be implemented to
temporarily store stormwater, as required by the Construction General Permit, which would
reduce the rate of water flow and ultimately prevent sudden surges that could cause flooding. In
addition, the SWPPP developed for the Project would outline strategies to manage runoff
effectively, all of which would be enforced and monitored by qualified personnel to ensure
compliance. Therefore, Project implementation would not alter the existing drainage pattern by
substantially increasing the rate or amount of surface runoff or altering the course of a stream or
river. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction and Operation. A minor expansion of the District’'s easement would be requested
as part of this Project; however, this expansion would be for ingress and egress and would follow
the path of an existing dirt access road. Stormwater runoff would continue to sheet flow in this
area, consistent with existing conditions, and the volume of runoff would not be impacted because
the Project would not involve a substantial increase in impervious surface area. Therefore, Project
implementation would not alter the existing drainage pattern, and thus would not result in an
increase in the volume or pollutant load of runoff from the site beyond existing conditions, or
beyond the capacity of the existing stormwater drainage system. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?
Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction and Operation. A minor expansion of the District’'s easement would be requested
as part of this Project; however, this expansion would be for ingress and egress and would follow
the path of an existing dirt access road. Flood flows in this area would be consistent with existing
conditions and the Project would not involve a substantial increase in impervious surface area.
Flood flows would not be impeded or redirected during construction or operation. Therefore,
Project implementation would not alter the existing drainage pattern by substantially increasing
the rate or amount of surface runoff or altering the course of a stream or river. Impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

Less Than Significant Impact.
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Construction and Operation. The Project site is located within a Federal Emergency
Management Area (FEMA) flood zone. More specifically, the site is located within Zone D
(Undetermined Risk Area), which is defined as an area with possible, but undetermined flood
hazards. The southwestern portion of the proposed pipeline is located adjacent to a mapped
tsunami hazard zone (i.e., Malibu Creek). However, due to the pipeline being located below grade,
the potential for pipeline damage resulting from tsunamis is considered low (Ninyo & Moore
2020b). Further, although there is an undetermined potential for flooding to occur within the
Project area, including the proposed pipeline, tank, pump station, and regulating stations, Project
features would be constructed according to standard design practices intended to withstand
common and extreme weather circumstances. Although the Project elements may sustain
damage during a flooding event, standard design would provide protection against the accidental
release of pollutants. The proposed Project would not introduce any uses that would expose
people or structures to hazards associated with a seiche or mudflows. Therefore, less than
significant impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation is required.

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated.

Construction and Operation. As discussed under Question (a), Project-related impacts to water
quality or groundwater management would be mitigated through implementation of MM HYDRO-1
requiring compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit and implementation of
appropriate water quality BMPs. As such, the proposed Project would not obstruct implementation
of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan, and impacts would
be less than significant with mitigation.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENT

RR HYDRO-1 Prior to initiation of construction, the District shall verify that the requirements
issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board for the
Construction General Permit (Order No. 2022-0057-DWQ, NPDES No.
CAS000002) are in effect and shall govern discharges from construction
dewatering and water line/sprinkler line testing should they occur during
construction. The District shall comply with these regulations, including provisions
requiring notification, testing, and reporting of dewatering and testing-related
discharges, which shall mitigate any impacts of such discharges.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

MM HYDRO-1 Prior to initiation of construction, the Lead Agency shall review and if determined
necessary, will comply with the requirements of the Construction General Permit
(Order No. 2022-0057-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002), which may include the
development and implementation of an SWPPP for the proposed Project site.
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Significant

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. _ Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a ] ] X ]

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

a) Physically divide an established community?
No Impact.

Construction. Construction and implementation of the proposed Project would not physically
divide any residential communities in the surrounding area. The proposed pump station, located
near the existing pump station, will be constructed on undeveloped District-owned property (APN
4452-025-901), and all water mains would be installed underground. No significant impacts would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

Operation. Operation and maintenance of the Project would require routine truck traffic to the
facilities as well as inspections of the equipment which currently occurs daily and would not
change. These operation and maintenance activities would not require any limitations on access
along local roads such that a temporary division of the community would occur. No significant
impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.

b) 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site has a General Plan designation of Rural
Residential and is currently zoned RR1 — Rural Residential (1 dwelling unit per acre). The Project
does not propose to change the existing land use designation of the site, and, pursuant to
Government Code Section 53091, 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.

Construction and Operation. As stated in Section I, Aesthetics, the tank would be buried (~10
feet) with an 82-foot diameter and will be 40 feet high, which would exceed the 24-foot maximum
height limit. As part of the Project, a variance is requested to allow for construction of the tank at
the proposed height of 40 feet. The variance memorandum would be subject to review by the City
of Malibu. Approval of the memorandum and granting of the requested variance would be required
for approval of, and prior to initiation of, the overall Project. With the approval, impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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MITIGATION PROGRAM
No mitigation measures are required.

Xll. MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than

Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. i Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral ] ] ] X

resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important ] ] ] X
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

a) 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. According to the California Department of Conservation, the proposed Project site is
not located on a known oil, gas, or geothermal field (DOC 2001). According to the City of Malibu
General Plan, sand and gravel resources are the only mineral resources that have been mapped
in western Los Angeles County. To date, the State Division of Mines and Geology has not mapped
these resources or other mineral resources in the Malibu area.

Construction and Operation. No known mineral resources are associated with any land within
the City of Malibu Prohibition Zone; therefore, no impacts to mineral resources are anticipated
from the proposed Project. There are no locally important mineral resources identified within the
City of Malibu Prohibition Zone, and the proposed Project does not include facilities or activities
that would result in the loss or availability of any known mineral resources within the prohibition
zone or its surroundings. In addition, the proposed Project would be constructed on previously
disturbed land where there are no known mineral resources of value. Accordingly, there is little
potential for the Project to result in the loss of availability of any known State or locally important
mineral resources. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

No Impact. As stated above, the proposed Project site is not located on a known oil, gas, or
geothermal field (DOC 2001). According to the City of Malibu General Plan, sand and gravel
resources are the only mineral resources that have been mapped in western Los Angeles County.
To date, the State Division of Mines and Geology has not mapped these resources or other
mineral resources in the Malibu area.
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Construction and Operation. No known mineral resources are associated with any land within
the City of Malibu Prohibition Zone®; therefore, no impacts to mineral resources are anticipated
from the proposed Project. There are no locally important mineral resources identified within the
City of Malibu Prohibition Zone and the proposed Project does not include facilities or activities
that would result in the loss or availability of any known mineral resources within the prohibition
zone or its surroundings. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

No mitigation measures are required.

5 The Prohibition applies to the “Malibu Civic Center Area,” defined as portions of the lower Winter Canyon
watershed, Malibu Valley watershed and adjacent coastal strips between and including Amarillo Beach and
Surfrider Beach, and also known as the Prohibition Zone.
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Xlll.  NOISE

Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. _ Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) 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?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ] ] X ]
groundborne noise levels?

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private ] ] ] =
airstrip or 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
expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

“Sound” is a vibratory disturbance created by a moving or vibrating source and is capable of being
detected. “Noise” is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired and may
therefore be classified as a more specific group of sounds. The effects of noise on people can
include general annoyance; interference with speech communication; sleep disturbance; and, in
the extreme, hearing impairment (Caltrans 2013a).

Noise Descriptors

Sound pressure levels are described in units called the decibel (dB). Decibels are measured on
a logarithmic scale. A doubling of the energy of a noise source (such as doubling of traffic volume)
would increase the noise level by 3 dB. The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies
within the sound spectrum. To accommodate this phenomenon, the A-scale was devised; the dBA
approximates the frequency response of the average healthy ear when listening to most ordinary
everyday sounds and is used in this analysis.

Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with acoustical energy. Due to subjective
thresholds of tolerance, the annoyance of a given noise source is perceived very differently from
person to person. The most common sounds vary between 40 dBA (very quiet) to 100 dBA (very
loud). Normal conversation at 3 feet is approximately 60 dBA, while loud jet engine noises at
1,000 feet equate to 100 dBA, which can cause serious discomfort.

Several rating scales (or noise “metrics”) exist to analyze the effects of noise on a community.
These scales include the equivalent noise level (Leq) and the CNEL. Average noise levels over a
period of minutes or hours are usually expressed as dBA Leq, Which is the equivalent noise level
for that period of time. The period of time averaging may be specified; Leqz) would be a 3-hour
average. When no period is specified, a one-hour average is assumed. Noise of short duration
(i.e., substantially less than the averaging period) is averaged into ambient noise during the period
of interest. Thus, a loud noise lasting many seconds or a few minutes may have minimal effect
on the measured sound level averaged over a one-hour period.

Several statistical descriptors are also often used to describe noise, including maximum noise
levels (Lmax) and minimum noise levels (Lmin). Lmax @nd Lmin are the highest and lowest A-weighted
sound levels that occur during a noise event, respectively.
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Vibration

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be
described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Vibration is normally associated with
activities such as railroads or vibration-intensive stationary sources, but can also be associated
with construction equipment such as jackhammers, pile drivers, and hydraulic hammers.

Construction generally includes a wide range of activities that can generate groundborne
vibration. In general, blasting and demolition of structures generate the highest vibrations. Heavy
trucks can also generate groundborne vibrations, which vary depending on vehicle type, weight,
and pavement conditions. Potholes, pavement joints, discontinuities, differential settlement of
pavement, and other anomalies all increase the vibration levels from vehicles passing over a road
surface. Construction vibration is normally of greater concern than vibration of normal traffic on
streets and freeways with smooth pavement conditions.

The peak particle velocity (ppv) or the root mean square (rms) velocity is usually used to describe
vibration amplitudes. The ppv is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration
signal and the rms is defined as the square root of the average of the squared amplitude of the
signal. The ppv is more appropriate for evaluating potential building damage and is also used for
evaluating human response. The units for ppv velocity are normally inches per second (in/sec).

Regulatory Background

General Plan Noise Element

The Noise Element of the Malibu General Plan (1995 with updates) primarily addresses
transportation and other operational noise to existing and proposed land uses. There are no
regulatory requirements in the Noise Element applicable to the Project.

Municipal Code

Chapter 8.24 of the Malibu Municipal Code is titled Noise and, in this section, is called the Noise
Ordinance (Malibu 2021). Section 8.24.040, Prohibited noises, includes the following:

No person shall make, or cause or suffer, or permit to be made upon any premises
owned, occupied or controlled by such person, any unnecessary noises, sounds
or vibrations which are physically annoying to reasonable persons of ordinary
sensitivity or which are so harsh or so prolonged or unnatural or unusual in their
use, time, or place as to occasion unnecessary discomfort to any persons within
the neighborhood from which the noises emanate or which interfere with the peace
and comfort of the residents or their guests, or the operators or customers in places
of business in the vicinity, or which may detrimentally or adversely affect such
residences or places of business.

Section 8.24.050, Prohibited acts, subsection G, prohibits construction on weekdays between
7:00 PM and 7:00 AM, on Saturdays before 8:00 AM and after 5:00 PM, or at any time on Sundays
or holidays.

Noise-Sensitive Receptors
Noise-sensitive land uses typically include residences, hospitals, convalescent and day care

facilities, schools, and libraries, which could all be adversely affected by an increase in noise
levels. The noise sensitive receptors (residential uses) closest to the Project work areas include

NG o Mesa Tank and Waterline_Project_MND-103024 docx 5-72 Discussion of Environmental Checklist Questions



Sweetwater Mesa Tank and Waterline Project
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration

residential uses. Existing noise levels proximate to the Project site are considered quiet due to
the lack of nearby noise sources.

TABLE 10
NOISE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Water Mains

Distance from Work to

Street From To Receptor Receptor (feet)?
400 feet west 45 feet east of No noise sensitive air quality
PCH of Serra e
Serra Road receptors within 400 feet
Road
1 — Large home on hill to the east,
Sweetwater approximately 150 feet above 400 to pool; 450 to house
Serra Road PCH Mesa Road road elevation
2 — Home at 3751 Serra Road 40
Building address 3700 Serra
None Serra Road Serra Tank Road; Stable or barn? Possibly Adjacent to work area
not noise sensitive
1— Home at 3750 Sweetwater 60
Mesa Road
2— Home at 3556 Sweetwater 20
Mesa Road slightly below road
3 — Home at 3464 Sweetwater 55 to home, 25 to pool
Sweetwater New Sweetwater | Mesa Road pool to north
Serra Tank

Mesa Road Mesa Tank Site | 4 — Home at 3416 Sweetwater
Mesa Road possible ADU closer

5 — Home at 3362 Sweetwater
Mesa Road

55 to home, 25 to ADU

55

6 — Home at 3311 Sweetwater

Mesa Road with possible ADU 65

Pump Station (PS) and Pressure Regulating Stations (PRS)

Distance from Work to

Location Receptor Receptor (feet)
—S — Serra Road and Palm Canyon Road Home near southeast corner 170
—S — Serra Road and Mariposa de Oro Road Home on east side of Serra Road | 60
PS and —S - Serra Tank Site Home south of the Tank 120

New Sweetwater Mesa Tank

Home northeast of existing tank 250
New Sweetwater Mesa Tank Site Home northwest of home at 3311
Sweetwater Mesa Rd.

340°

ADU — Accessory dwelling unit

a Some distances approximate where work area has not been specified.
b Topography- a ridge — blocks line of sight from tank site to receptor.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

Would the Project result in:

a) 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 Impact. Construction and operational noise associated with the Project
would result in impacts that are less than significant, as described below.

Construction 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 (USEPA 1971). 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 (ground-clearing/demolition, excavation, foundation
construction, building construction, paving, and site cleanup) are based on a typical construction
equipment mix for a mixed-use project and do not include use of atypical, very loud, and vibration-
intensive equipment (e.g., pile drivers).

Project construction activities would not occur between 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM on weekdays or
before 8:00 AM or after 5:00 PM on Saturdays, or at any time on Sundays or federal holidays,
consistent with the Noise Ordinance as discussed above. Noise would be generated by
construction equipment along the water main alignments, at the Serra Tank site, the New
Sweetwater Mesa tank site, and at each of the pressure regulating station sites. Construction
activities may require use of a variety of equipment including, but not limited to backhoes, loaders,
trucks, and rollers. No pile driving, blasting, or high-impact demolition is anticipated.

Local residents located near the Project site would be subject to elevated noise levels due to
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. These various
sequential phases would change the character of the noise levels surrounding the construction
site as work progresses. 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 (trenching, excavation, foundation construction, pipe and
equipment installation, grading, and paving) are based on a typical construction equipment mix
and do not include use of atypical, very loud, and vibration-intensive equipment (e.g., pile drivers).
The degree to which noise-sensitive receptors are affected by construction activities depends
heavily on their proximity.

Water Mains

The installation of water mains would be a linear process requiring pavement demolition,
trenching, pipe installation, backfill, and paving. Each of these activities, except for paving, would
require the use of a loader/backhoe and a truck for export or import of materials. Estimated noise
levels attributable to the proposed Project are shown in Table 11, and calculations are included
in Appendix F, Noise Calculations. Table 11 shows Maximum noise levels (Lmax) Wwhen equipment
is at full power and average noise levels (Leq) because equipment is not at full power all the time.
For the equipment considered in this analysis, the typical part of the operating cycle at full power
is 40 percent.
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Noise levels at the receptors shown in Table 11 from water main construction activities would
range from 66 to 92 dBA Lmax and 62 to 89 dBA Leq. Installation of water mains is a linear activity,
and the execution of each phase would occur near each receptor for a few hours to one day.
Thus, although construction noise levels would be audible at nearby homes and may occasionally
be loud enough to interfere with normal conversation or be otherwise annoying, the duration of
impact would be relatively short.

There are no quantitative construction noise limits in the City’s General Plan or Noise Ordinance.
Construction would occur within the hours prescribed by the Noise Ordinance. Because exposure
to the louder noise levels would be of short duration and would occur during the least noise
sensitive portions of the day, it is concluded that the installation of the water mains would not
result in the generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels, nor would the
allowed operational hours detailed in of the Noise Ordinance be exceeded. The impact would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

TABLE 11
CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT NOISE-SENSITIVE USES
WATER MAINS AND PRESSURE REGULATING STATIONS

Noise Level at Receptor, dBA
Distance from All activiti_es chept )
work area — paving Paving
Receptor? feet Lmax Leq Lmax Leq
Water Mains
Serra Rd 1 400 66 63 66 62
Serra Rd 2 40 86 83 86 82
Sweetwater Mesa Rd 1 60 82 80 82 79
Sweetwater Mesa Rd 2 20 92 89 92 88
Sweetwater Mesa Rd 3 55 83 81 83 80
Sweetwater Mesa Rd 4-home 55 83 81 83 80
Sweetwater Mesa Rd 4-ADU 25 90 87 90 86
Sweetwater Mesa Rd 5 55 83 81 83 80
Sweetwater Mesa Rd 6 65 82 79 82 78
Pressure Regulating Stations

Serra Rd/Palm Canyon Rd 170 73 71 73 70
Serra Rd/Mariposa de Oro Rd 60 82 80 82 79
Serra Tank Site 120 76 74 76 73

dBA: A-weighted decibel scale; Lmax: Maximum noise levels; Lo dBA: Average noise energy level.

a See Table 10 for receptor identification
b Pavement demolition, trenching/excavation, equipment installation, backfill

Pressure Regulating Stations

Noise levels at the receptors shown in Table 11 from pressure regulating station construction
activities would range from 73 to 82 dBA Lmax and 70 to 80 dBA L. Installation of pressure
regulating stations is a relatively minor effort and would last no more than a few days. Thus,
although construction noise levels would be audible at nearby homes and may occasionally be
loud enough to interfere with normal conversation or be otherwise annoying, the duration of
impact would be relatively short and would occur during the least noise sensitive portions of
the day.
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There are no quantitative construction noise limits in the City’s General Plan or Noise Ordinance.
Construction would occur within the hours prescribed by the Noise Ordinance. Because exposure
to the louder noise levels would be of short duration and would occur during the least noise
sensitive portions of the day, it is concluded that the pressure regulating station installation would
not result in the generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels nor would
the allowed operational hours detailed in the Noise Ordinance be exceeded. The impact would
be less than significant.

New Sweetwater Mesa Tank

Table 12 shows estimated noise levels from construction equipment at the nearest receptors
assuming a “hard,” or non-absorptive surface and no intervening topography or structures. Under
these conditions, noise levels from general Project-related construction activities would range
from 70 to 75 dBA Leq. There is topography that blocks the line of sight between the tank site and
the nearest homes, and the ground is vegetated, providing a “soft,” absorptive surface. Thus,
construction noise levels are likely to be 9 to 15 dBA less than shown in Table 12.

Noise levels from construction of the new Sweetwater Mesa Tank would be audible at nearby
receptors but would occur during the least noise sensitive portions of the day are not anticipated
to be annoying or interfere with normal conversation. The impact would be less than significant.

TABLE 12
CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT NOISE SENSITIVE USES
NEW SWEETWATER MESA TANK

Noise Levels (Leq dBA)
Construction Phase Home approx. 250 ft. SE of tank site
Ground Clearing 70
Excavation 75
Tank Construction 70
Paving and Site Cleanup 75

L.q dBA: Average noise energy level; ft.: feet.

Note: Noise levels from construction activities do not take into account attenuation provided by intervening terrain
or ground cover.

Source: USEPA 1971.

Roadway Noise

Demolition debris and excavated soils from the Project site would be removed by truck and backfill
and construction materials would be transported by trucks. It is estimated that four one-way truck
trips per day would occur along Serra Road and Sweetwater Mesa Road during water main
construction and during some periods of the tank construction. Noise impacts related to Project
related truck trips would be less than significant due to the relatively small number of average
daily truck trips occurring during the construction period and because construction traffic would
be limited to the least noise sensitive hours of the day.

Therefore, because construction noise would occur during the least noise-sensitive portions of
the day, as required by the Noise Ordinance, and would occur for a relatively short duration at
receptors where the noise impact would be the greatest, noise associated with Project-related
construction would result in less than significant impacts, and no mitigation is required.
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Operational Noise

There would be no additional operational activity, including maintenance activities, associated
with the water mains that would generate noise. Current operational/maintenance visits to the
Serra Tank and Sweetwater Tank sites, typically daily, would not change after the Project is
completed. Noise generated by the proposed pump would be enclosed for weather protection and
noise attenuation and is required to comply with the noise limits established within Section
8.24.050, which could be achieved through the noise enclosure. Noise generated by water flow
and valve operation at the pressure regulating stations would not be audible at noise-sensitive
receptors. Therefore, the operational noise impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation would be required.

b) Generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?
Less than Significant Impact.

Construction and Operation. The proposed Project would not generate or expose persons or
structures to excessive groundborne vibration from the construction. There are no applicable City
standards for vibration-induced annoyance or structural damage from vibration. Caltrans vibration
damage potential guideline thresholds are shown in Table 13. These thresholds represent the
vibration limits for structural damage to uses proximate to the Project site from continuous sources
of vibration. The vibration-sensitive receptors nearest the Project site are residences; therefore,
Building Class Ill from Table 13 is selected as the appropriate damage threshold.

TABLE 13
VIBRATION RELATED BUILDING DAMAGE THRESHOLDS

Continuous Single-Event
Source PPV Source PPV
Building Class (in/sec) (in/sec)

Class [: buildings in steel or reinforced concrete, such as factories, retaining 0.5 1.2
walls, bridges, steel towers, open channels, underground chambers, and
tunnels with and without concrete alignment

Class II: buildings with foundation walls and floors in concrete, walls in concrete 0.3 0.7
or masonry, stone masonry retaining walls, underground chambers and tunnels
with masonry alignments, conduits in loose material

Class lll: buildings as mentioned above but with wooden ceilings and walls in 0.2 0.5
masonry
Class IV: construction very sensitive to vibrations; objects of historic interest 0.12 0.3

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

Source: Caltrans 2013b.

The Caltrans vibration annoyance potential guideline thresholds are shown in Table 14. Based
on the guidance in Table 14, the “strongly perceptible” vibration level of 0.9 ppv in/sec is
considered as a threshold for a potentially significant vibration impact for human annoyance.
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TABLE 14
VIBRATION ANNOYANCE CRITERIA
Average Human Response ppV (in/sec)
Severe 2.0
Strongly perceptible 0.9
Distinctly perceptible 0.24
Barely perceptible 0.035
ppv: peak particle velocity; in/sec: inch(es) per second
Source: Caltrans 2013b.

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. Piles for
the Sweetwater Mesa Tank foundation, if required, would be drilled and cast in place.
Conventional construction equipment would be used for demolition and grading activities.
Table 15 summarizes typical vibration levels measured during construction activities for various
vibration-inducing pieces of equipment.

TABLE 15
VIBRATION LEVELS FOR CONTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
Equipment ppv at 25 ft (in/sec)
Pile driver (impact) upp.er range 1.518
Typical 0.644
Pile driver (sonic) uppfar 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: Caltrans 2013b; FTA 2006.

Table 16, Vibration Annoyance Criteria at Sensitive Uses, shows the vibration annoyance criteria
from construction-generated vibration activities proposed at the Project site. Table 16 shows the
ppv generated by Project-related construction activities at the nearest homes to the Project site.
As shown in Table 16, construction vibration may be barely perceptible at the closest receptor to
water mains construction and would not be perceptible at other receptors. Because vibration
levels would be below the annoyance significance threshold, vibration generated by the Project’s
construction equipment would result in less than significant vibration impacts related to vibration
annoyance.
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TABLE 16
VIBRATION ANNOYANCE CRITERIA AT SENSITIVE USES
Vibration Levels (ppv)
Pressure Regulating New Sweetwater
Water Mains Nearest Stations Nearest Mesa Tank Nearest
Receptor Receptor Receptor
Equipment ppv@20 ft. pPpv@60 ft. ppv@250 ft.

Vibratory roller NA NA 0.01
Large bulldozer NA NA <0.005
Small bulldozer 0.04 0.001 <0.005
Jackhammer 0.05 0.01 <0.005
Loaded trucks 0.1 0.02 <0.005
Criteria* 0.900 0.900 0.900

Exceeds Criteria? No No No

construction.

ppv: peak particle velocity; ft: feet.

NA: Not Applicable. This heavier equipment would not be used for water mains or pressure regulating stations

* Criteria derived from “Strongly Perceptible” vibration annoyance criteria, as shown in Table N-7.
Source: Caltrans 2013b (Calculations can be found in Attachment B).

TABLE 17
BUILDING DAMAGE CRITERIA AT SENSITIVE USES

Table 17, Structural Damage Criteria at Sensitive Uses, shows the ppv levels relative to building
damage to nearby uses from the Project’s construction activities.

Vibration Levels (ppv)
Pressure Regulating New Sweetwater
Water Mains Nearest Stations Nearest Mesa Tank Nearest
Receptor Receptor Receptor
Equipment ppv@20 ft. ppv@60 ft. ppv@250 ft.
Vibratory roller NA NA 0.01
Large bulldozer NA NA <0.005
Small bulldozer 0.04 0.001 <0.005
Jackhammer 0.05 0.01 <0.005
Loaded trucks 0.1 0.02 <0.005
Criteria* 0.200 0.200 0.200
Exceeds Criteria? No No No

ppv: peak particle velocity; ft: feet.

NA: This heavier equipment would not be used for water mains or pressure regulating stations construction.
* Criteria derived from Building Class Ill, Table 16.

Source: Caltrans 2013b (Calculations can be found in Attachment B).

As shown in Table 17, all vibration levels would be below the building damage threshold at the
nearest offsite homes. As such, impacts related to the potential for cosmetic building damage
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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c) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a private or public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact.

Construction and Operation. The nearest airport is Santa Monica Airport, located approximately
13 miles southeast of the Project site. The Project is not located within an Airport Land Use Plan
area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. There may be private heliports within two miles of the
Project site. However, the Project would not add residents or permanent workers to the area.
Therefore, the Project would not expose people to excessive noise levels associated with airport
operations or aircraft travel. No impacts would result, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM
No mitigation measures are required.

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than

Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. . Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, ] ] ] 2

either 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 ] ] L] X
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned 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. As stated previously, the proposed Project consists of three water main replacements
in Serra Road, Sweetwater Mesa Road, and PCH; one new 1.0 MG tank at the end of Sweetwater
Mesa Road; a pump station; and three pressure regulating stations.

Construction and Operation. Implementation of the Project would not increase employment and
population in the area because the Project is intended to serve existing District customers or new
customers within established or planned areas of the City of Malibu. The Project would not extend
water service into an area that is not currently developed or approved for future development;
therefore, the Project would not result in either direct or indirect population growth. Additionally,
as described in Section XI, Land Use and Planning, the Project would not displace existing
housing or population, resulting in construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no
impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. As stated above, implementation of the Project would not increase employment and
population in the area because the Project is intended to serve existing District customers or new
customers within established or planned areas of the City of Malibu. Additionally, the water main
replacements, which will be located underground, and the new proposed tank will be constructed
on undeveloped District owned property (APN 4452-025-901).

Construction and Operation. The Project would not extend water service into an area that is not
currently developed or approved for future development; therefore, the Project would not result in
either direct or indirect population growth. Additionally, as described in Section Xl, Land Use and
Planning, the Project would not displace existing housing or population, resulting in construction
of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation is
required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM
No mitigation measures are required.

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than

) Signi_ficant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES g.‘"e.“.t'a"y R Ul
) i ignificant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:
a) 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? ] ] ] X
Police Protection? ] ] ] X
Schools? ] ] ] X
Parks? [ [l [ X
Other Public Facilities? ] ] ] X
IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:
a) 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, police protection, schools, parks, and other
public facilities?
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No Impact. The proposed Project consists of three water main replacements in Serra Road,
Sweetwater Mesa Road, and PCH; one new 1.0 MG tank at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road;
a pump station; and three pressure regulating stations. Additionally, the Project is intended to
serve existing District customers or new customers within established or planned areas of the City
of Malibu. The Project would not extend water service into an area that is not currently developed
or approved for future development and would not result in either direct or indirect population
growth.

Construction and Operation. Due to the nature of the proposed Project (to address existing
system deficiencies), no new demand for public services such as fire protection, police protection,
schools, parks, libraries, or other public facilities would occur. Operation and maintenance of the
proposed facilities would be the responsibility of the District. No impact would occur, and no
mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM
No mitigation measures are required.

XVI. RECREATION

Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. _ Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
RECREATION. Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and ] ] ] X

regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

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

No Impact. The proposed Project consists of three water main replacements in Serra Road,
Sweetwater Mesa Road, and PCH; one new 1.0 MG tank at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road;
a pump station; and three pressure regulating stations.

Construction and Operation. As mentioned previously, the Project is not anticipated to induce
population growth because the Project is intended to serve existing District customers or new
customers within established or planned areas of the City of Malibu; therefore, it would not directly
or indirectly impact any local existing recreational facilities through increase of use such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. No impacts related
to the demand or use of recreational facilities would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

No Impact. The proposed Project consists of three water main replacements in Serra Road,
Sweetwater Mesa Road, and PCH; one new 1.0 MG tank at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road;
a pump station; and three pressure regulating stations. There are no recreational facilities
proposed as part of this Project.

Construction and Operation. As mentioned previously, the Project is not anticipated to induce
population growth because the Project is intended to serve existing District customers or new
customers within established or planned areas of the City of Malibu; therefore, it would not directly
or indirectly impact any local recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. No impacts
related to the demand or use of recreational facilities would occur, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM
No mitigation measures are required.

XVil. TRANSPORTATION

Less Than

Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
) i Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the project:
a) Conflict with program, plan, ordinance or policy ] ] X ]
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines ] ] ] X
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a design ] ] ] 2
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ] ] X ]
IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction. Implementation of the proposed Project is expected to generate short-term traffic
impacts during construction. Vehicle trips would be generated by trucks hauling materials and
supplies and workers commuting to and from the Project site. As discussed previously in Section
XIII, Noise, it is estimated that four one-way truck trips per day would occur along Serra Road and
Sweetwater Mesa Road during water main construction and during some periods of the tank
construction. It is anticipated that these trips would occur throughout the day and would not be
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concentrated during traffic peak hours. Project construction would also result in temporary lane
closures along PCH. Typically, with temporary closures that do not change the roadway geometry
or other features, the assumption is that traffic will return to normal after the temporary closures
end. As part of the Project, a Traffic Management Plan would be prepared according to the current
Traffic Management Plan Guidelines published by Caltrans and would provide for ways to
minimize impacts related to transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities through use of
detours, routing signage, and other features. The Traffic Management Plan would be subject to
review and approval by Caltrans prior to project initiation. With implementation of all requirements
set forth in the Traffic Management Plan, short-term construction-related impacts would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Operation. Under existing conditions, a small number of vehicle trips are associated with routine
inspection and maintenance at the existing Sweetwater Mesa System. It is anticipated that routine
inspection and maintenance trips would continue as current, and no new operational trips would
occur with implementation of the proposed Project. Therefore, because there would be no
increase in daily trips associated with operation, no Project related traffic impacts are anticipated.

The proposed Project would not result in any long-term trip generation or associated traffic
impacts, as the proposed Project involves replacement of the existing aged Sweetwater Mesa
System and equipment and construction of a new replacement tank at the existing Sweetwater
Mesa Tank site. Additionally, the proposed Project does not involve any activities that would
conflict with non-vehicular modes of transportation. Impacts would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

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

No Impact. The 2010 Congestion Management Program designated by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority states that “while much of Pacific Coast Highway (Route 1)
operates efficiently, there are pockets of substantial congestion in both AM and PM peak periods
between the cities of Santa Monica and Malibu, and in the South Bay area west of the Harbor
Freeway (Route 110).”

CEQA Section 15064.3(b) also states “generally, projects within one-half mile of either an existing
major transit stop... should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact.”
The southernmost portion of the Project (Serra Road) is approximately 0.3 miles to the nearest
bus stop located at 23017 PCH.

Construction. Despite the temporary closures anticipated along PCH to accommodate
construction, these actions would be short-term in nature and would not result in long-term or
permanent impacts related to vehicle miles traveled. Temporary closures or construction are not
inconsistent with the CEQA Guidelines because they do not have any effect on the
long-term/permanent travel characteristics. There is generally not a threshold to compare to with
this type of work, just a statement that the Project will not have a long-term or permanent effect
on traffic. That being said, we can compare the construction traffic to the OPR threshold of 110
daily trips — anything less can be considered to have a less-than-significant impact.

Operation. The Project would involve improvements along an active water infrastructure system
that is currently subject to regular inspection; therefore, no new inspection routes would be added,
and no additional vehicle trips would be expected during Project operation. Due to the nominal
amount of traffic generated by the proposed Project, no impact would occur, and no mitigation is
required.
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c) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact. The Project consists of improvements to an existing active infrastructure system
(three water mains, one new 1.0 MG tank located at the same site as an existing tank, a pump
station, and three pressure regulating stations).

Construction and Operation. The Project does not propose any modifications to the existing
circulation system in the Project vicinity. Further, traffic patterns and the types of vehicles traveling
along the roads near the Project site would not be significantly affected. Therefore, no impact
would occur related to hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. No impact would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed
Project consists of three water main replacements in Serra Road, Sweetwater Mesa Road, and
PCH; one new 1.0 MG tank at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road; a pump station; and three
pressure regulating stations.

Construction and Operation. During construction, existing access routes would be maintained
at the Project site. Furthermore, emergency access routes are already in place at the Project site,
and proposed Project actions would not alter access. Therefore, no impact to local or regional
emergency access routes would occur, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

No mitigation measures are required.
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XVIll. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. i Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated 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 ] ] ] X
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 the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024 .1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

Section V of this IS/MND provides an evaluation of cultural resources and human remains. As
noted in that section, a cultural resource record search and literature review was conducted at
the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), which maintains records and
literature regarding cultural resources within California. The SCCIC is a designated branch of the
CHRIS and houses records recorded in San Bernardino, Los Angeles, Orange, and Ventura
Counties. The CHRIS office for Los Angeles County is located at the SCCIC at California State
University, Fullerton. The results of the records search identified 147 prior cultural resources
studies, surveyed by qualified archaeologists between 1964 and 2014, within the search area
including the Project site. Twenty-two previously recorded cultural resources have been identified
within the search radius: 14 prehistoric sites, 6 historical sites, and 2 multicomponent sites.
Additionally, the NAHC conducted a SLF search for the Project. The search results for the SLF
are negative.

Consistent with requirements of AB 52, on April 26, 2021, the District sent formal AB 52
notification letters via certified mail to the following tribes that have expressed an interest in being
consulted for projects being undertaken by the District.

Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation
San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians

San Manuel Band of Mission Indians

Tejon Indian Tribe

On June 2, 2021, the Fernandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians responded via email and
requested consultation. The District (Mr. Eduardo Maguino) and Fernandefio Tataviam Band of
Mission Indians (Jairo Avila, Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation Officer) held an initial
telephone consultation on July 6, 2021. Additional correspondence and follow-up emails were
exchanged and on October 21, 2021, the Fernandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians provided
mitigation measures to the District. The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
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(LACDPW) sent a letter to the Fernandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (Sarah Brunzell)
on February 26, 2024. The purpose of this letter was to summarize and conclude the AB 52
consultation between the lead agency, the District, acting through LACDPW, and the Fernandeio
Tataviam Band of Mission Indians. No other tribes responded or requested consultation.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

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).

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 California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
or a local register. As indicated in Section V of this IS/IMND, based on a 2020 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. There would be no impacts, 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 With Mitigation. As noted previously, 22 previously recorded cultural
resources have been identified within the search radius: 14 prehistoric sites, 6 historical sites, and
2 multicomponent sites. Two of the 22 resources are located within the boundaries the Project
site. These include the Chumash village site of Humaliwo (CA-LAN-264/H) and a precontact rock
shelter with documented habitation debris (CA-LAN-267). LAN-264/H is listed in the NRHP and
is considered a historic property. It is likely that native populations used the Project area in
prehistoric times, as supported by information provided by the Fernandefio Tataviam Band of
Mission Indians during tribal consultation. While unlikely, buried resources, such as prehistoric
artifacts relating to village sites, historic artifacts, and human remains could exist on the Project
site and be damaged by ground disturbing activities associated with the Project construction,
which would represent a significant impact. To avoid impacts to tribal resources, MMs TCR-1
through TCR-4, which were drafted based on consultation with tribal representatives, would
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

MM TCR-1: If cultural resources are encountered, the Native American monitor, in conjunction
with a qualified archaeologist, who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
and Guidelines for Archaeology, will have the authority to halt ground disturbing
activities, in consultation with the Engineer, within a minimum 100-foot buffer of
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MM TCR-2:

MM TCR3-1:

MM TCR-4:

the find and for a reasonable period of time to assess and document potential finds
in real time as approved by the Engineer.

If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any activities
associated with the Project, work in the immediate vicinity (within a 100-foot buffer
of the find) shall cease and the County Coroner shall be contacted pursuant to
State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and that code enforced for the duration of
the Project.

The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with the tribe that
requested AB 52 consultation and interested Tribes on the disposition and
treatment of any tribal cultural resource encountered during all ground disturbing
activities.

Any and all archaeological/cultural documents created as a part of the Project
(isolate records, site records, survey reports, testing reports, and monitoring
reports) shall be provided to the tribe that requested AB 52 consultation.
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. _ Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
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 ] ] ] X
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

c¢) Result in a determination by the wastewater ] ] ] X
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 ] ] X ]
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 statutes and ] ] = ]
regulations related to solid waste?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Would the Project:

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

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed
Project consists of three water main replacements in Serra Road, Sweetwater Mesa Road, and
PCH; one new 1.0 MG tank at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road; a pump station; and three
pressure regulating stations.

Construction and Operation. The Project would not require any further relocation or
construction of new or expanded facilities beyond what is currently proposed and analyzed as
part of this IS/MND. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

No Impact.
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Construction and Operation. The proposed Project is designed to increase storage capacity
and would have no impact on the District's water supplies. No impacts would occur, and no
mitigation is required.

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?

No Impact. The proposed Project consists of three water main replacements in Serra Road,
Sweetwater Mesa Road, and PCH; one new 1.0 MG tank at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road;
a pump station; and three pressure regulating stations.

Construction and Operation. Due to the nature of the Project as a utility improvement project,
the Project would not generate significant quantities of wastewater during construction or
operations. No impacts to wastewater treatment capacity would occur, and no mitigation is
required.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. Solid waste disposal in the City of Malibu is presently handled
by private hauling companies (in which the City of Malibu issues permits), one of which is under
contract to service Los Angeles County/Malibu Garbage Disposal District. The Simi Valley Landfill
and Recycling Center and Calabasas Landfill are the primary disposal facilities of non-recyclable
solid waste for the City of Malibu. The Simi Valley landfill has a permitted capacity of 9,250 tons
per day (tpd) with an estimated remaining capacity of 19.6 million tons with a projected closure
date of 2063. The Calabasas landfill has an estimated remaining capacity of 5.6 million tons and
is projected to reach its capacity around 2025. Further, several other landfill facilities in the
County, including the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center and the Sunshine Canyon
City/County Landfill would accept solid waste generated by the proposed Project (County of Los
Angeles 2020).

Construction and Operation. Operation of the Project would result in the generation of solid
waste; however, levels would be in compliance with State and local standards. Construction
activities would also generate solid waste; however, the generation of solid waste during
construction would be short-term and would not result in a significant impact to local solid waste
management infrastructure. With regards to operation, as discussed above, landfills available to
solid waste haulers serving the Project site have adequate capacity to serve the Project within
the existing capacity of local infrastructure, and a less than significant impact would result.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

e) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction and Operation. During construction and operation of the Project, the District would
comply with all applicable federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes on solid
waste diversion, reduction, and recycling mandates, including compliance with the City of Malibu’s
Source Reduction and Recycling Element, and the Malibu Municipal Code. Full compliance with
RR UTIL-1 and RR UTIL-2, in addition to these above-mentioned regulations and mandates,
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would assist in reducing the amount of waste deposited in local landfills. Impacts related to solid
waste would be less than significant, and no other mitigation is required.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

The City of Malibu applies the following regulatory requirements from the LCP to applicable
projects to minimize impacts to utilities.

RR UTILA1 Prior to the issuance of a building/demolition permit, an Affidavit and Certification
to implement a Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP) shall be signed by
the Owner or Contractor and submitted to the Environmental Sustainability
Department. The WRRP shall indicate the agreement of the applicant to divert at
least 50 percent of all construction waste generated by the Project.

RR UTIL-2  Prior to a final Building inspection, the applicant shall provide a final Waste
Reduction and Recycling Summary Report (Summary Report) and obtain the
approval from the Environmental Sustainability Department. The final Summary
Report shall designate all material that were land filled or recycled, broken down
by material types.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

No mitigation measures are required.
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XX. WILDFIRE

Less Than
Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Potentially With Less Than
. _ Significant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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 ] ] X ]
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, ] ] X ]

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 ] ] X ]
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, ] ] X L]
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located within an area subject to major wildfires
classified in Fire Zone 4 or in the VHFHSZ (California State Geoportal 2020).

Construction and Operation. All Project construction and operation would be in compliance with
the goals, policies, and implementation measures of the City of Malibu’s General Plan Safety
Element; LCP; LACFD; Department of Public Works, Building and Safety Division; Fire Zone 4;
and VHFHSZ requirements. Examples of protective building construction measures include Fuel
Modification Zones (areas with drought-tolerant, low-fuel-volume plants); 26 foot-wide LACFD-
compliant access driveway development with specific building materials, such as fire-retardant
roofing; and the installation of sprinkler systems.

As part of the proposed Project (see Section XVII, Transportation, of the MND), a Traffic Control
Plan, which would contain strategies for maintaining emergency access during construction,
would be developed. Specifically, police, fire, and other emergency service providers, as well as
facility owners and administrators of surrounding sensitive land uses, would be notified of the
timing, location, and duration of the construction activities and the location of detours and lane
closures. Implementation of the Traffic Control Plan would ensure that potential emergency
vehicle access impacts during construction would be minimized and would be less than
significant. Once construction is completed, operation of the proposed Project would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
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evacuation plan. Therefore, the impacts of the proposed Project on adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed facilities are for utility uses only and are not
intended for occupancy for people; therefore, the Project would not expose project occupants to
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire due to slope, prevailing winds, or other factors.

Construction and Operation. The proposed Project would comply with all applicable measures
and regulations and be designed to ensure public safety, even in the event of a fire, and no
additional mitigation measures are necessary. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed
Project consists of three water main replacements in Serra Road, Sweetwater Mesa Road, and
PCH; one new 1.0 MG tank at the end of Sweetwater Mesa Road; a pump station; and three
pressure regulating stations.

Construction and Operation. Due to the nature of the Project, it would not require the installation
or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines, or other utilities). The proposed Project would comply with all applicable
measures and regulations and be designed to ensure public safety, even in the event of a fire and
no additional mitigation measures are necessary. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in XX (B) above, the proposed facilities are for
utility uses only and are not intended for occupancy for people; therefore, the Project would not
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.

Construction and Operation. The proposed Project would comply with all applicable measures
and regulations and be designed to ensure public safety, even in the event of a fire and no
additional mitigation measures are necessary. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

MITIGATION PROGRAM

No mitigation measures are required.
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
. Signi_ficant
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES CpeEly o o
. _ ignificant Mitigation Significant No
(See attachments for information sources) Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the project:
a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the ] = ] ]

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

b) 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.)

¢) Have environmental effects which will cause ] X ] ]
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Does the Project:

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. As described throughout the analysis in
Section 5.0, with the incorporation of mitigation measures MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-3,
implementation of the proposed Project would not degrade the quality of the environment, would
not substantially reduce the habitats of fish or wildlife species, would not cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, and would not threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal. Implementation of MM CULT-1, MM GEO-2, and MM TCR-1 through TCR-4 would not
eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. Additionally,
MM HYDRO-1, which requires implementation of appropriate water quality BMPs consistent with
the NPDES Construction General Permit, would reduce water quality impacts to a less than
significant level and reduce potential to degrade the quality of the environment. With respect to
the quality of the environment, the Project would not preclude the ability to achieve long-term
environmental goals. Impacts are less than significant with mitigation.

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. While the Project may have the potential
to impact the environment on a Project-specific basis as detailed throughout Section 5.0 of this
IS/MND, construction impacts would be short-term and limited in nature and compliance with
regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures (MM BIO-1 through
MM BIO-3, MM CULT-1, MM GEO-1 and MM GEO-2, MM HYDRO-1, and MM TCR-1 through
MM TCR-4) would reduce any potential impacts to less than significant levels.

While the cumulative study area can vary according to environmental topic, the Project site and
immediate surrounding areas, including the residential communities accessed from Serra Road
and Sweetwater Mesa Road and commercial development along PCH, can generally be defined
as the cumulative study area. Within this area, the City of Malibu Capital Improvement Projects
list, the Los Angeles County Public Works Infrastructure Projects website, and the Southern
California Edison (SCE) Capital Improvements map do not identify any large-scale cumulative
projects that are on-going or planned (Malibu 2022; LAPW 2023; SCE 2023). The only projects
noted include minor SCE work related to undergrounding of power lines along Serra Road and
Sweetwater Mesa Road; construction schedules for these efforts are currently undefined.

In accordance with Section 15064(h)(2), because all Project-related impacts would be reduced to
less than significant levels, the Project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact would be
less than significant. This finding is supported by the analyses presented above in subsections I.
Aesthetics, through XX. Wildfire. Specifically, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce
impacts to less than significant levels. Where appropriate, analyses specifically address
cumulative impacts by the very nature of the impact topic, including Air Quality, GHG Emissions,
Land Use and Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation,
Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Utilities. Further, this Project and all cumulative
projects would be subject to all applicable local, regional, and statewide regulatory requirements.
Therefore, the Project’'s contribution to a cumulative impact are less than significant with
mitigation.

c) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

and MM HYDRO-1, which would reduce water quality impacts to a less than significant level, all
potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. After construction of the
proposed Project, which consists of improvements to the Sweetwater Mesa system to better serve
existing and approved development in the service area, the facilities will operate under existing
conditions and will not result in substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly. Impacts are less than significant with mitigation.
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 1 of 31

Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Malibu Civic Tank
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
User Defined Industrial . 1.00 . User Defined Unit ! 0.40 ! 18,000.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 8 Operational Year 2024
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 448 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 31 Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 PM

Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Project Characteristics - SCE CO2 Intensity for 2024
Land Use - Lot acreage estimated from site plan
Construction Phase - Schedule per client

Off-road Equipment - Drill rig for piles

Off-road Equipment - No saws needed

Off-road Equipment - Client provided data

Off-road Equipment - Client provided data

Off-road Equipment - Client provided data

Off-road Equipment - Client provided data

Trips and VMT - Backfill import trips by client
Grading -

Energy Use - Estimate 8600 kwh/yr for pump station and tank site lighting

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 1.00 23.00
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 2.00 T 1000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 2.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 100.00 T T sgoo T
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 5.00 T 600 T
""""" tiEnergyUse TR  Lghdingereet T 0.00 Y v S
"""""" bicradng I Aresdidrading T 0.00 T s T
"""""" bicradng T Vaeriaimporied T 0.00 T T as00 T
T T oitanduse I AndGsesquarereet T 0.00 T o000 T
T T oitanduse ER LotAcreage 0.00 Y 1
"""" bifRoadEqupment E T  Londracior T 0.36 N -
"""" biofReadEqupment x T  Londracior T 0.36 CTTT T  ose T




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 3 of 31

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 PM

Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

tblOffRoadEquipment

tbITripsAndVMT

LoadFactor

HaulingTripNumber

4.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

8.00

8.00

1.00

702.44

-+

43.00

2.0 Emissions Summary




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

Page 4 of 31

Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2023 E: 0.0603 ! 0.5741 + 0.4061 ! 1.3400e- ! 0.0180 ! 0.0211 + 0.0391 ! 3.8700e- ! 0.0195 + 0.0233 ' ! 117.5377 ! 0.0325 ! 0.0000 ! 118.3495
u ' ' v 003, ' ' v 003 ' ' ' ' ' '
- 1
Maximum 0.0603 0.5741 0.4061 1.3400e- 0.0180 0.0211 0.0391 3.8700e- 0.0195 0.0233 117.5377 0.0325 0.0000 118.3495
003 003
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 tonsl/yr MT/yr
2023 E: 0.0603 ' 0.5741 ' 0.4061 ' 1.3400e- ' 0.0147 1 00211 @ 00357 ! 3.5000e- ! 0.0195 ' 0.0230 ! ! 117.5376 ' 0.0325 ' 0.0000 ! 118.3494
- L} 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 003 1 L} L] 1 1] 1] 1
Maximum 0.0603 0.5741 0.4061 1.3400e- 0.0147 0.0211 0.0357 3.5000e- 0.0195 0.0230 117.5376 | 0.0325 0.0000 118.3494
003 003
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
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.64 0.00 8.60 9.56 0.00 1.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 5 of 31

Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 PM

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 1-2-2023 4-1-2023 0.1488 0.1488
2 4-2-2023 7-1-2023 0.1835 0.1835
3 7-2-2023 9-30-2023 0.1858 0.1858
Highest 0.1858 0.1858
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
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 tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 0.0734 1+ 0.0000 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 ¢ 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 1 2.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 3.0000e-
L1} L} 1 005 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 005 L} L} L} 005
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e — gy : - m e o
Energy = (0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 1 17557 + 1.1000e- * 2.0000e- ' 1.7656
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} 004 L} 005 L}
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e —— gy : ————— e m e e
Mobile = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 '@ 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' ! 00000 : 0.000 : 0.000 @ 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e gy : ————— e m e
Waste " ' ! ' ' ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.000 @ 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e — gy : ————— e m e o
Water " ' ! ' ' ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' ! 00000 : 0.000 : 0.000 @ 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0734 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.7558 1.1000e- | 2.0000e- 1.7656
005 004 005
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 00734 + 0.0000 & 1.0000e- + 0.0000 + ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 1 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 3.0000e-
L1} L} 1 005 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 005 L} L} L} 005
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : e - m——————p == a e
Energy = (0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ' v 17557 1+ 1.1000e- * 2.0000e- * 1.7656
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} 004 L} 005 L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————n : ———k e m——— g - fm——————p ==
Mobile - 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
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - fm——————p == a s
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 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}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : e - fm—————— ==
Water - ! : ! ! : 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}
- 1
Total 0.0734 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.7558 1.1000e- | 2.0000e- 1.7656
005 004 005
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
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 PM

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Site Preparation *Site Preparation :1/2/2023 12/1/2023 ! 5! 23!
2 T Sexcavation T ié?;&iﬁé'""""""""!E/'z?z'o'z'a""" 2571'572'0'2'3""'";'"""%’E""""'"'IEE’ I
3 EBackiil and foundation piles  sGrading '""""""""!571%72'0'2'3""' ;571'572'0'23““'";'“““'5*;"""“""'2'5;' I
4 Efrenching T E:I'Fe-n-c-hi-n-g““--“““““!5/-1-672-0-2%““- 217772'62'3'""'";'"""%’E""""'"'I%'E’ I
5 Fank construction T gl-BaﬁcTiFlé-C-o-n-sa'aéti-o-n““““!:1/-872-0-2-3“““ ;IIle/_z_o_z_s-""i_"""_5'?""""_"1'553';' I
6 Spaving T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT SFPaving H11/16/2023 512/21/2023 I 5I 26? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 11.5

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 (Architectural

Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Site Preparation -Graders ! 0 8.00: 187! 0.41
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEEP PR L LR
Site Preparation -Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 8.00: 97 0.37
------------------------------------------------------- e Lt CEE P PR L R
Excavation -Concretellndustnal Saws ! 0 0.00! 81! 0.73
------------------------------------------------------- e Lt CEE PP PR L R
Excavation -Rubber Tired Dozers ! 0 8.00: 247, 0.40
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEE P PR L LR
Excavation -Tractors/Loaders/ Backhoes ! 1 6.00! 97 0.37
............................ T T Ry ey iy iy gy gy berecceeenanana
Tank construction -Cranes ! 1 4.00: 231, 0.29
------------------------------------------------------- e Lt CEE PP PR L R
Tank construction -Forkln‘ts ! 0 6.00: 89, 0.20
------------------------------------------------------- e Lt CEE PP PR L LR
Tank construction -Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 0 8.00! 97 0.37
------------------------------------------------------- e Lt CEE PP PR L R
Paving -Cement and Mortar Mixers ! 0 6.00: 9 0.56
............................ T T W Ty ey ey PRy Py gy bereccecenaaana
Paving -Pavers ! 0 7.00: 130; 0.42
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEE P PR L R
Paving -Rollers ! 1 7.00: 80} 0.38
------------------------------------------------------- Lt CEE PP PR L LR
Paving -Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 0 7.00: 97 0.37
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEEP PR L R
Backfill and foundation piles -Bore/DnII Rigs ! 1 8.00: 221, 0.50
------------------------------------------------------- e Lt CEE P PR L R
Backfill and foundation piles -Concretellndustnal Saws ! 0 0.00! 81! 0.73
------------------------------------------------------- Lt CEE P PR L R
Backfill and foundation piles -Plate Compactors ! 2 8.00: 8} 0.43
------------------------------------------------------- e Lt CEE PP PR L R
Backfill and foundation piles 'Rollers ! 0 8.00! 80! 0.38
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEE PR L R
Backfill and foundation piles -Rubber Tired Dozers ! 0 1.00: 247, 0.40
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEE P PR L LR
Backfill and foundation piles -Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 6.00! 97 0.37
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEEP PR L LR
Trenching -Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 8.00! 97 0.37
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEEP PR L R
Site Preparation -Rubber Tired Loaders ! 1 8.00! 203; 0.36
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEEP PR L R
Excavation -Rubber Tired Loaders ! 1 8.00! 203; 0.36
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEEP PR L R
Trenching -Rubber Tired Loaders ! 1 8.00! 203; 0.36
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEEP PR L R
Tank construction -Rubber Tired Loaders ! 1 8.00! 203; 0.36
'I'-a-n-k-c-o-rlét-n-u;ti-o-rl ---------------- :Cement and Mortar Mixers : 1 8.005 95 ----------- 0 -5;6-

Trips and VMT
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Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 PM

Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

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 . 2: 5.00! 0.00 0.00: 14.70: 6.90] 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- H et ettt - - T I P T T T YISy
Excavation . 2:r 5.005 O.OOR 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Tank construction . 3:r 8.00! 3.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : gy I- e
Paving . 1:r 3.00! 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Backfill and foundation® 4:r 10.00: 0.00 70.00: 14.7OE 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_Mix {HHDT
niloe L. ... = 1 [l l 4+ [l 1 1 R
Trenching . 2! 5.00! 0.00: 0.00: 14.70* 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
3.2 Site Preparation - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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 tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust . ' ' ' ' 6.1000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.1000e- * 6.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.6000e- ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
- : : : . 003 i 003 , 004 . 004 : : : : '
feeeeeeeeeepm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———k - : ———————n : R
Off-Road = 4.8700e- * 0.0483 + 0.0431 ' 1.1000e- * + 1.9000e- ' 1.9000e- ¢ v 1.7500e- + 1.7500e- ' v 9.4954 1 3.0700e- * 0.0000 * 95722
o 003 | : i 004 i 003 ; 003 { 003 , 003 : : i 003 '
Total 4.8700e- | 0.0483 0.0431 | 1.1000e- | 6.1000e- | 1.9000e- | 8.0000e- | 6.6000e- | 1.7500e- | 2.4100e- 9.4954 | 3.0700e- | 0.0000 9.5722
003 004 003 003 003 004 003 003 003
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
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
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rmmm
Worker 2.2000e- * 1.6000e- * 1.8400e- * 1.0000e- * 6.3000e- * 0.0000 * 6.3000e- * 1.7000e- * 0.0000 * 1.7000e- ' v 0.5286 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.5289
o 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 i 004 , 004 \ 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 2.2000e- | 1.6000e- | 1.8400e- | 1.0000e- | 6.3000e- 0.0000 6.3000e- | 1.7000e- 0.0000 1.7000e- 0.5286 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.5289
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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 tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 2.7400e- ! 0.0000 ! 2.7400e- ! 3.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 3.0000e- ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 003 1] 004 1 1] 004 L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - Fmmmmm
Off-Road 4.8700e- * 0.0483 '+ 0.0431 ' 1.1000e- * ' 1.9000e- ' 1.9000e- * 1 1.7500e- * 1.7500e- ' v 94954 1 3.0700e- * 0.0000 * 9.5722
o003 . \ 004 {003 ; 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
Total 4.8700e- 0.0483 0.0431 1.1000e- | 2.7400e- | 1.9000e- | 4.6400e- | 3.0000e- | 1.7500e- 2.0500e- 9.4954 3.0700e- 0.0000 9.5722
003 004 003 003 003 004 003 003 003
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
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
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rmmm
Worker 2.2000e- * 1.6000e- * 1.8400e- * 1.0000e- * 6.3000e- * 0.0000 * 6.3000e- * 1.7000e- * 0.0000 * 1.7000e- ' v 0.5286 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.5289
o 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 i 004 , 004 \ 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 2.2000e- | 1.6000e- | 1.8400e- | 1.0000e- | 6.3000e- 0.0000 6.3000e- | 1.7000e- 0.0000 1.7000e- 0.5286 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.5289
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005
3.3 Excavation - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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 tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 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 ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - Fmmmm
Off-Road 1.9300e- * 0.0191 + 0.0160 ' 4.0000e- * v 7.3000e- * 7.3000e- ' 6.7000e- * 6.7000e- ' v 37865 ' 1.2200e- * 0.0000 * 3.8171
o003 : \ 005 . {004 , 004 i 004 . 004 . : \ 003 . .
Total 1.9300e- 0.0191 0.0160 4.0000e- 0.0000 7.3000e- | 7.3000e- 0.0000 6.7000e- 6.7000e- 3.7865 1.2200e- 0.0000 3.8171
003 005 004 004 004 004 003
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
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
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rm=m
Worker 9.0000e- * 7.0000e- * 8.0000e- * 0.0000 * 2.7000e- * 0.0000 * 2.8000e- * 7.0000e- * 0.0000 * 7.0000e- ' v 0.2298 1 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.2300
o 005 , 005 . 004 , 004 i 004 , 005 . 005 . : \ 005 . .
Total 9.0000e- | 7.0000e- | 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.7000e- 0.0000 2.8000e- | 7.0000e- 0.0000 7.0000e- 0.2298 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.2300
005 005 004 004 004 005 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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 tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 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 ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - Fmmmm
Off-Road 1.9300e- * 0.0191 + 0.0160 ' 4.0000e- * v 7.3000e- * 7.3000e- ' 6.7000e- * 6.7000e- ' v 37865 ' 1.2200e- * 0.0000 * 3.8171
o003 . \ 005 . . 004 | 004 i 004 . 004 . : \ 003 . .
Total 1.9300e- 0.0191 0.0160 4.0000e- 0.0000 7.3000e- | 7.3000e- 0.0000 6.7000e- 6.7000e- 3.7865 1.2200e- 0.0000 3.8171
003 005 004 004 004 004 003
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
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
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rm=m
Worker 9.0000e- * 7.0000e- * 8.0000e- * 0.0000 * 2.7000e- * 0.0000 * 2.8000e- * 7.0000e- * 0.0000 * 7.0000e- ' v 0.2298 1 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.2300
o 005 , 005 . 004 , 004 i 004 , 005 . 005 . : \ 005 . .
Total 9.0000e- | 7.0000e- | 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.7000e- 0.0000 2.8000e- | 7.0000e- 0.0000 7.0000e- 0.2298 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.2300
005 005 004 004 004 005 005 005
3.4 Backfill and foundation piles - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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 tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust - ' ' ' ' 2.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
- 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 1] 005 1] 1 005 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - R L
Off-Road 4.0900e- * 0.0369 '+ 0.0413 1 1.3000e- * v 1.4200e- * 1.4200e- 1 1.3300e- * 1.3300e- ' v 10.9819 ' 3.4100e- * 0.0000 * 11.0672
o003 . \ 004 {003 ; 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
Total 4.0900e- 0.0369 0.0413 1.3000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.4200e- | 1.4400e- 0.0000 1.3300e- 1.3300e- 10.9819 3.4100e- 0.0000 11.0672
003 004 005 003 003 003 003 003
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 PM

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
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.8000e- ' 5.9000e- 1 2.0300e- + 3.0000e- + 6.0000e- + 1.0000e- ' 6.1000e- 1 1.7000e- + 1.0000e- + 1.8000e- ' v 25265 1 1.7000e- + 0.0000 ' 2.5308
w 004 , o003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 004 .
L 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Vendor '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] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : - —— : - - : ——— e meeaaa] S —— :
Worker 3.8000e- + 2.7000e- + 3.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.1000e- * 1.0000e- ' 1.1000e- + 2.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.0000e- ' v 0.9192 1 2.0000e- + 0.0000 * 0.9198
w 004 , o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 .
Total 5.6000e- | 6.1700e- | 5.2300e- | 4.0000e- | 1.7000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.7100e- | 4.6000e- | 2.0000e- | 4.8000e- 3.4458 | 1.9000e- | 0.0000 3.4506
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust = 1 ' 1 '+ 1.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
- 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 [ 005 1] 1 005 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : - : ——————q ——————q : ——— e meeaaa] - :
Off-Road 4.0900e- 1 0.0369 ' 0.0413 ' 1.3000e- v 1.4200e- 1 1.4200e- * ' 1.3300e- * 1.3300e- , + 10.9819 1 3.4100e- + 0.0000 * 11.0672
%003 : v 004 , 003 ; 003 , \ 003 . 003 . : v 003 . :
Total 4.0900e- | 0.0369 0.0413 | 1.3000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.4200e- | 1.4300e- | 0.0000 | 1.3300e- | 1.3300e- 10.9819 | 3.4100e- | 0.0000 | 11.0672
003 004 005 003 003 003 003 003
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.8000e- ' 5.9000e- 1 2.0300e- + 3.0000e- + 6.0000e- + 1.0000e- ' 6.1000e- 1 1.7000e- + 1.0000e- + 1.8000e- ' v 25265 1 1.7000e- + 0.0000 ' 2.5308
w 004 , o003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . . \ 004 .
L 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Vendor '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 1] 1]
---------------- : - —— : - - : ——— e meeaaa] S —— :
Worker 3.8000e- + 2.7000e- + 3.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.1000e- * 1.0000e- ' 1.1000e- + 2.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.0000e- ' v 0.9192 1 2.0000e- + 0.0000 * 0.9198
w 004 , o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . . \ 005 .
Total 5.6000e- | 6.1700e- | 5.2300e- | 4.0000e- | 1.7000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.7100e- | 4.6000e- | 2.0000e- | 4.8000e- 3.4458 | 1.9000e- | 0.0000 3.4506
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
3.5 Trenching - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 3.6000e- ' 00357 ' 00319 ! 8.0000e- ! ' 1.4000e- 1 1.4000e- 1 ! 1.2900e- ! 1.2900e- ' ' 7.0184 1 22700e- + 0.0000 ! 7.0751
o003 : \ 005 , 003 , 003 ., , 003 , 003 . : \ 003 ,
Total 3.6000e- | 0.0357 0.0319 | 8.0000e- 1.4000e- | 1.4000e- 1.2900e- | 1.2900e- 7.0184 | 2.2700e- | 0.0000 7.0751
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Trenching - 2023
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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
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
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rmm
Worker 1.6000e- * 1.2000e- * 1.3600e- * 0.0000 + 4.7000e- * 0.0000 * 4.7000e- * 1.2000e- * 0.0000 + 1.3000e- ' v 0.3907 1 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.3909
w 004 , 004 , 003 , 004 i 004 , 004 \ 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.6000e- | 1.2000e- | 1.3600e- 0.0000 4.7000e- 0.0000 4.7000e- | 1.2000e- 0.0000 1.3000e- 0.3907 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3909
004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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 tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 3.6000€- ! 0.0357 '+ 0.0319 ! 8.0000e- v 1.4000e- ! 1.4000e- ! 1.2900e- * 1.2900e- ' v 7.0183 ! 2.2700e- + 0.0000 * 7.0751
o003 : i 005 ., i 003 , 003 {003 , 003 . : \ 003 . .
Total 3.6000e- 0.0357 0.0319 8.0000e- 1.4000e- | 1.4000e- 1.2900e- 1.2900e- 7.0183 2.2700e- 0.0000 7.0751
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
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3.5 Trenching - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rmm
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
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rmm
Worker 1.6000e- '+ 1.2000e- * 1.3600e- * 0.0000 +* 4.7000e- * 0.0000 ' 4.7000e- * 1.2000e- * 0.0000 * 1.3000e- ' '+ 0.3907 1 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.3909
w 004 , 004 , 003 , 004 i 004 , 004 \ 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.6000e- | 1.2000e- | 1.3600e- 0.0000 4.7000e- 0.0000 4.7000e- | 1.2000e- 0.0000 1.3000e- 0.3907 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3909
004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005
3.6 Tank construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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 tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.0400 ' 0.3906 * 0.2167 ! 7.8000e- ! ! 0.0145 1 0.0145 ! ' 0.0134 ! 0.0134 ! ! 67.2611 ! 0.0210 ! 0.0000 ! 67.7851
L1} 1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0400 0.3906 0.2167 7.8000e- 0.0145 0.0145 0.0134 0.0134 67.2611 0.0210 0.0000 67.7851

004
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3.6 Tank construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 00000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ' ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- o — R —— : - . : ——— e eeaaa] R —— : Femmaaan
Vendor = 51000e- * 0.0168 * 5.3800e- ' 6.0000e- + 1.4900e- + 2.0000e- ' 1.5100e- * 4.3000e- 1 2.0000e- + 4.5000e- ' v 5.6094 1 3.1000e- + 0.0000 ' 5.6170
o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . . \ 004 .
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Worker 2.4000e- + 1.7300e- + 0.0203 1 6.00006- 1 6.93006- + 5.0000e- + 6.9800e- 1 1.8400e- 1 5.0000e- + 1.8900e- ! ' '+ 58096 1 1.5000e- + 0.0000 '+ 5.8133
o003 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 ., 003 . . \ 004 .
Total 2.9100e- | 0.0185 0.0256 | 1.2000e- | 8.4200e- | 7.0000e- | 8.4900e- | 2.2700e- | 7.0000e- | 2.3400e- 11.4190 | 4.6000e- | 0.0000 | 11.4303
003 004 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.0400 ! 03906 ! 02167 ! 7.8000e- * ' 00145 1 00145 ! 100134 ' 0.0134 ' ' 67.2610 ! 0.0210 ' 0.0000 ' 67.7850
L1} 1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0400 0.3906 0.2167 | 7.8000e- 0.0145 0.0145 0.0134 0.0134 67.2610 | 0.0210 0.0000 | 67.7850

004
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3.6 Tank construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 00000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ' ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
R L LT Ty S— : R —— : - . : ———eeeaan H R —— : Femmaaan
Vendor = 51000e- * 0.0168 * 5.3800e- ' 6.0000e- + 1.4900e- + 2.0000e- ' 1.5100e- * 4.3000e- 1 2.0000e- + 4.5000e- ' v 5.6094 1 3.1000e- + 0.0000 ' 5.6170
o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . . \ 004 .
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Worker 2.4000e- + 1.7300e- + 0.0203 1 6.00006- 1 6.93006- + 5.0000e- + 6.9800e- 1 1.8400e- 1 5.0000e- + 1.8900e- ! ' '+ 58096 1 1.5000e- + 0.0000 '+ 5.8133
o003 ., 003 | , 005 . 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 ., 003 . . \ 004 .
Total 2.9100e- | 0.0185 0.0256 | 1.2000e- | 8.4200e- | 7.0000e- | 8.4900e- | 2.2700e- | 7.0000e- | 2.3400e- 11.4190 | 4.6000e- | 0.0000 | 11.4303
003 004 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
3.7 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 1.7500e- ' 0.0183 ' 0.0211 ' 3.0000e- * ' 1.0100e- ' 1.0100e- 1 1 9.3000e- ' 9.3000e- ' v 26222 1 85000e- 1 0.0000 ' 2.6434
o003 : \ 005 , 003 , 003 ., , 004 , 004 . : \ o004 ,
---------------- : ——————q : R —— ——————q : ——— e meeaaa] R —— :
Paving = 0.0000 ! ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.7500e- | 0.0183 0.0211 | 3.0000e- 1.0100e- | 1.0100e- 9.3000e- | 9.3000e- 2.6222 | 8.5000e- | 0.0000 2.6434
003 005 003 003 004 004 004
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3.7 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Malibu Civic Tank - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/17/2021 1:50 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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
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
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rmmm
Worker 1.5000e- * 1.1000e- * 1.2500e- * 0.0000 + 4.3000e- * 0.0000 * 4.3000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 + 1.2000e- ' v 0.3585 1 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.3587
o 004 , 004 . 003 , 004 . i 004 , 004 \ 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.5000e- | 1.1000e- | 1.2500e- 0.0000 4.3000e- 0.0000 4.3000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.2000e- 0.3585 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3