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ADDENDUM NO. 4

Emergency Recycled Water Discharge to San
Diego Creek

1.0 Introduction

Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD) proposes to modify the Michelson Water Recycling Plant
(MWRP) Phases 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project (Project) to allow the discharge of tertiary-
treated recycled water to San Diego Creek for critical operational flexibility under certain defined
conditions. Figure 1 shows the location of the MWRP within IRWD’s service area. Currently,
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the MWRP prohibits
the direct discharge of tertiary-treated recycled water to surface waters, such as San Diego Creek,
except from IRWD’s Sand Canyon Reservoir during specified rain events or when the California
Division of Safety of Dams requires the release through emergency valves for dam safety or other
reasons.

Due to recent wet weather events, IRWD is proposing to amend its NPDES permit for the MWRP
to add defined conditions under which direct discharge of dechlorinated tertiary recycled water to
San Diego Creek would be allowed. IRWD has prepared this Addendum No. 4 pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15164 to describe the
modifications to the Project and to evaluate whether the modifications present any new
significant impacts not identified in the previously certified MWRP Phase 2 and 3 Capacity
Expansion Project Final Environmental Impact Report, as amended, that would require
preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR. As documented in the analysis presented
below, the proposed modifications would not result in substantial changes that warrant
preparation of a subsequent EIR or another supplemental EIR pursuant to Sections 15162 and
15163 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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Figure 1
Project Location
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Addendum No. 4

2.0 Project Background
2.1 CEQA Documents

The potential environmental effects of the proposed modifications to the Project are addressed in
this Addendum No. 4 to the MWRP Phase 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as amended. The Final EIR for the Phase 2 and 3 Capacity
Expansion Project was certified by IRWD’s Board of Directors in February 2006 (State
Clearinghouse No. 2005051174). The Phase 2 Capacity Expansion, which is complete, increased
the recycled water treatment capacity at the MWRP from 18 to 28 million gallons per day (mgd).
The MWRP currently operates below its 28 mgd capacity. Between June 2015 and May 2017, the
MWRP produced 17.3 to 21.5 mgd (27 to 33 cfs), resulting in an average production capacity of
18.9 mgd (29 cfs). This excludes the three below-average months during which diversion to
OCSD was required in the winter of 2016-2017. The Phase 3 Capacity Expansion will increase
the recycled water treatment capacity at the MWRP to 33 mgd, but currently there is no schedule
for implementation of Phase 3.

Subsequent Addenda Nos. 1, 2, and 3 to the Final EIR were adopted in 2008, 2009, and 2010,
respectively. The addenda covered potential flooding risks and planned flood protection facilities;
improvements to the access road between Campus Drive and the IRWD San Joaquin Marsh
Campus; and modifications to the flood channel access road. In addition, in 2012, IRWD certified
Final Supplemental EIR No. 1 (State Clearinghouse No. 2011031091), which addressed the
construction of onsite residuals management facilities at the MWRP that would produce Class A
and Class B biosolids. The residuals management facilities are currently under construction at the
MWRP. Collectively these CEQA documents are referred to as the “MWRP Final EIR.”

2.2 Project Need

Currently, IRWD has several outlets for the recycled water produced at MWRP. Under the
existing Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) NPDES/Waste Discharge
Requirement (WDR) Permit (Order No. R8-2015-0024/NPDES No. CA8000326), MWRP’s
recycled water is permitted to be directly distributed to customers for their use or stored for later
use in a combination of closed storage tanks and open storage reservoirs. Additionally, IRWD has
the ability to send a limited amount of recycled water to Orange County Water District’s Green
Acres Project (GAP), divert sewage to Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) and send solids
through MWRP’s sludge line to OCSD for treatment. Table 1 lists the components of the current
IRWD sewage treatment and recycled water system. Figure 2 illustrates the relationship between
these components.

MWRP Phase 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project 3 ESA/130940.03
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Addendum No. 4

TABLE 1

DESCRIPTION OF THE INFLOWS AND OUTFLOWS OF THE EXISTING IRWD SEWAGE TREATMENT AND

RECYCLED WATER SYSTEM

Number* Item Description
Sewage Treatment
1 Michelson Water Recycling Plant MWRP can treat up to 28 mgd of sewage.
(MWRP)
2 Los Alisos Water Recycling Plant LARWP can treat up to 7.5 mgd of sewage.
(LAWRP)
3 Orange County Sanitation District OCSD provides IRWD with 32 mgd disposal/treatment capacity

(OCSD)

rights. Sewage is continuously sent from IRWD's Irvine Business
Complex and Newport Coast service area to OCSD since both of
these entities lack a physical connection for sewage distribution
to MWRP or LAWRP.

Recycled Water Sources

4

7a

7b

MWRP

LAWRP

Untreated imported Metropolitan
Water District (MWD) water

Irrigation wells

Irvine Desalter Project wells

MWRP can produce a maximum of 28 mgd of tertiary-treated
recycled water.

LAWRP can produce a maximum of 5.5 mgd of tertiary-treated
recycled water. Tertiary treated water production can be stopped
during times of high recycled water demand; up to 7.5 mgd
secondary treated effluent is then produced and disposed of at
the South Orange County Wastewater Authority Aliso Creek
Ocean Ouitfall.

Untreated imported MWD water can be purchased to supplement
the recycled water system. Some irrigation customers lack a
physical connection to the IRWD recycled water distribution
system and are solely provided imported water.

Several non-potable wells can be used to supplement recycled
water during times of high recycled water demand.

The groundwater treatment system is used to supplement the
recycled water system; wells can only be shut down for up to two
months a year as ordered by the U.S. Department of Justice and
the U.S. Department of the Navy.

Recycled Water Outlet Options

8

10

11

Customers

Recycled water storage reservoirs

Orange County Water District
(OCWD)

South Orange County Wastewater
Authority (SOCWA) Aliso Creek
Ocean Outfall

Recycled water is used principally for outdoor irrigation as well
as industrial and commercial uses.

Storage of recycled water during low demand times can occur in
San Joaquin, Rattlesnake, Sand Canyon and Syphon Reservoirs,
that together have a total available storage capacity of 4,298
acre-feet.

Up to 8 mgd of recycled water produced at MWRP can be sent to
OCWD through the Green Acres Project. If OCWD cannot take or
doesn't need the recycled water, up to 3 mgd can be sent to
OCSD for disposal through their ocean outfall.

IRWD can send the following to SOCWA's Aliso Creek Ocean
Qutfall: up to 7.5 mgd of secondary treated effluent from LAWRP,
1 mgd of brine from the Irvine Desalter Project Potable Treatment
Plant and up to 0.85 mgd of treated water from the shallow
groundwater unit.

*Note: Numbers for items listed in this table correspond with their numbers in Figure 2 of this addendum.

MWRP Phase 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project
Final EIR Addendum No. 4

5 ESA/130940.03

March 2018



Addendum No. 4

The existing Permit prohibits the direct discharge of tertiary-treated recycled water to surface
water, except from Sand Canyon Reservoir during specified rain events or when the California
Division of Safety of Dams requires the release through emergency valves for dam safety or other
reasons. IRWD now seeks the ability to send compliant disinfected tertiary recycled water from
MWRP to Reach 1 of the San Diego Creek under conditions that prevent the use of outlet options
described above.

Recycled water is a valuable resource that is beneficially reused, and it is IRWD’s goal to utilize
all recycled water produced at its facilities. At times, particularly in the summer months, IRWD’s
recycled water demand is greater than its recycled water production and requires the addition of
supplemental water from non-potable groundwater wells and the purchase of expensive untreated
imported water. During the winter months, irrigation demands drop and recycled water demands
are significantly lower. IRWD drafts a Recycled Water System Reservoir Management Plan
annually to manage and adapt recycled water supply to meet system demands. The Plan sets
reservoir storage volume capacities along with target dates for these capacities and takes into
consideration assumptions on projected recycled water demands, supplemental water needs and
rainfall amounts. Throughout the year, IRWD staff continuously monitors and tracks reservoir
capacity, rainfall, weather forecasts, recycled water productions and demands to determine when
an operational trigger has been met to begin lowering production and filling storage. Although the
sequence may vary, Table 2 lists steps IRWD may take to curtail recycled water production when
a period of low recycled water demand is approaching.

TABLE 2
IRWD REcYCLED WATER MANAGEMENT OPERATIONAL DECISIONS OPTIONS

Step 1 Stop importing untreated MWD water

Step 2 Shut off irrigation wells

Step 3 Discontinue recycled water production at LAWRP
Step 4 Route recycled water to the Green Acres Project
Step 5 Shutoff Irvine Desalter Project wells

Step 6 Route recycled water to OCSD oultfall

Step 7 Route recycled water to SOCWA oultfall

Table 3 provides a detailed timeline of the actions taken by IRWD during the most-recent wet
season of 2016-2017. Despite employing all available best management practices and options, the
2016-2017 wet-weather events resulted in an emergency situation that exhausted all of IRWD’s
available outlets for its recycled water; storage was at capacity, and MWRP was not able to
discharge to GAP. IRWD?’s best efforts in planning could not predict the pattern of rainfall events
and near zero recycled water demands. Further, IRWD received a notification from OCSD that it
could not accept diverted sewage, yet sewage was continuing to arrive at MWRP. This put IRWD
at risk for sewer backups and overflows from upstream recycled water reservoirs, thereby
creating the potential to cause downstream flooding and damage to public and private
infrastructure and property and harm to the environment, including the Back Bay in upper
Newport Bay. Figure 3 illustrates the rainfall, recycled water demand, and reservoir storage use
from July 2016 to June 2017.

MWRP Phase 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project 6 ESA/130940.03
Final EIR Addendum No. 4 March 2018
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Addendum No. 4

TABLE 3
TIMELINE OF IRWD ACTIONS TAKEN DURING 2016-2017 WET WEATHER

Date

Inflow/Qutflow Item

Number*

Action

2016-2017 wet season

2016-2017 wet season

10/31/2016

11/30/2016

December 2016 — March 2017

1/1/2017 — 3/1/2017

1/13/2017

1/19/2017

1/20/2017 — 2/17/2017;
2/19/2017 — 3/8/2017

1/24/2017

December 2016 — March 2017

December 2016 — March 2017

Untreated imported MWD
water

OCSD

Irrigation wells

LAWRP

Customers

Irvine Desalter Project
Wells

OCWD

SOCWA Aliso Creek
Ocean Outfall

OCSsD

Recycled water storage
reservoirs

MWRP

LAWRP

6

Ta

7b

10

11

No purchase of untreated imported water
from MWD, excluding a few irrigation
customers not connected to IRWD’s
recycled water system that are supplied
untreated imported water for irrigation.

Flow continued to OCSD from the Irvine
Business Complex and Newport Coast
portions of IRWD’s service area.

Wells taken offline following drop off of
recycled water demand for fall season.

Recycled water production stopped at
LAWRP following drop off of recycled
water demand for fall season.

Generated little to no recycled water
demand during record rainfall events.

Shut down of wells was delayed until the
new calendar year (2017), as mandated
by the U.S. Department of Justice and the
U.S. Department of Navy, since the two-
month shut down time had already been
used in 2016 .

Diversion of recycled water to the Green
Acres Project and OCSD Ouitfall began.

Diversion of recycled water to the SOCWA
Aliso Creek Ocean Outfall via LAWRP
began.

Diversion of sewage away from MWRP to
OCSD. Sewage diversions stopped on
February 17 per OCSD request and
concern over treatment capacity due to a
pending storm. Sewage diversions were
reinitiated two days later.

Storage of recycled water in reservoirs
reached operational capacity. Sand
Canyon Reservoir began to overflow on
January 23, 2017 and continued to
overflow intermittently until April 10, 2017.

MWRP collection system does not
experience much inflow and infiltration.
Average daily flow remained at a normal
20 mgd during the entire rainy season.

LAWRP collection system does not
experience much inflow and infiltration.
Average daily flow remained at a normal
3.4 mgd during the entire rainy season.

*Note: Numbers for items listed in this table correspond with their numbers in Figure 2 of this addendum.

MWRP Phase 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project

Final EIR Addendum No. 4
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Addendum No. 4

In the future, sewage diversions from MWRP to OCSD will be constrained by operational
requirements for the continuous treatment of sewage. IRWD is currently constructing the
Biosolids and Energy Recovery Facilities Project that will allow IRWD to beneficially reuse
solids and gas generated at the MWRP. This facility requires an uninterrupted and consistent
volume of sewage to treat in order to maintain operational functionality. Therefore, IRWD needs
to continuously treat sewage at the MWRP, even during very wet winters. While the biosolids
processed at the MWRP will result in an environmentally beneficial final product, IRWD’s ability
to divert sewage to OCSD will be substantially limited.

These situations, among others, revealed the need for IRWD to have the flexibility under certain
conditions to have a reliable, safe outlet for a controlled and permitted discharge of fully-treated
dechlorinated recycled water from the MWRP to Reach 1 of the adjacent San Diego Creek.

2.3 Alternative Diversion Measures

To avoid and/or minimize the diversion of water into the San Diego Creek watershed, IRWD has
explored other alternative diversion measures. To create alternative diversion measures, IRWD
has committed to:

e Moving forward with the Syphon Reservoir Improvement Project;

e  Pursuing the procurement of space in Santa Margarita Water District’s Upper Oso Recycled
Water Reservoir to increase overall seasonal storage capacity;

e Pursuing the design, permitting, and construction of improvements to increase the diversion
of recycled water to the Santa Ana River watershed through the Green Acres Project;

e Working with OCWD to ensure the installation of facilities to allow IRWD’s recycled water
to be diverted to OCWD’s Ground Water Replenishment System; and

e Diverting recycled water to San Diego Creek watershed only after IRWD has exhausted all
the other available options.

Even when many of these alternative options are operational or available, the option of
discharging to San Diego Creek is still necessary due to the unpredictability of an emergency
event. Discharging to San Diego Creek would be viewed as a last resort.

3.0 Purpose of Addendum

Under CEQA, the lead agency or a responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a
previously-certified Final EIR if some changes or additions are necessary to the prior EIR, but
none of the conditions calling for preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR have occurred
(CEQA Guidelines 88 15162, 15164). Once an EIR has been certified, a subsequent EIR is only
required when the lead agency or responsible agency determines that one of the following
conditions has been met:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project, or substantial changes occur with respect to
the circumstances under which the project is undertaken, which require major revisions of the
previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial

MWRP Phase 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project 9 ESA/130940.03
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Addendum No. 4

increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects (CEQA Guidelines
§15162(a)(1), (2));

2. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete, shows any of the following:

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR;

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in
the previous EIR;

c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed
in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative (CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(3)).

If one or more of the conditions described above for a subsequent EIR exist, but only minor
additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the
project in the changed situation, then the lead agency may prepare a supplement to an EIR, rather
than a subsequent EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15163(a)).

CEQA recommends that a brief explanation of the decision to prepare an addendum rather than a
subsequent or supplemental EIR be included in the record (CEQA Guidelines §15164(e)). IRWD
has evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the proposed modifications as set forth
below in Section 6 of this Addendum No. 4. IRWD acting as the Lead Agency, has determined
that none of the above CEQA conditions apply and that Addendum No. 4 to the adopted MWRP
Final EIR is the appropriate environmental documentation for the proposed modifications and
fully complies with CEQA, as described in the CEQA Guidelines.

An addendum does not need to be circulated for public review, but rather can be attached to the
MWRP Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15164(c)). Prior to initiating the modified Project, the
IRWD Board of Directors will consider this Addendum No. 4 together with the adopted MWRP
Final EIR and make a decision regarding the modified Project (CEQA Guidelines §15164(d)).

4.0 Proposed Modifications
41 MWRP Recycled Water Discharge to San Diego Creek

IRWD is proposing to use primarily existing facilities to discharge tertiary-treated dechlorinated
recycled water from the MWRP to San Diego Creek. The conditions under which discharge
would occur would be defined by, but not limited to, the following list of factors:

e Availability of outlets for recycled water (i.e. recycled water storage capacity, pipeline or
pump station operability, level of recycled water demand, GAP availability, diversion of
sewage to OCSD, etc.);

e Required addition of non-potable supply from wells to recycled water system:;

MWRP Phase 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project 10 ESA/130940.03
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Addendum No. 4

e Forecasted major storm events; and

e Compliance and plant process stability (i.e. impact of diversion of sewage from MWRP).

Best management practices would be employed at MWRP to manage storage and flows to return
recycled water to its normal outlets as soon as practicable.

IRWD is proposing to install an interim discharge system to accommodate discharge of
approximately 22.5 mgd (35 cubic feet per second [cfs]) to San Diego Creek and a permanent
discharge system to accommodate discharge up to 33 mgd (51 cfs) to San Diego Creek The
proposed interim discharge to San Diego Creek is lower than the plant’s maximum capacity of 28
mgd because it is estimated that a minimum of 5.5 mgd of recycled water could be reliably
diverted to other outlets including the SOCWA Aliso Creek Ocean Outfall and OCSD diversion
(discussed in Table 1). When the MWRP Phase 3 Expansion Project is built, the MWRP
maximum capacity will increase to 33 mgd. Although the same aforementioned recycled water
outlets will likely be available following Phase 3 completion, the estimated maximum proposed
discharge to San Diego Creek during this time is the entire plant capacity (33 mgd) for a more
conservative approach to the analysis. Under both the interim and permanent discharge systems,
co-mingled disinfected tertiary-treated water from both of MWRP’s treatment trains (MBR/UV
and Conventional) would be discharged to San Diego Creek using the existing onsite Michelson
Recycled Water Pump Station.

As shown in Figure 4, the interim discharge system will convey a maximum of approximately
22.5 mgd and consist of an approximate 24-inch diameter pipeline connecting the existing 36-
inch recycled water pipeline to the existing 24-inch stormwater discharge pipeline downstream of
Stormwater Pump Station No. 1. Stormwater Pump Station No. 1 has a maximum capacity of
about 26 mgd and discharges via the existing 24-inch pipeline into San Diego Creek at the
existing outfall (DP Storm-007) (see Figure 4). In the event of discharge of tertiary-treated
recycled water to San Diego Creek, only recycled water would be discharged through the
stormwater pipeline, and not a combination of storm water and recycled water. Rather,
stormwater collected at Stormwater Pump Station No. 1 would be redirected back into the
headworks of the MWRP for treatment.

The proposed interim pipeline would be a combination of welded steel pipe and HDPE piping,
which will be installed at grade (i.e. highline), located inside the MWRP property and associated
floodwall. The interim system would consist of a 24-inch butterfly valve for flow isolation, a
pressure reducing valve, flow meter, dechlorination system, phosphorus removal system, and
associated sampling and chlorine residual monitoring.

The dechlorination system would dechlorinate the water, and would consist of a skid-mounted
sodium bisulfite (SBS) storage tank and automated multi-pump chemical metering system. The
chemical metering system would be controlled via a Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
(SCADA) system. SBS dosing would be calculated in the Programmable Logic Controller (PLC)
based on chlorine residual of the treated water and the flow rate measured by the proposed flow
meter.
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Addendum No. 4

The phosphorus removal system would use iron salts to reduce total phosphorus levels in the
effluent to <0.5 mg/L. Two types of phosphorus removal methods and two types of iron salts are
being tested for phosphorus removal effectiveness at MWRP. The membrane bioreactor (MBR)
process is being tested by installing a small membrane filtration pilot system. The conventional
activated sludge (CAS) treatment process is being tested by dosing chemicals into one of the
system’s aeration tanks and secondary clarifier. Two types of iron salts (both alum and ferric
chloride) are added to the effluent at various dose rates and phosphorus is continually monitored
to provide feedback of iron salt dose effectiveness. Results will be analyzed to determine the
dosages required to achieve <0.5 mg/L of total phosphorus in the filtrate under both the MBR and
CAS processes. Pilot testing was initiated in mid-December 2017 and will continue for about 8
weeks until mid-February 2018. The memo describing the current pilot testing methods can be
found in Appendix A. Following completion of pilot testing, a second memo will be prepared
summarizing testing results and providing a recommendation for the phosphorus removal method
that would be best for full-scale implementation at MWRP. Regardless of the method used, the
phosphorus removal equipment would be installed within the existing MWRP footprint near the
CAS pre-secondary clarifiers and near the MBR mixed liquor wet well.

Online chlorine residual monitoring would provide loop feedback to ensure complete quenching
of the chlorine residual prior to discharge. The chemical storage tank and metering pump system
would be located outside, within secondary containment within the MWRP property (Figure 4).
Construction of the system would be achieved with a crane for pipe placement, and minor
excavation by hand or small excavator at the stormwater pipe tie-in location; a contractor would
likely be hired by IRWD to perform this construction work.

The permanent discharge system is at a concept design level, however is anticipated to convey up
to 33 mgd and consist of an approximate 36-inch buried pipeline with a new discharge outlet and
associated headwall to the San Diego Creek (see Figure 5). The discharge point would be located
along a reach of the San Diego Creek, adjacent to the MWRP as depicted in Figure 3. IRWD’s
property boundary encompasses San Diego Creek in this area, and the proposed discharge outlet
would likely be located within IRWD’s property (see Figure 1). The permanent system would
include the same isolation valve, pressure reducing valve, flow meter, automated dechlorination
system, and phosphorus removal system as described above for the interim system

Construction of the permanent discharge piping concepts may include excavation and open-cut
trenches with associated shoring, or may consider subsurface directional drilling depending on
the chosen route and associated geology. Thus, the construction equipment required may include
excavator, grader, paver and drilling equipment.
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Addendum No. 4

4.2  Project Phasing and Schedule

The proposed interim discharge system at the MWRP would be constructed in May, 2018 and
would be operational in January, 2019. IRWD will likely maintain the interim system for a few
years to verify operational needs and potential operational improvements. Construction of the
permanent discharge system would proceed after IRWD concludes its review of any operational
needs and potential operational improvements to the interim phase and securing approvals from
the regulatory agencies.

4.3 Recycled Water Discharge Duration

Per a request from the RWQCB, IRWD conducted a Water Quality Evaluation (WQE) that
examined the impact of the proposed MWRP recycled water diversions on Newport Bay with
respect to nutrient (nitrogen and phosphorus) content in the water. Given the unpredictable nature
of the necessity of an emergency diversion to San Diego Creek and what other diversion options
would be available to IRWD at the time, the WQE was conducted to consider a range of potential
diversion durations (1-day, 7-day and 14-day releases of water). The WQE can be found in
Appendix B. Information from the WQE has been incorporated into the hydrology and water
quality analysis included in Section 6.4 of this Addendum.

5.0 Incorporation by Reference

Consistent with Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines, the following documents were used in
the preparation of this Addendum and are incorporated herein by reference:

o MRWP Phases 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project Draft Environmental Impact Report,
November 2005 (State Clearinghouse No. 2010051174)

o MRWP Phases 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project Final Environmental Impact Report,
February 2006 (State Clearinghouse No. 2010051174)

o MRWP Phases 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project Final Environmental Impact Report
Addendum No. 1, March 2008 (State Clearinghouse No. 2010051174)

e MRWP Phases 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project Final Environmental Impact Report
Addendum No. 2, August 2009 (State Clearinghouse No. 2010051174)

e MWRP Phases 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project Final Environmental Impact Report
Addendum No. 3, June 2010 (State Clearinghouse No. 2010051174)

e MRWP Phases 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project, Biosolids Handling Component
Supplemental EIR, September 2012 (State Clearinghouse No. 2011031091)

These documents are available for review on IRWD’s website (www.irwd.com) or during regular
business hours at IRWD’s headquarters, located at 15600 Sand Canyon Avenue, Irvine,
California 92618-3102.
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6.0 Analysis of Potential Environmental Impacts
Associated with the Proposed Modifications

The Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) prepared for the 2006 Final EIR determined
that Project impacts would be less than significant in multiple environmental resource areas and
thus concluded that further discussion and analyses of these resource areas were not warranted in
the EIR. The environmental resource areas in which the Project was determined to have less than
significant effects were aesthetics, agricultural resources, cultural resources, land use and
planning, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation
and circulation, and utilities and service systems. For some of the above-mentioned resources,
environmental commitments were included as part of the project description, such as shielding of
nighttime lighting during construction activities; restricting truck hauling to routes designated by
the County and City; and providing an archaeological monitor during ground disturbances within
the site boundary and buffer zone for CA-ORA 196 H and CA-ORA-197 to ensure avoidance.
These environmental commitments are applicable to the proposed modifications as deemed
relevant.

The modifications proposed under this Addendum No. 4 would also not result in impacts to the
abovementioned environmental resource areas, and as such, these environmental resource areas
are not discussed in this analysis. This Addendum No. 4 evaluates the potential for construction
and operation of the proposed interim and permanent discharge facilities to affect the following
resources: air quality, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, noise,
and public health and safety.

6.1  Air Quality

The MWRP Final EIR determined that the potential impacts to air quality would be less than
significant without mitigation. Best available control measures were recommended to be
implemented during construction due to the basin air quality and attainment status. The following
discussion addresses potential impacts of the proposed modifications to the Project.

6.1.1 Setting

The Project area is located in the South Coast Air Basin. The applicable air quality plan for the
Project area is the South Coast Air Basin air quality management plan (AQMP). The AQMP
specifies significance thresholds (daily regional significance thresholds for construction and net
regional significance thresholds for operation) for various air quality contaminants to determine
significance of a project’s impacts to air quality. The Southern California Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) collects ambient air quality data at monitoring stations near the
Project site in Costa Mesa and Mission Viejo. The Basin is currently in non-attainment of three
criteria pollutants: ozone, PMyo (particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter) and PMz;
(particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter). All sensitive receptors in the Project
vicinity are located 0.25 mile from the Project site at the closest.
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6.1.2 Summary of Potential Impact

The MWRP Final EIR assessed the potential impacts of the Project on air quality. Given that
construction emissions would not exceed identified air quality thresholds and would be short-
term, the MWRP Final EIR concluded that construction impacts related to air quality threshold
exceedances and exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would be
less than significant. Mitigation measures pertaining to best available control measures (BACM)
for dust control (A-1a) and equipment emissions control (A-1b) were adopted to further ensure
construction emissions associated with the Project would not be significant. The MWRP Final
EIR concluded that the only direct air quality impacts from Project operation would be vehicular
exhaust emissions from four additional employees and one added chemical delivery truck every
few weeks; therefore, direct operational air emissions would be negligible. Odors produced from
construction vehicles were determined to be less than significant as they would be confined to the
Project site. The MWRP Final EIR concluded that operational odor-related impacts associated
with the biosolids facilities would be less than significant with implementation of an Odor
Control Maintenance and Monitoring Plan. Since the AQMP is based on growth forecasts and the
proposed Project would not induce population growth, the Project would comply with the plan.

Construction of the proposed modifications including the interim discharge system and
permanent discharge system would require construction activities within the IRWD property
boundaries at the MRWP. Construction of the interim system would occur prior to the permanent
discharge system. Construction activity, equipment, and duration for the interim and permanent
discharge systems would be less than that described in the MWRP Final EIR. Therefore, similar
to the conclusions in the MWRP Final EIR, the short-term emissions associated with construction
of both the interim and permanent systems would not result in significant impacts to air quality or
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Odors associated with this
construction equipment would be contained onsite. Implementation of MWRP Final EIR
mitigation measures pertaining to dust control (A-1a) and equipment emissions control (A-1b)
would further reduce air quality impacts related to construction of the proposed modifications.
During operation, dechlorination and phosphorus removal facilities require the use of sodium
bisulfite and iron salts, respectively, that would routinely need to be replenished via truck
delivery. However, these truck trips would be less than the one to two additional truck trips per
month generated by the Project as described in the MWRP Final EIR. Further, the dechlorination
and phosphorus removal treatment processes would not generate odors onsite. Similar to the
Project, the proposed modifications would not induce population growth and would thus comply
with the AQMP.

6.1.3 Applicable Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure A-1a: Best available control measures shall be used during grading.
The menu of enhanced dust control measures includes the following:

e Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.
e Cover all haul trucks or maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.

e Pave or apply water four times daily to all unpaved parking or staging areas.
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e  Sweep or wash any site access points within 30 minutes of any visible dirt deposition
on any public roadway.

e Cover or water twice daily any on-site stockpiles of debris, dirt or other dusty
material.

e Suspend all operations on any unpaved surface if winds exceed 25 mph.

e Hydroseed or otherwise stabilize any cleared area which is to remain inactive for
more than 96 hours after clearing is completed.

Mitigation Measure A-1b: Equipment Emissions shall be reduced by implementing the
following:

e Require 90-day low-NOx tune-ups for off-road equipment.

e Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks and heavy equipment before shutting
the equipment down.

e Encourage carpooling for construction workers.
e Limit lane closures to off-peak travel periods.
e Park construction vehicles off traveled roadways.

e Encourage receipt of materials during non-peak traffic hours.

6.1.4 Conclusion

The proposed modifications would not result in a new significant impact nor substantially
increase the severity of an impact identified in the MWRP Final EIR or subsequent CEQA
analyses. No mitigation is required beyond the existing commitments contained within the
mitigation monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP). Impacts to air quality would be less than
significant.

6.2 Biological Resources

The MWRP Final EIR assessed potential impacts to biological resources and concluded that
construction of the Project would have a less than significant impact with the incorporation of
mitigation. The following discussion addresses potential impacts of the proposed modifications.

6.2.1 Setting

The MWRP site is located in a highly developed area characterized by mixed recreational,
preservation, commercial and residential use. The site is bounded to the west and south by the
IRWD San Joaquin Marsh and Wildlife Sanctuary, which includes an area of mature riparian
vegetation, a wetlands mitigation site and ponds. The San Joaquin Marsh and Wildlife Sanctuary
is located on property owned by IRWD and consists of 300 acres of freshwater wetlands. Reach 1
of San Diego Creek is located to the east of the Project site. No sensitive plant species were
identified at the Project site, but multiple sensitive wildlife species were either observed or
determined to have the potential to occur in riparian and marsh habitats surrounding the MWRP
site. Coyotes have the potential to occur onsite, and Cooper’s hawk, white-tailed kite and osprey
may nest in eucalyptus trees at the MWRP site. The MWRP site has no habitat and no value as a
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wildlife movement corridor or habitat linkage. The surrounding open space areas are mapped as
Non-Reserve Open Space in the Central and Coastal Natural Community Conservation
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) and are considered part of regional habitat linkage.
used by bobcats (Lynx rufus) and other bird and mammal species.

6.2.2 Summary of Potential Impact

The MWRP Final EIR assessed the potential impacts of the Project to biological resources in and
around the MWRP site. Since the proposed expansion would be developed entirely within the
existing footprint of the MWRP, the MWRP Final EIR concluded that no direct or permanent
impacts to sensitive plant species, sensitive plant communities, or jurisdictional waters would
occur. For this same reason, no conflict with the NCCP/HCP was identified.

The MWRP Final EIR concluded that Project construction could result in short-term indirect
impacts to vegetation communities including 1) dust, which could affect plant growth and insect
use of adjacent vegetation; 2) erosion and subsequent sedimentation, which could affect plant
viability in depositional areas and water quality and habitat value of San Diego Creek; 3) and run-
off of pollutants including chemicals used during construction and operation, which could
contaminate the soil and water in adjacent habitat and adversely impacting the health of plants
and animals. The MWRP Final EIR stated that implementation of construction best management
practices (BMPs) developed as part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
required for the Project would help control erosion and sediment, limit toxic pollutants, and
control dust. During operation, stormwater on the MWRP site would be treated prior to its release
offsite. Associated short-term indirect impacts to vegetation communities would be less than
significant.

To reduce potentially significant direct impacts to sensitive wildlife associated with removal of
trees such as eucalyptus to less-than-significant levels, the MWRP Final EIR required
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. Regarding short-term indirect impacts to sensitive
wildlife, such as the least Bell’s vireo and nesting southwestern willow flycatcher within the San
Joaquin Marsh, the MWRP Final EIR required implementation of Mitigation Measures B1O-2a
and BI10-2b to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 was
required to reduce the effects of nighttime lighting for Project construction on nocturnal wildlife
using habitat linkages in the San Joaquin Marsh and San Diego Creek. In summary, mitigation
measures were adopted that would ensure construction and operation of the MWRP expansion
components did not directly impact sensitive wildlife (BIO-1). Mitigation measures were also
adopted to ensure there were no adverse indirect impacts on sensitive wildlife (BIO-2a and BIO-
2b) or wildlife movement due to construction (BIO-3).

The MWRP Final EIR concluded that the increase in discharge to San Diego Creek from two new
dewatering wells would not substantially alter hydrologic conditions and would thus not
indirectly affect sensitive vegetation or wildlife species. Since the recycled water produced by the
Project would be tertiary-treated, the MWRP Final EIR concluded that the amount of nutrients
and other chemicals entering the watershed due to the increased use of recycled water produced
by the Project would have a less than significant impact to the composition of the
riparian/wetland vegetation in the watershed and to any sensitive species dependent on this
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habitat. Although flow in San Diego Creek would be increased, the Project was determined to not
have a significant impact on the saltwater/freshwater interface downstream in Upper Newport
Bay.

Similar to the Phase 2 and 3 Capacity Expansion Project as described in the MWRP Final EIR,
the proposed modifications would be developed within the existing boundary of IRWD’s MWRP
facilities. Therefore, the proposed modifications also would not have direct impacts to sensitive
plant species, sensitive plant communities, or jurisdictional waters, and would not conflict with
the NCCP/HCP. Dust, erosion, sedimentation, and pollutant runoff caused from construction of
the interim and permanent discharge systems could indirectly impact sensitive species or
jurisdictional waters. The proposed modifications would be subject to a SWPPP and its BMPs to
mitigate such impacts to less than significant levels.

During operation, stormwater from the MWRP site would continue to be treated prior to its
release offsite. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, jurisdictional
waters, or sensitive plant species would be less than significant.

The proposed interim and permanent discharge systems would not directly or permanently impact
sensitive wildlife since construction of facilities would occur in areas that are already built out.
IRWD does not anticipate that vegetation or trees that support wildlife would be directly affected
or removed by the proposed project. The facilities also would not be installed in the portion of the
MWRP that is adjacent to the San Joaquin Marsh and thus would not affect least Bell’s vireo or
southwestern willow flycatcher during construction. However, the proposed discharge systems
would be located next to the San Diego Creek. As such, implementation of Mitigation Measure
B10-3 would reduce potential impacts from construction nighttime lighting on nocturnal wildlife
that may be using habitat linkages in the San Diego Creek to less-than-significant levels.

The recycled water discharged through the interim and permanent discharge facilities would be
tertiary-treated, disinfected and dechlorinated. Total phosphorus in the effluent would be reduced
to very low levels (<0.5 mg/L). As described below in Section 6.4, the discharge of recycled
water would not have adverse effects to water quality or beneficial uses in San Diego Creek; as
such, there would be a less than significant impact to the composition of the riparian/wetland
vegetation in the watershed and creek and to any sensitive species dependent on this habitat. The
proposed intermittent increase in flow to San Diego Creek from the periodic discharge of
recycled water would not have a significant impact on hydrologic conditions in San Diego Creek
as described below in Section 6.4. Therefore, impacts to in-channel and riparian vegetation or
wildlife species downstream of the proposed discharge would not be significant.

6.2.3 Applicable Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure BI1O-3: If construction occurs during nighttime, lighting shall be
directed away from San Joaquin Marsh and San Diego Creek.

6.2.4 Conclusion

The proposed modifications would not result in a new significant impact not previously identified
in the MWRP Final EIR, nor would it substantially increase the severity of an impact identified in
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the MWRP Final EIR. No mitigation is required beyond the existing commitments contained
within the MMRP. Impacts to biological resources would be less than significant with mitigation.

6.3 Geology and Soils

The MWRP Final EIR assessed potential impacts associated with geology and soils and
concluded that construction and operation of the Project would have a less than significant impact
with incorporation of mitigation. The following discussion addresses potential impacts from the
proposed modifications.

6.3.1 Setting

The MWRP site is located within a seismically active region. There are no known active faults in
the immediate vicinity of the site, but there are several active faults in the region that could
produce significant ground shaking. The Newport-Inglewood fault, located approximately 6.3
miles away, is the controlling fault at the Project site. The MWRP site is not considered
susceptible to landslides, and the liquefaction potential of the site soils is estimated to be low
because of the presence of dense to very dense sands and clayey sands at the site.

6.3.2 Summary of Potential Impact

The MWRP Final EIR assessed the potential impacts of Project implementation associated with
geologic hazards and seismic events, including seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, subsidence,
expansive soils, and erosion. The Project was determined to have no impact associated with
liquefaction or fault rupture; and impacts associated with seismic induced ground-shaking were
determined to be less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure G-4a required
adequate building design to resist impacts related to corrosive soils. Mitigation Measure G-5a
required design-level geotechnical investigations to evaluate the potential for high groundwater
levels and subsidence to affect the Project; based on these findings, engineering design and
construction measures were required to reduce potential related impacts. Mitigation Measure G-
6a requires balance of exported groundwater in the event of dewatering-related subsidence.

The proposed modifications are located on the same site as the Project and would not introduce
new impacts associated with liquefaction, fault rupture or seismically-induced ground-shaking.
The proposed interim discharge system would add infrastructure for effluent dechlorination and
phosphorus removal to the MWRP site in areas that do not currently contain structures. These
structures would be skid-mounted and would thus not include a foundation installed
belowground. Therefore, impacts related to soil corrosion or high groundwater levels would be
less than significant and would not require mitigation. The proposed permanent discharge system
would result in ground disturbance to install new pipelines and potentially a new discharge outlet
to San Diego Creek. Mitigation Measure G-4a would apply to ensure corrosive soils do not affect
buried pipelines and structures. Mitigation Measure G-5a would apply to determine what, if any,
engineering design and construction measures need to be incorporated into permanent discharge
system design and implemented to mitigate for high groundwater levels and subsidence.

Once constructed, disturbed areas would be restored to pre-construction conditions; operation of
the proposed modifications would not disturb soils. Therefore, construction- and operation-related
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impacts to erosion and sedimentation associated with the proposed modifications would be
similar to those already evaluated for the Project. Since the proposed modifications would not
involve dewatering or substantial soil disturbance that would alter the geologic stability of the
Project site, impacts associated with liquefaction, landslides, and subsidence would be similar to
those already evaluated in the MWRP Final EIR.

6.3.3 Applicable Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure G-4a: According to the 2001 California Building Code, concrete in
contact with onsite soil shall be batched using Type V cement (CBSC, 2001). Adequate
concrete cover over reinforcing steel shall be provided in accordance with good
construction practices and design standards. Protective coatings shall be provided for
buried ferrous metal structures and pipelines. In addition to coatings, the pipes shall be
supplemented with cathodic protection if a high degree of assurance against soil
corrosion is desired.

Mitigation Measure G-5a: IRWD shall perform design-level geotechnical investigations
to evaluate the potential for high groundwater levels and subsidence to affect the Project
and other nearby structures. Appropriate engineering design and construction measures
shall be incorporated into the Project designs. Appropriate measures for Project facilities
will include identifying methods of dewatering that will minimize draw-down-induced
settlement at structure locations in the vicinity of the Project site, as well as foundation
recommendations to provide “safe” designs intended to provide stability of structures and
pipelines built at the site.

To minimize dewatering, water retention systems, such as slurry wall or sheet pile walls,
combined with limited excavation, may be considered as an alternative to continuously
maintained dewatering operations. All structures and facilities within 50 feet of
dewatering wells should be monitored for settlement prior to dewatering, during
dewatering operations, and after dewatering operations are completed. Settlement of the
adjacent facilities should be restricted to less than 0.5 inch during excavation and
dewatering operations. In addition, adjacent facilities should be observed to document
existing conditions prior to the beginning of excavation and dewatering.

6.3.4 Conclusion

The proposed modifications would not result in a new significant impact or substantially increase
the severity of an impact identified in the MWRP Final EIR. No mitigation is required beyond the
existing commitments contained within the MMRP. Impacts to geology and soils would be less
than significant with mitigation.

6.4 Hydrology and Water Quality

The MWRP Final EIR assessed potential impacts to hydrology and water quality and concluded
that construction and operation of the Project would have a less than significant impact. The
following discussion addresses potential impacts from the proposed modifications.
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6.4.1 Setting

The MWRP site and is located in the San Diego Creek Watershed. The MWRP site is adjacent to
Reach 1 of San Diego Creek, which has perennial flow and drains to Upper Newport Bay. Both
San Diego Creek and Upper Newport Bay are listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list as
water-quality impaired. San Diego Creek is impaired with coliform, nutrients,
sedimentation/siltation, selenium, toxaphene, and pesticides. Upper Newport Bay is impaired
with chlordane, copper, DDT, indicator bacteria, metals, nutrients, polychlorinated biphenyls,
pesticides, sediment toxicity, and sedimentation (SWRCB 2017). The San Diego Creek watershed
is designated as a high priority for total maximum daily load (TMDL) development.

San Diego Creek is an unlined, earthen trapezoidal channel approximately 20 feet deep with 3:1
side slopes and a width of approximately 250 feet at the bottom and 350 feet across the top. The
channel has various degrees of vegetative growth along its embankments and bottom, which
subsequently affects the flood conveyance capacity of the channel. The accumulation of
vegetation within the San Diego Creek Channel for the reach located between Jamboree Road and
Interstate 405 has caused concerns over the creek’s ability to protect the IRWD Facilities during a
100-year storm event (VA Consulting 2006). As a result, IRWD has built flood protection
facilities around the MWRP as part of the MWRP Phase 2 Capacity Expansion, which protect the
facilities from a 200-year storm event (see Figure 1).

6.4.2 Summary of Potential Impact

In the MWRP Final EIR, implementation of BMPs required by the Construction General Permit
was determined to reduce potential impacts related to construction materials that could pollute
surface waters or groundwater. The MWRP Final EIR concluded that constituents in the recycled
water produced by the Project and the groundwater discharged to San Diego Creek would be
within the permitted limits of the NPDES permit, Basin Plan and TMDLSs as they pertain to
surface water quality and groundwater quality. The MWRP Final EIR concluded that estimated
changes in salinity of water due to the Project would be smaller than if there were no Project. The
two proposed dewatering wells were concluded to result in negligible drawdown of San Joaquin
Marsh pond water levels. Since drainage patterns at the MWRP would not be substantially altered
by the Project facilities and the majority of onsite stormwater runoff is treated at the MWRP as
part of the reclamation process, the MWRP Final EIR concluded there would not be a substantial
increase in storm runoff from the MWRP. Since irrigation return flows would have occurred
regardless of the MWRP expansion (with potable water instead of recycled water), the MWRP
Final EIR concluded that Project-related production of recycled water would have less than
significant impacts related to flooding in San Diego Creek.

The proposed modifications would not disturb over an acre of ground surface and are thus not
expected to be covered by the Construction General Permit. However, implementation of
minimum construction BMPs would be required as detailed in the Orange County Drainage Area
Management Plan (DAMP) developed for compliance with the State Regional Water Board’s
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit (OCFCD 2006), thereby preventing
impacts to water quality from occurring during construction of the modifications. The proposed
modifications would not require any dewatering and would thus not result in impacts to
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groundwater levels. The interim and permanent discharge systems would not occupy large areas
of the MWRP site and thus are not expected to alter drainage patterns on the Project site or
substantially increase stormwater runoff.

The proposed interim and permanent discharge systems could affect flooding and water quality
due to discharge of recycled water directly to Reach 1 of San Diego Creek and eventual discharge
of flows downstream into the Upper Newport Bay. These impacts are assessed below.

Flooding

The San Diego Creek at Culver Drive has a Standard Project Flood (SPF) peak discharge value of
21,000 cfs. The channel is designed for the Standard Project Flood as required by the Army Corps
of Engineers. Estimated 100-year storm flows in San Diego Creek vary from 33,400 cfs at
Michelson Drive to approximately 35,000 cfs at Campus Drive (Tettemer 2003). A floodplain
study completed by Tetra Tech (2006) used hydraulic modeling to estimate the extent of flooding
that would occur on San Diego Creek during the 100-year event and under varying assumptions.
From Interstate 405 to approximately the MWRP, existing high ground and levees would contain
the 100-year flow within San Diego Creek (or immediately adjacent to the channel) (Tetra Tech
2006).

From the MWRP to the approximate downstream (or western) extent of the University of
California Natural Reserve System (UCNRS) Freshwater Marsh Reserve owed by University of
California, Irvine (UCI), limited flooding would occur along the right bank, the predicted extent
of which depended largely on the assumed amount vegetation within the channel (e.g., whether or
not the 40-foot vegetation buffer was being maintained); flow along the left bank within this
reach is contained by levees. With the vegetation buffer maintained to a 40-foot width, the total
right bank floodplain area outside of the main channel is minimal (Tetra Tech 2006). With more
substantial vegetation growth, the areas of overbank flooding would primarily comprise the San
Joaquin Marsh, a small portion of the MWRP site, and the UCNRS Freshwater Marsh Reserve
properties. No business or residential areas would be inundated. With respect to the relative
amount of overbank flooding, the Tetra Tech (2006) analysis showed that during the 100-year
event approximately 30 cfs would flow over the right bank at the MWRP site, while
approximately 3,000 cfs and from 2,000 to 4,700 cfs would escape over the right bank adjacent to
the San Joaquin Marsh and UCNRS Freshwater Marsh Reserve, respectively. Adjacent to the San
Joaquin Marsh where flooding would occur, the predicted water surface elevations in San Diego
Creek exceed the right bank elevations by less than one foot, and adjacent to the UCNRS
Freshwater Marsh Reserve the predicted water surface elevations exceed the right bank elevations
by 0.6 feet to 1.4 feet during a 100-year event (Tetra Tech 2006). Given the volume of San Diego
Creek as described in Section 6.4.1 above), substantial flooding is likely only to occur during
infrequent storm events.

From the UCNRS Freshwater Marsh Reserve downstream to Newport Bay, the 100-year storm
would result in widespread inundation of the left overbank areas, both from flow in San Diego
Creek as well as from other flooded areas upstream. Many low-lying areas, including University
Drive and the low areas under the bridges at MacArthur and Highway 73, would be flooded. The
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right bank would also overtop near Jamboree Road, resulting in water inundating a low vegetated
area and spilling into a detention pond (Tetra Tech 2006).

To protect the MWRP from potential flood damage, a floodwall was constructed around most of
the facility in 2013 (see Figure 1). The floodwall was designed to provide protection from the
200-year flood event (VA Consulting 2013).

IRWD is proposing to install an interim discharge system to accommodate discharge of
approximately 22.5 mgd and a permanent discharge system to accommodate discharge up to 33
mgd. Under the proposed interim discharge system, up to 22.5 mgd (35 cfs) of recycled water
would be discharged through an existing MWRP outfall (DP Storm-007) into San Diego Creek
following diversion of a minimum of 5.5 mgd to other recycled water outlets. This existing
outfall has a capacity of 26 mgd. In the event that recycled water is discharged through this
outfall, stormwater would be redirected back into the MWRP for treatment. As such, there would
be no net increase in potential discharge capacity at the existing outfall, and the impact to
flooding associated with the interim discharge system would be less than significant.

Under the proposed permanent discharge system, up 33 mgd (51 cfs) of recycled water would be
discharged to San Diego Creek if Phase 3 of the MWRP Expansion Project is implemented. The
permanent discharge system may include a new outfall to San Diego Creek within IRWD’s
property boundary. As such, associated additional discharge to the creek would be up to 33 mgd
(51cfs).

The existing capacity of San Diego Creek in the vicinity of the MWRP ranges between
approximately the 25,000 to 35,000 cfs, and flooding is predicted to occur only during relatively
infrequent events (e.g., the 100-year flood). Data is collected by the Orange County Flood
Control District (OCFCD) from a flow gage installed within the creek at its intersection with
Campus Drive, which is located in Reach 1 immediately downstream from the MWRP. As shown
in Table 4, below, during winter when most storms occur (December 21 through March 20) and
peak flows occur, average maximum daily flows from 2013-2016 ranged from approximately 56
cfs to 144 cfs. Maximum daily flows (which represent flows during storm events) ranged from
2,290 cfs to 6,560 cfs. Under these conditions, San Diego Creek would have adequate capacity to
accommaodate the proposed additional discharge of up to 51cfs from the MWRP without
exceeding the existing channel capacity and causing flooding. During a 100-year flood that would
result in inundation of areas outside the channel, the proposed discharge would represent an
extremely small fraction of the overall flow. Given the capacity and dimensions of San Diego
Creek, an addition of approximately 35 to 51 cfs during flood flows would increase the water
surface elevation by less than three one-hundredths of a foot. As such, the impact to flooding
associated with the permanent discharge system would be less than significant.
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TABLE 4
WINTER FLOWS IN SAN DIEGO CREEK AT CAMPUS DRIVE
DECEMBER 21 70 MARCH 20 (CFS)

2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016
Average Mean Daily Flow 24 18 38
Average Maximum Daily Flow 97 56 144
Maximum 6,560 2290 4190

Daily Flow

Source: OCFCD 2017

Therefore, the proposed modifications would not change the conclusions reached in the MWRP
Final EIR. Impacts of the proposed modifications to flooding similarly would not be significant.

Water Quality

To analyze the effects of the proposed discharge of tertiary-treated water to Reach 1 of San Diego
Creek, IRWD’s water quality monitoring data for effluent generated at the MWRP was reviewed
from 2014, 2015 and 2016 for the parameters that have water quality objectives (WQOSs) per the
Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLSs), and effluent
limitations per the NPDES permit. A Water Quality Evaluation (see Appendix B of this
Addendum) specifically examined water quality impacts with respect to nutrients in upper
Newport Bay (HDR, 2018). The Water Quality Evaluation incorporated creek flow data and
nutrient data, bay nutrient data, and MWRP effluent data into a hydrodynamic model that
assessed downstream mixing and dilution of the proposed discharge during winter storm periods
and upper Newport Bay flushing times over a range of creek flows. The flushing time of an
estuary is defined as the turnover time of freshwater, meaning the time required to replace the
freshwater contained in the estuary with freshwater inflow (Dettmann, 2015).

Basin Plan and NPDES/WDR Permit

Table 5 shows the highest maximum and highest average values measured for the water quality
parameters in MWRP effluent compared to the applicable WQOs for Reach 1 of San Diego
Creek, as well as effluent limitations in the Permit. The final column states whether the water
quality parameters for MWRP recycled water would comply with the WQOs or effluent
limitations.

As shown in Table 5, IRWD’s monitoring data demonstrates that the water quality of the MWRP
effluent is below the Basin Plan WQOs for TIN, chemical oxygen demand, and total dissolved
solids for Reach 1 of San Diego Creek on an annual average basis. Therefore, direct discharges of
recycled water to Reach 1 at DP Storm-007 or a new adjacent outfall would not degrade water
quality or adversely affect beneficial uses. In addition, IRWD’s monitoring data (Table 5)
confirms that the existing water quality of the MWRP effluent also meets all the MWRP Permit
effluent limits.
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TABLES
EFFLUENT ANALYSIS FOR MWRP RECYCLED WATER, 2014-2016

San Diego WDR Permit  Compliance with

Highest Highest Creek Reach Effluent WQO/Effluent
Parameter Units Max Average 1WQO Limitation Limitation?
Total Inorganic Nitrogen mg/L 12.6 -- 13 -- Yes
(Annual Avg)
Chemical Oxygen Demand mg/L 15.2 -- 20 -- Yes
(Annual Avg)
Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 678 668 1,500 720 Yes
(12-Month Avg)
Biochemical Oxygen Demand mg/L 9.60 3.53 - 30 Yes
(Daily Max)
Biochemical Oxygen Demand mg/L <2.2 <2.2 - 20 Yes
(Monthly Avg)
Biochemical Oxygen Demand Ibs/day 369.90 431.20 - 7,006 Yes
(Daily Max)
Biochemical Oxygen Demand Ibs/day 0 0 - 4,670 Yes
(Monthly Avg)
Total Suspended Solids mg/L 0.80 0.56 - 100 Yes
(Monthly Avg)
Total Suspended Solids mg/L 5.00 1.64 - 400 Yes
(Daily Max)
Total Suspended Solids Ibs/day 101.91 68.61 - 4,670 Yes
(Monthly Avg)
Total Suspended Solids Ibs/day 774.00 257.50 - 7,006 Yes
(Daily Max)
Ammonia-Nitrogen mg/L 0.36 mg/L 0.13 mg/L - 0.75 Yes
(Monthly Avg)
Dichlorobromomethane ug/L 44.00 30.44 - 46 Yes
(Monthly Avg)
Dichlorobromomethane ug/L 54.00 36.50 - 71 Yes
(Daily Max)
pH standard 6.50 6.75 -- 6.5 Yes
(Instantaneous Min) units
pH standard 8.00 7.40 - 8.5 Yes
(Instantaneous Max) units

The existing NPDES Permit currently does not cover the discharge of tertiary-treated effluent to
San Diego Creek. However, the Permit does allow for emergency releases from the reservoirs;
therefore, recycled water discharged to the reservoirs has the potential to eventually be released to
tributaries and upper reaches of San Diego Creek during an emergency, which eventually flows to
Reach 1. In addition, Rattlesnake, Sand Canyon and Syphon reservoirs are classified as “waters
of the United States” and discharges to these reservoirs primarily have the same water quality
objectives as those for the San Diego Creek to which they are tributary. The Basin Plan beneficial
use designations for the reservoirs include agricultural supply as well as the same beneficial uses
as Reach 1 of San Diego Creek, including water contact recreation, non-contact water recreation,
warm freshwater habitat, and wildlife habitat. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the
Permit effluent limitations for the reservoirs also would apply to direct discharge to San Diego
Creek in order to protect the same beneficial uses. Given that the water quality of the MWRP
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recycled water currently meets the Permit effluent requirements and protects beneficial uses of
the reservoirs, it would be expected that MWRP recycled water discharged to San Diego Creek
also would not adversely affect water quality or beneficial uses.

Total Maximum Daily Loads

There are currently four TMDLs in place for Reach 1 of San Diego Creek (nutrients, pesticides,
sediment, selenium) and four TMDLs in place for Newport Bay (nutrients, sediment, toxics, and
fecal coliform) (OCPW 2018). The proposed project would result in the discharge of MWRP
recycled water during storm/wet season conditions, when many TMDLs do not apply.
Regardless, each TMDL is addressed below.

Nutrient TMDL: The 1998 nutrient TMDL for Newport Bay and San Diego Creek (SWRCB
1998) excludes nitrogen loads from sources during storm events that result in mean daily flows of
50 cfs or more in San Diego Creek at Campus Drive, which is just downstream of the MWRP.
During all other times, discharges to San Diego Creek must comply with a TN effluent limit of 1
mg/L. All discharges in excess of 1 mg/L must be offset by nitrogen reductions. In addition, the
nutrient TMDL requires that discharge shall not contribute to excessive algal growth in inland
receiving waters or Newport Bay.

The proposed MWRP recycled water discharges to San Diego Creek are expected to occur during
wet weather events in winter months, which is when mean daily flow in the creek is typically
greater than 50 cfs at Campus Drive (HDR, 2018a). As a result, IRWD would not need to comply
with the 1 mg/L TN effluent limit during such discharges to the creek.

Regarding algal growth, there are no quantitative thresholds for nutrients (nitrogen or
phosphorus) related to algal growth for Newport Bay. As such, a Water Quality Evaluation
(Appendix B) was conducted to review recent historical water quality data for San Diego Creek
and Upper Newport Bay, compare this data to MWRP effluent water quality, qualitatively
evaluate conditions that promote algal growth, and model how the proposed MWRP recycled
water discharges of up to 33 mgd would affect nutrients in these receiving waters and thus
potentially affect algal growth.

A review of water quality data from 2000 through 2017 indicates that TN, total inorganic nitrogen
(TIN), and TP in San Diego Creek are positively correlated with creek flow (i.e., increasing
concentrations at higher creek flows). Once San Diego Creek enters Upper Newport Bay, TN and
TP concentrations decrease by about 75 and 62 percent, respectively. This decrease is due to
freshwater and tidal dilution. It is estimated that flushing of nutrients in Upper Newport Bay
occurs within approximately 1 to 2 weeks during low flow (5 to 50 cfs) and less than one week
during high flow (500 to 1000 cfs) (HDR, 2018a).

Over the period of 2000 to 2017, both TN and TP concentrations in San Diego Creek and
Newport Bay decreased, but TP relatively more so (HDR, 2018a). Over this same period,
macroalgal biomass in Newport Bay showed a declining trend (HDR, 2018b). Average dry
biomass remained low and steady from 2007 to 2012; and biomass has been non-detectable at all
monitoring stations since 2013 (HDR, 2018b). Correlating the declines in TN and TP with
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declining macroalgal biomass suggests that algal growth in the bay is more limited by phosphorus
than nitrogen, which supports the importance of the phosphorus removal system to be
incorporated into the proposed interim discharge system (HDR 2018a).

Macroalgae growth and biomass in upper Newport Bay typically is the greatest during July
through September, which is the index period used in the Newport Bay Watershed Nutrient
TMDL Annual Data Reports (HDR, 2018a). This is due to water temperatures that are more
favorable to their growth (e.g., greater than 20°C). Based on upper bay monitoring data at
Jamboree Road, Santa Ana-Delhi Channel, Northstar Beach and Coast Highway Bridge, water
temperatures are less than 20°C during the months of October through April (HDR, 2018a).

The Water Quality Evaluation used a calibrated hydrodynamic model to estimate nutrient impacts
in Newport Bay for proposed MWRP recycled water discharges to San Diego Creek of 14.5 mgd
and 33 mgd over three time periods: 1, 7 and 14 days. A discharge of 33 mgd represents the
maximum recycled water treatment capacity of MWRP following Phase 3 Capacity Expansion,
although there is no schedule for implementation of Phase 3. The proposed effluent quality used
to characterize MWRP recycled water was 10 mgN/L TN and 0.3 mg P/L TP, based on effluent
data from 2007 through 2017. TN and TP data from monitoring stations in Newport Bay for the
period from 2007 through 2017 were analyzed to determine concentrations that reflect the low to
non-detectable macroalgal biomass in the bay. That is, TN and TP concentrations were developed
that reflect concentrations to measure potential changes against due to the proposed MWRP
discharge. Overall TN and TP averages were developed from the yearly seasonal averages, and an
upper bound concentration was set as the overall average plus one standard deviation. In addition,
a maximum average concentration was also developed for evaluating short-term perturbations in
the bay (HDR, 2018b). (Note: these parameters were developed for purposes of this analysis, in
the absence of quantitative thresholds in the TMDL, and are not regulatory thresholds.) Model-
calculated TN and TP increases due to the proposed MWRP discharges were added to the overall
averages; and then model results were compared to the upper bound and maximum average
concentrations to assess potential water quality impacts in Newport Bay.

The 1-day, 7-day and 14-day MWRP recycled water discharges of 14.5 mgd and 33 mgd were
analyzed over averaging periods of 30, 60 and 90 days, which are biologically relevant to
addressing nutrient impacts on macroalgae biomass (HDR 2018b). The Water Quality Evaluation
results showed that with the exception of recycled water discharges of 33 mgd for 14 days and
then averaged over 30 days, TN would be below the 2007-2017 maximum average concentrations
and upper bound concentrations (overall average plus one standard deviation) (HDR, 2018b).
When 14 days of recycled water discharges at 33 mgd are averaged over 60 and 90 days, TN
drops below these thresholds. For TP, both 14.5 mgd and 33 mgd discharges were below the
2007-2017 maximum average concentrations and upper bound concentrations for all durations
and all 30/60/90-day averaging periods.

Although the 33-mgd 14-day discharge results in TN that is greater than the upper bound and
maximum average concentrations identified for purposes of this analysis, such water quality
impacts would not contribute to excessive algal growth in Newport Bay. When considered
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together with the following conditions and project operating criteria, there would be no
significant impact to algal growth in Newport Bay:

e Phosphorus is considered by the RWQCB be more of a limiting factor than nitrogen for
algal growth in Newport Bay. The Water Quality Evaluation results indicate that the
slight increase in TP concentrations in Newport Bay due to the MWRP discharges would
not cause excessive algal growth.

e The proposed MWRP recycled water discharges would occur during winter months when
water temperatures are typically below 20°C, which is not conducive to algal growth.
Macroalgal growth and biomass are typically the greatest during July and August when
water temperatures are above 20°C and more favorable to growth.

e The proposed MWRP recycled water discharges to San Diego Creek and Newport Bay
would primarily contain dissolved forms of TN and TP, which unlike particulate nitrogen
and phosphorus will not settle to the sediments and return as dissolved nutrients during
warmer summer months of the year. As such, dissolved nutrients discharged during
winter months would not cause excessive algal growth during summer months.

e The proposed MWRP recycled water discharges would occur during winter months when
flow is above 50 cfs and flushing times are short (i.e., less than 1 week). The discharges
would be diluted by high creek flows and would decrease flushing time in Newport Bay
even further. The 33-mgd discharge was modeled to reduce flushing in Newport Bay by 1
to 2 days. This would minimize the potential algal response due to water quality impacts
in Newport Bay since the MWRP effluent would be transported out of the bay.

e  MWRP recycled water discharges are not anticipated to occur more than once every 3 to
5 years. This frequency of occurrence would not significantly affect water quality and
algal growth in Newport Bay (HDR, 2018b).

Sediment TMDL.: With regard to the 1998 sediment TMDL for Newport Bay and San Diego
Creek (SWRCB 2014), the proposed flow would represent a small percentage of the flow in the
creek under wet weather/season flow conditions and wouldn’t transport any significant
percentage of sediment to the Newport Bay beyond what is in the creek during storm/wet season
flows. However, low-level transport does occur year-round under normal flow conditions. IRWD
is a funding partner of the Newport Bay Watershed Executive Committee that is charged with
implementing the provisions of the sediment TMDL and conducts monitoring and surveys to
ensure compliance and sediment loading targets are being met. Additionally, the sediment
reduction target is expressed as a 10-year running annual average due to the fact that weather and
other conditions can widely vary the rate of sediment deposition. IRWD does not intend for the
discharge of recycled water to be a routine occurrence and short term in nature when it does
occur. As described for the nutrient TMDL above, the timing of the proposed diversions to San
Diego Creek during high flow periods of the year would increase dilution of the diversion and
flushing in Newport Bay, and IRWD diversions would occur during short flushing times (i.e., less
than 1 week), minimizing potential impacts. It is not expected that this discharge will impact the
10-year running annual average load allocations to San Diego Creek and Newport Bay.
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Toxics/Selenium TMDLs: A toxic pollutant TMDL was established for San Diego Creek and
Newport Bay in 2002 (USEPA 2002) for selenium, several heavy metals and organic chemicals,
including modern pesticides, legacy pesticides and polychlorinated biphenyls (USEPA 2002).
The selenium TMDL was recently adopted in August of 2017 for freshwater in the Newport Bay
watershed (SWRCB 2017b). Past reasonable potential analyses conducted for IRWD discharges
would still apply to this new discharge; these analyses did not indicate levels of concern. A
separate TMDL was established for diazinon and chlorpyrifos (SARWQCB 2003), which are also
toxic substances. The same aforementioned reasonable potential analyses conducted for IRWD
discharges did not indicate presence of diazinon and chlorpyrifos at significant concentrations.
IRWD is part of the Nutrient and Selenium Management Program (NSMP) Working Group that
consists of stakeholders who have agreed to fund and implement a work plan to address selenium
in the watershed. While IRWD has the ability to participate in the offset program (i.e. Peters
Canyon Pipeline) for any discharges of selenium in excess of the numeric water column effluent
limit of 5 pug/L, it is expected that MWRP’s recycled water will comply with the selenium
effluent limit; levels for 2014, 2015, 2016 and the first three months of 2017 were 2.39, 2.05, 1.97
and 1.42 pg/L, respectively. Further, diversions would occur during high flow periods in San
Diego Creek and would be highly diluted and flushed out of Newport Bay, thereby minimizing
potential impacts related to toxics present in MWRP effluent discharged to San Diego Creek.

Fecal Coliform TMDL: A TMDL was approved in 1999 to control the bacterial quality in
Newport Bay, as bacterial contamination of the bay can directly affect two beneficial uses (water-
contact recreation and shellfish harvesting) (SARWQCB 1999). The TMDL states the geometric
mean of 5 samples over 30 days must have less than 200 organisms/100 mL. Since the proposed
effluent would be tertiary treated to target the removal of materials including fecal coliform, the
discharge of effluent from MWRP to San Diego Creek is not expected to affect existing water
quality of San Diego Creek or Newport Bay with respect to fecal coliform.

Based on the information above, discharge of effluent from MWRP to Reach 1 of San Diego
Creek and downstream to Newport Bay would comply with all applicable water quality
requirements would protect beneficial uses and standards, and would not have significant adverse
effects to water quality.

6.4.3 Applicable Mitigation Measures

None required.

6.4.4 Conclusion

The proposed modifications would not result in a new significant impact or substantially increase
the severity of a previously identified significant impact. No mitigation is required beyond the
existing commitments contained within the MMRP. Impacts to hydrology and water quality due
to proposed modifications would be less than significant.

6.5 Noise

The MWRP Final EIR assessed potential impacts to sensitive receptors due to Project noise and
vibration and concluded that construction and operation of the Project would have a less than
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significant impact. The following discussion addresses potential impacts from the modified
Project.

6.5.1 Setting

As described in the MWRP Final EIR, the primary noise sources in the area are vehicular traffic
along Michelson Drive and Harvard Avenue. Apart from noise sources associated with operation
of the existing MWRP facility, other noise sources include background traffic along Jamboree
Road and Interstate 405, as well as aircraft noise from the John Wayne Airport. Residential land
uses are located in the vicinity of the MWRP. The nearby residences qualify as noise sensitive
receptors; however, the closest construction activities to these residences are those that would
occur in San Diego Creek; these activities would be approximately 1,400 feet away from the
residences.

6.5.2 Summary of Potential Impact

The MWRP Final EIR concluded that construction-related traffic would result in a less than
significant noise impact. Operation of the Project facilities including noise from new equipment
and additional truck trips was not anticipated to substantially increase the ambient noise level and
resultant impacts were concluded to be less than significant.

Similar to the Project, the proposed interim and permanent discharge systems would be
constructed onsite at the MWRP during the City of Irvine’s allowable construction hours and
days. Approximately 10 daily vehicle trips would be required during construction of the proposed
interim and permanent discharge systems, which is less than the 50 vehicle trips required for the
Project construction and evaluated in the MWRP Final EIR. Therefore, construction of the
proposed modifications also would result in a less than significant noise impact.

The proposed pipelines associated with the interim and permanent discharge systems would not
generate noise nor require vehicle trips during operation. Operation of the dechlorination system
and the phosphorus removal system would generate a negligible amount of noise, but would
require approximately six vehicle trips per year for deliveries of sodium bisulfite and iron salts
during operation. However, these vehicle trips would be less than the one to two additional truck
trips per month generated by the Project as described in the MWRP Final EIR. Therefore, impacts
to noise during operation of the proposed modification would be less than significant.

6.5.3 Applicable Mitigation Measures

None required.

6.5.4 Conclusion

The proposed modifications would not result in a new significant impact or substantially increase
the severity of a previously identified significant impact. No mitigation is required beyond the
existing commitments contained within the MMRP. Noise impacts to sensitive receptors due to
the proposed modifications would be less than significant.
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6.6 Public Health and Safety

The MWRP Final EIR (Chapter 4.4) assessed potential impacts to public health and safety and
concluded that construction and operation of the Project would have a less than significant impact
with incorporation of mitigation. The following discussion addresses potential impacts from the
proposed modifications.

6.6.1 Setting

The MWRP site contains some hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, which are listed by the
site’s existing Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP). The amount of chlorine stored and
used at the MWRP (up to 50,000 pounds) exceeds the threshold quantity listed in 40 CFR 68 and
Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) 1910.119 for regulated toxic substances. A Process
Safety Management (PSMP) and Risk Management Plan (RMP) was implemented onsite to cover
the bulk storage and handling of chlorine in the 50,000-Ib cylinder. The PSMP and RMP include
programs to reduce the probability of an accidental release of a regulated substance, and to
mitigate impacts in the event of an accidental release. The chlorine tank is located within a
chlorine bulk storage building equipped with a scrubber system designed to neutralize chlorine
releases should they occur. The scrubber system would reduce the release of chlorine that could
reach a distance of 5.4 miles from the facility to 0.2 mile from the facility. Materials delivered to
the facility, including bulk chlorine that is delivered every two weeks, are transported in
Department of Transportation (DOT)-regulated containers by drivers licensed and trained for the
handling of hazardous materials. Hazardous wastes generated at the facility are minor and are
generally confined to waste oils and paints; they are disposed in accordance with California
regulations, which require that oily wastes be collected for either recycling or disposal at a Class |
hazardous waste landfill. Sensitive receptors within one-quarter mile include residences and a
church.

6.6.2 Summary of Potential Impact

The MWRP Final EIR required implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a through HAZ-
1d to reduce potentially significant impacts associated with hazardous substance spills during
construction to less than significant. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a requires hazardous material-
related training for construction personnel, and Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b ensures appropriate
hazardous waste disposal. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c require the preparation of a hazardous
substance management, handling, storage, disposal and emergency response plan for construction
activities. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1d requires that hazardous materials spill kits are maintained
onsite. The MWRP Final EIR concluded that since the Project would not increase the hazardous
materials or hazardous wastes stored on site and compliance with the existing HMBP, PSMP and
RMP would continue during operation, impacts related to the release of hazardous materials
during operation would be less than significant. The MWRP Final EIR stated that the Project
would increase the frequency of bulk chlorine deliveries to approximately one delivery per week;
however, this would not represent a significant change from current operations and would not
occur within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. The MWRP Final EIR
determined that impacts related to hazardous materials release during delivery would be less than
significant.
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During operation, the proposed highline would transport treated recycled water to an existing
stormwater pipeline; its operation would not involve the use of hazardous materials. The
proposed dechlorination facility would use sodium bisulfite to dechlorinate recycled water prior
to its release into San Diego Creek. Sodium bisulfite is a hazardous substance that can cause eye,
skin, nose and throat irritation (NJDH 2008). The phosphorus removal facility would use iron
salts (either ferric chloride or aluminum sulfate) during its effluent treatment. Ferric chloride and
aluminum sulfate are both considered hazardous substances and can cause cough and eye and
skin redness in humans (CDC 2015a; CDC 2015b). However, compliance with the existing
HMBP, PSMP and RMP would reduce impacts related to the potential release of sodium bisulfite
or iron salts during operation of the proposed modifications. Implementation of MWRP Final EIR
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a through HAZ-1d would reduce impacts associated with hazardous
substance spills during construction to less than significant.

6.6.3 Applicable Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Prior to construction, all contractor and subcontractor
project personnel shall receive training regarding the appropriate work practices
necessary to effectively comply with the applicable environmental laws and regulations,
including, without limitation, hazardous materials spill prevention and response
measures.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Hazardous materials shall not be disposed of or released
onto the ground, the underlying groundwater, or any surface water. Totally enclosed
containment shall be provided for all trash. All construction waste, including trash and
litter, garbage, other solid waste, petroleum products and other potentially hazardous
materials, shall be removed to a hazardous waste facility permitted or otherwise
authorized to treat, store, or dispose of such materials.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c: A hazardous substance management, handling, storage,
disposal, and emergency response plan shall be prepared and implemented.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1d: Hazardous materials spill Kits shall be maintained onsite
for small spills.

6.6.4 Conclusion

The proposed modifications would not result in a new significant impact or substantially increase
the severity of a previously identified significant impact. No mitigation is required beyond the
existing commitments contained within the MMRP. Impacts to public health and safety would be
less than significant with mitigation.

7.0 Summary of Environmental Effects

As discussed in this Addendum No. 4, the proposed modifications would not change the
conclusions of the certified Final EIR, Supplemental EIR and Addenda Nos. 1, 2, and 3. The
proposed modifications would allow for the discharge of recycled water to San Diego Creek
during rare and infrequent emergency situations. This would avoid sewage overflows at the
MWRP and associated impacts to the environment, and would allow for the continued operation
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of the biosolids processing facilities at the MWRP. Therefore, the proposed modifications would
not affect the Project’s ability to achieve its objectives of expanding recycled water production,
enhancing water supply reliability, minimizing the need for purchases of freshwater, and
optimizing water supply, wastewater treatment, life cycle and construction cost economics.

The proposed modifications would not result in a new significant impact or substantially increase
the severity of a previously identified significant impact. No mitigation is required beyond the
existing commitments contained within the MMRP. The proposed modifications to the
previously-approved Project do not meet any of the conditions that would require the preparation
of a subsequent or supplemental EIR as set forth in Sections 15162 and 15163 of the CEQA
Guidelines.
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9.0 Determination

Section 15164(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states the following:

The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a
previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of
the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of
subsequent EIR have occurred.

The proposed modifications to the original Project would not result in new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects. Furthermore, new information associated with the proposed modifications does not
indicate that: the Project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the adopted
MWRP Final EIR; significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the adopted MWRP Final EIR; mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not
to be feasible would in fact be feasible; or mitigation measures or alternatives which are
considerably different from those analyzed in the adopted MWRP Final EIR would substantially
reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the Project proponents decline to
adopt the mitigation measures or alternative. Accordingly, an addendum has been prepared as
opposed to a supplemental or subsequent EIR. IRWD is adopting this Addendum No. 4 in
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15164,
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