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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
1,1-DCE 1,1-dichloroethene
1,2,3-TCP 1,2,3-trichloropropane
AB Assembly Bill
ANSI American National Standards Institute
AOP advanced oxidation process
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CARB California Air Resources Board
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
cfs cubic feet per second
CHa methane
CMP congestion management plan
CcO carbon monoxide
CO2 carbon dioxide
dB decibel
dBA A-weighted decibel
DDW Division of Drinking Water
EIR environmental impact report
FS feasibility study
GAC granular activated carbon
GHG greenhouse gas
gpm gallons per minute
GWP global warming potential
H20 water vapor
H20, hydrogen peroxide
LADOT City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
LADWP Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
Leq equivalent continuous sound level
Lmax maximum sound level during the measurement interval
LOS level of service
LPGAC liquid phase granular activated carbon
LST localized significance threshold
MCL maximum contaminant level
MM Mitigation Measure
MND Mitigated Negative Declaration
MT metric ton(s)
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
MT COzE metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
N20 nitrous oxide
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NCP National Contingency Plan
NDMA N-nitrosodimethylamine
NHW North Hollywood West
NL notification level
NOx oxides of nitrogen
03 ozone
PCE tetrachloroethene
PMi1o coarse particulate matter
PM2s fine particulate matter
RI remedial investigation
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board
SCAB South Coast Air Basin
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act
SFB San Fernando Groundwater Basin
SOx sulfur oxides
SR- State Route
SWPPP stormwater pollution prevention plan
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board
TAC toxic air contaminant
TCE trichloroethene
TCR tribal cultural resource
TMDL total maximum daily load
U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
uv ultraviolet
VOC volatile organic compound

ug/L

micrograms per liter




North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project MND

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Overview of the Proposed Project

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) proposes to implement a response
action to address releases of 1,4-dioxane in groundwater that are migrating to the North
Hollywood West (NHW) Well Field (Proposed Project, also referred to as the NHW Well Field
Water Treatment Project). LADWP removed seven wells in this well field from service due to
the presence and/or threat of 1,4-dioxane contamination at the wells. Additional NHW wells are
threatened by 1,4-dioxane. This response action would be achieved by installing treatment
equipment capable of removing the 1,4-dioxane to below identified cleanup levels. It would also
minimize the spread of contaminant mass, limit further degradation of the groundwater basin
directly downgradient of the NHW wells, remove contaminant mass from the aquifer, assist in
the restoration of beneficial uses of the groundwater basin, prevent the ingestion of groundwater
that exceeds cleanup levels, and restore LADWP’s capability to operate its existing NHW Well
Field in a flexible manner consistent with historic and planned use.

The treatment equipment would be located on property owned by LADWP that includes the
affected groundwater production wellheads. The property is located between the Hollywood
Freeway (State Route [SR]-170) and Whitsett Fields, which is part of Valley Plaza Park, in the
community of North Hollywood in the City of Los Angeles (Figures 1-1 and 1-2). Certain NHW
wells would be connected to an advanced oxidation process (AOP) treatment facility, which
involves injection of hydrogen peroxide into the water followed by exposure to ultraviolet (UV)
radiation. The hydrogen peroxide-UV treatment converts the 1,4-dioxane into several benign
constituents. In addition, granular activated carbon (GAC) filtration would be used to remove
any excess hydrogen peroxide remaining in the product water after AOP. This system would also
remove tetrachloroethylene (PCE), and trichloroethylene (TCE) that is present in the water
pumped from the connected wells to below applicable drinking water standards. The treated
water would then enter the existing well collector pipeline.

Design, procurement, construction, and commissioning of the proposed treatment technologies,
anticipated to take approximately 2.5 years to implement. Active construction at the site would
take approximately 12 months to complete, beginning in mid-2018. The proposed treatment
equipment would contain the 1,4-dioxane plume in the vicinity of the NHW Well Field and
remove and treat the groundwater contaminated with 1,4-dioxane and other contaminants, and
produce potable water that meets applicable drinking water standards. It would protect the well
field and enable LADWP to resume use of seven affected wells at NHW Well Field in a manner
that protects public health and the environment.
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1.2 California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) applies to proposed projects initiated by,
funded by, or requiring discretionary approvals from state or local government agencies. The
proposed NHW Well Field Water Treatment Project constitutes a project as defined by CEQA
(California Public Resources Code, Section 21065). LADWP, as a municipal utility, would
implement and operate the Proposed Project and will therefore act as the CEQA lead agency.
LADWP would also fund the Proposed Project, but in addition, would seek funding from
available sources, which may include State Proposition 1 funds.

An Initial Study has been prepared by LADWP as the lead agency in accordance with CEQA
guidelines to evaluate potential environmental effects and to determine whether an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) should be prepared for the Proposed Project. The Initial Study has also been
prepared to satisfy CEQA requirements of agencies that would provide sources of funding for the
Proposed Project. An MND is prepared for a project when an Initial Study has identified
potentially significant effects on the environment, but (1) revisions in the project plans or
proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant before the proposed Negative Declaration and
Initial Study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a
point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur, and (2) there is no
substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that the project, as
revised, may have a significant effect on the environment.

The Initial Study determined that the implementation of the Proposed Project could cause some
potentially significant impacts on the environment, but as shown in the environmental analysis
contained in this MND, all of the Project’s potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less
than significant levels through the implementation of mitigation measures. Consequently, the
analysis contained herein concludes that an MND shall be prepared for the Proposed Project. The
MND is composed of four sections. Section 1 provides the introduction to the Proposed Project,
general information about the contents of the MND and information about the Lead Agency.
Section 2 provides a description of the Proposed Project components and information about their
construction and operation. Section 3 includes the CEQA Initial Study checklist, which provides
the assessment of potential environmental impacts and the applicability of mitigation measures to
reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant. Section 4 provides a list of the Lead
Agency staff and consultants involved in preparing the environmental review documents for the
Proposed Project. The MND also includes several appendices that contain technical resource
reports related to air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, biological resources, cultural
resources, and noise. A CEQA+ appendix is also included that provides documentation of
compliance with federal environmental laws in the event federal funding is requested.
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1.3 Project Need and Background
Overview

In many areas of the San Fernando Groundwater Basin (SFB), where LADWP holds extraction
rights, past improper handling and disposal of industrial compounds, primarily used as solvents in
manufacturing processes, have created contamination plumes in the groundwater aquifer. In some
areas, these plumes are widespread, and because they migrate downgradient in the aquifer, a number
of LADWP’s potable water well fields have become contaminated. This has led to the inactivation of
progressively more wells as the contamination migrates through the groundwater aquifers, resulting
in about a 45% reduction in LADWP’s total pumping capacity from the SFB. The Proposed Project
is intended to respond to the releases of 1,4-dioxane affecting the NHW Well Field in a manner that
protects public health and the environment. Specifically, the Proposed Project is being undertaken to
limit the spread of 1,4-dioxane contamination by containing the plume in the vicinity of the NHW
Well Field, to remove and treat 1,4-dioxane in the groundwater, and to help restore the beneficial
uses of the groundwater basin (including potable water storage and use).

Groundwater Contamination Affecting NHW Portion of the SFB

Since groundwater monitoring first detected concentrations of a variety of contaminants in the
SFB in the 1980s, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), LADWP, the
cities of Glendale and Burbank, and other agencies, such as the State Water Resources Control
Board Division of Drinking Water (DDW), and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board (LARWQCB), have joined in efforts to identify and remediate the contamination. Though
some progress has been made in identifying, containing, and removing contaminants, full
containment has not been achieved, and some contaminant plumes are expanding.

There are 11 groundwater extraction well fields in the SFB that have been used or are currently
being used to produce potable water supplies for the cities of Los Angeles, Burbank, and
Glendale. LADWP operates eight of these well fields, as well as numerous wells that are located
outside of these named well fields (see Figure 1-3). Over the last 5 years, local groundwater has
provided approximately 12% of the total water supply for Los Angeles, and since 1970 has
provided up to 23% of total supply during extended dry periods when imported supplies become
less reliable. In accordance with the 2015 City of Los Angeles Urban Water Management Plan,
the City plans to obtain 50% of water locally by 2035. The primary source of local water is
groundwater, and the primary source of local groundwater is the SFB (LADWP, 2016).
However, about half of LADWP’s groundwater production wells in the SFB are inactive due to
groundwater contamination. If effective remediation and cleanup measures are not put in place,
then various contaminants found in the SFB will continue to spread and to degrade LADWP’s
groundwater supply and require more wells to be removed from service. Without treatment, this
contamination will reduce LADWP’s ability to extract groundwater from the SFB, thereby
compromising its ability to provide water to the City of Los Angeles.
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Previous remedial investigations (RIs) by U.S. EPA have served to delineate the nature and
extent of contamination in specific areas of the SFB. Further investigations, implementation of
treatment systems, and groundwater quality monitoring are ongoing to address the contamination
identified by these studies. In early 2015, LADWP completed the SFB Groundwater System
Improvement Study (GSIS), which was a 6-year study characterizing the groundwater basin
contamination in the SFB. Twenty-five new monitoring wells were drilled in support of the
GSIS. These new wells, along with a network of more than 70 existing wells, are being used to
characterize the basin’s groundwater quality and develop groundwater remediation facilities for
removing contamination from the City’s major well fields in the SFB. Primary areas of concern
within the SFB include the Tujunga, Rinaldi-Toluca, North Hollywood, and Pollock well fields.
Due to the specific nature of the contamination in certain areas, LADWP decided on a discrete
remedial action approach that consists of analyzing and developing facilities for localized
treatment at specific sites. Thus, response actions vary by individual wells and well fields across
the SFB. The response actions could include, among other things, interim remedial actions that
address a discrete contamination issue at a well field, as well as remedial actions that address a
broader set of contamination issues at a well field.

LADWP identified the Proposed Project as a discrete, localized interim remedial action to
address the release of 1,4-dioxane contamination to groundwater that is migrating to the NHW
Well Field. The remedial action that comprises this Proposed Project focuses on the NHW wells,
with 1,4-dioxane as the chemical of concern (see Section 2.1 for a description of the 1,4-dioxane
contamination affecting NHW wells).

State and federal regulatory agencies are beginning to evaluate potential response actions that may be
initiated upgradient of the NHW Well Field to address the source area for the 1,4-dioxane and the
core of the plume just downgradient of that source area (U.S. EPA 2016 and LARWQCB 2015).
Those actions have the potential to enhance the effectiveness of the Proposed Project by reducing the
future migration of 1,4-dioxane towards the NHW Well Field, but they do not preclude the need to
address the impacts that already exist at or near the NHW Well Field. Moreover, it is not clear when
such upgradient response actions will be initiated, if ever, and whether such actions will be effective,
in whole or in part. None of those actions will address the releases of 1,4-dioxane that are currently
affecting the NHW Well Field and the corresponding current impairment of beneficial use of the
groundwater resources. LADWP will continue to monitor the status of these other potential actions,
continue to work with the agencies and other stakeholders, and will adjust this interim remedial
action as appropriate based on new information as it develops.

General Approach to SFB Groundwater Remediation

In 1986, U.S. EPA placed four sites (or areas) in the eastern SFB on the National Priorities List.
Since that time, U.S. EPA has selected several response actions to address the release of
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hazardous substances located in certain portions of the basin (U.S. EPA 1987, 1989, 1993, 2004,
2009, and 2014a). LADWP is working in concert with U.S. EPA and the LARWQCB to identify
responsible parties and implement response actions in the SFB. LADWP is also investigating the
feasibility of implementing response actions to address releases of hazardous substances that are
not currently being addressed by U.S. EPA.

LADWP plans to complete the response actions in substantial compliance with the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). The NCP provides the organizational structure and procedures for
responding to releases and threatened releases of, among other things, hazardous substances,
pollutants, and contaminants. For an interim or final remedial action, as defined in the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
the NCP involves preparation of an RI, preparation of a feasibility study (FS), and various public
participation steps, including the publication of a Proposed Plan. Following a public comment
period and meeting, a response action may be approved, which would be documented in a
decision document.

In the case of the NHW Well Field Water Treatment Project, LADWP has prepared the NHW
Well Field Interim RI/FS Report (RI/FS; LADWP 2016a) and a corresponding NHW Proposed
Plan. Building on prior work by LADWP, U.S. EPA, and others, the RI/FS presents LADWP’s
understanding of the groundwater basin physical characteristics, nature and extent of 1,4-dioxane
contamination, fate and transport characteristics of the 1,4-dioxane, and the contaminant’s risk to
human health as it relates to the subject NHW production wells. The RI/FS investigated a variety
of remedial alternatives, from different treatment methods to obtaining water from alternative
sources. The RI/FS concluded that capture of the plume through the pumping of certain NHW
wells and treating that water with AOP treatment using hydrogen peroxide and UV light,
followed by GAC quenching, is the recommended remedial action for addressing the 1,4-dioxane
contaminated water at the NHW Well Field. Pursuant to CEQA, this recommended remedial
action has been evaluated for its potential environmental impacts in this MND. The RI/FS,
including the alternatives and the Proposed Plan, will be reviewed and finalized concurrently
with the MND. LADWP will consider public comments on the RI/FS, Proposed Plan, and the
MND prior to making a decision on the Proposed Project.
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
21 Environmental Setting
North Hollywood West Well Field

The North Hollywood Well Field is one of LADWP’s production well fields within the SFB. It
is subdivided into three smaller well fields, one of which is the NHW Well Field. The NHW
Well Field is located along Vanowen Street just west of SR-170. Fourteen production wells
make up the NHW Well Field. The wells are generally located in an L-shaped pattern, with
eight wells in an east—west orientation along Vanowen Street and six wells in a north—south
orientation parallel to SR-170.

The Nature of 1,4-Dioxane Contamination at NHW

1,4-dioxane is a colorless, flammable, organic liquid. It is used as a chemical stabilizer for
chlorinated solvents such as TCE and PCE. It is also an additive in many products, including
paint strippers, dyes, greases, varnishes, and waxes. 1,4-dioxane is also found as an impurity in
antifreeze and aircraft deicing fluids and in some consumer products, such as deodorants,
shampoos, and cosmetics (U.S. EPA 2006, 2014b).

Currently, there is no federal drinking water standard or established maximum contaminant level
(MCL) for 1,4-dioxane. However, several U.S. EPA regions and states have developed guidance
for characterizing and remediating 1,4-dioxane in soil and water. U.S. EPA’s cancer risk
assessment for 1,4-dioxane is based on an oral slope factor of 0.1 milligrams per kilogram per
day, and the drinking water unit risk is 2.9 x 10 micrograms per liter (ug/L) (Ibid.).

The state DDW establishes MCLs and notification levels (NLs) for drinking water contaminants
in California. NLs are health-based advisory levels, and an NL exceedance prompts certain
requirements and recommendations from DDW. DDW has not adopted an MCL for 1,4-dioxane
(SWRCB 2014) but has established an NL of 1.0 pg/L. In the vicinity of the NHW Well Field,
1,4-dioxane has been found in groundwater above the NL. The source of the contamination is
generally located east and north of the well field. Extracted water is currently analyzed from each
production well in the NHW Well Field on a monthly basis. LADWP removed seven NHW
production wells from service because the wells were affected by or imminently threatened with
1,4-dioxane contamination. Historic concentrations of 1,4-dioxane at the affected NHW wells on
the Proposed Project site are provided Table 1.
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Table 1
Historic 1,4-Dioxane Concentrations in Selected NHW Wells

Well ID 1,4-Dioxane Concentration*
NH-26 2.3
NH-34 3.2
NH-36 1.3
NH-37 15.6
NH-43A 35.2
NH-44 2.2
NH-45 7.6

Source: LADWP, 2016a
*  Concentrations in micrograms per liter; parts per billion

Consistent with the approach taken by U.S. EPA for the North Hollywood Operable Unit and the
NCP, LADWP has identified the California NL for 1,4-dioxane (1 pg/L) as a “To Be
Considered” or “TBC” standard for the NHW remedial action, and as such, the NL applies as a
cleanup level for the NHW response action.

Other contaminants have also been detected in the NHW Well Field. These contaminants are
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including TCE, PCE, and 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE),
that are part of a larger contamination plume that will be addressed under a separate response
action at a later date. However, where these contaminants are present in NHW wells that would
be connected to the proposed treatment system under the current interim remedial action, the
contaminants would be removed such that treated water would achieve all regulatory limits in
potable water for such chemicals. In the interim, NHW wells that contain these other
contaminants and that are not connected to the proposed treatment system will only be used if the
contaminants are present at levels that are low enough that they can be safely addressed through
the existing State of California Domestic Water Supply Permit issued by DDW to LADWP.

Proposed Project Site

The Proposed Project site is located within the existing well field site adjacent to Whitsett Fields
in Valley Plaza Park in the City of Los Angeles. To the immediate east is SR-170, which forms
the eastern boundary of the Proposed Project site. The site is generally bounded on the north,
west, and south by sports fields. The Proposed Project site is surrounded by chain-link fencing
that separates it from the park areas; the site is not open to the public. LADWP owns the
Proposed Project site and the sports fields that are located adjacent to the Proposed Project site.
The sports fields are managed by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks.
The Proposed Project site and the sports fields are collectively part of Assessor’s Parcel Number
2324-035-902, which occupies a total of 12 acres (City of Los Angeles 2015a).

10




North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project MND

The approximately 4-acre Proposed Project site contains seven wellheads, a well control house, a
water distribution pipeline, access drives, and existing water treatment infrastructure (Figure 2-1).
Wellheads located within the Proposed Project site are NH-34, NH-36, NH-37, NH-45, NH-44, and
NH-43A, and NH-26. Each of the wellheads are individually enclosed by a chain link fence. The
625-square-foot well control house is located at the north side of the site and is also enclosed by a
chain-link fence. The site is also currently being used for the storage of miscellaneous pipe sections.
Ornamental trees generally surround the Project site. Other than the elements described above, the
site is essentially vacant and generally has the appearance of an industrial facility.

The two access drives provide connection with Vanowen Street and Whitsett Avenue. An east—
west, unpaved access road extends from the northwest corner of the Proposed Project site to
Whitsett Avenue to the west. The road is separated from the sports fields with chain-link fencing.
This access road has a driveway on Whitsett Avenue, with a gate that controls vehicular access.
A similar access drive extends north—south from Vanowen Street. This access drive is bordered
by SR-170 to the east and sports fields to the west. Towards the southern end of the access drive,
adjacent to the sports fields, are a variety of existing LADWP water treatment and distribution
structures, including a surge chamber and control building and a chlorination station. No
structural or operation changes to these facilities are proposed under the Proposed Project. This
access drive has a gated entry along Vanowen Street. The southern portion of the access drive
and the area surrounding the surge chamber and control building and chlorination station are
paved, while the access drive that extends north from the chlorination station is unpaved.

Surrounding Land Uses

The Proposed Project site is located in a highly urbanized area developed primarily with
residential, public facilities, commercial, and industrial land uses. The Proposed Project site is
surrounded on three sides by recreational land uses (i.e., Whitsett Fields) and on one side by a
major transportation corridor (SR-170). Single- and multi-family residential uses are located to
the west, along Whitsett Avenue, and the south, along Vanowen Avenue. Some commercial uses
are located near major intersections in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

2.2 Project Facilities

The RI/FS provides details about the necessary components of the proposed remedial action and
Proposed Plan. The Proposed Project presented in this MND is based on the Proposed Plan.
There are three main components of the Proposed Plan: a groundwater pumping plan that would
effectively capture and control the 1,4-dioxane plume that is threatening the NHW Well Field; a
treatment plan that would effectively remove 1,4-dioxane from the pumped water, consistent
with applicable regulations and requirements and in a manner that protects public health and the
environment; and a monitoring and compliance plan to insure that plume control is being
achieved and that treated water meets all necessary state and federal drinking water standards.
These components are discussed below.
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Proposed Pumping Plan

The RI/FS provides details about the use of existing wells to support the proposed remedial
action. Based on groundwater flow simulations and fate/transport modeling, the existing
groundwater wells at the Proposed Project site would have the following functions under the
Proposed Project:

e Remediation wells — The remediation wells are assumed to operate continuously, and are
anticipated to require ongoing water treatment. Remediation wells are designed to capture
the majority of the 1,4-dioxane plume that is migrating toward the NHW Well Field. The
remediation wells are NH-34, NH-37, and NH-45.

e Secondary wells — Secondary wells are assumed to operate seasonally or when supply
and demand requires, and are expected to remain offline until the remedial wells have
removed 1,4-dioxane from groundwater in the vicinity of the secondary wells. The
secondary wells are NH-26, NH-43A, and NH-44.

o Preferred wells — These wells include all other active NHW Well Field production wells
and are assumed to operate seasonally or when supply demand requires. These wells are
not expected to require treatment for 1,4-dioxane.

LADWP has completed groundwater modeling to identify the number of production wells to be
included in the Proposed Project and estimate the associated volume of pumping that is required
to capture the majority of the upgradient 1,4-dioxane contaminant plume that is anticipated to
migrate towards the NHW Well Field. This modeling simulates a remedial alternative concept
that uses existing wells to mitigate, to the extent practicable, plume migration to the majority of
production wells and restore LADWP’s capability to operate NHW Well Field in a flexible
manner consistent with historic and planned use. This restoration of use of the NHW wells is
consistent with the long-term strategies outlined in the 2015 Los Angeles Urban Water
Management Plan intended to “meet the City’s water needs while maximizing local resources
and minimizing the need to import water.”

The modeling indicates that the majority of the 1,4-dioxane plume in the vicinity of the NHW
wells would be captured by pumping wells NH-34, NH-37, and NH-45 at their rated capacity of
about 7,400 gallons per minute (capacity of these wells is shown in Table 2). Based on the
modeling of the 1,4-dioxane plume, it is anticipated that treatment of the three remediation wells
would be required for a period of about 15 years to achieve influent 1,4-dioxane concentrations
below the NL of 1 pg/L.
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Table 2
Rated Capacity of Remediation Wells

Well Number Rated Capacity (shown in cfs and gpm)
NH-34 5.6 cfs (2,515 gpm)
NH-37 3.3 cfs (1,482 gpm)
NH-45 7.5 cfs (3,368 gpm)
Total Capacity 16.4 cfs (7,366 gpm)

Source: LADWP 2016a, RI/FS (cfs to gpm calculations by Dudek).
Notes:  cfs = cubic feet per second; gpm = gallons per minute.

Treatment Plan and AOP Technology Overview

Under the Proposed Project, the existing infrastructure on the Proposed Project site would remain
in place (i.e., the well control house, the wellheads, and the water distribution pipelines), and the
AOP water treatment system for the three remediation wells would be added to the site. AOP is a
technology for the removal of 1,4-dioxane in water that has been successfully employed at other
locations throughout the United States (U.S. EPA 2006). AOP uses hydroxyl radicals, which are
powerful oxidizers, to sequentially oxidize organic contaminants to more benign constituents.
The AOP that is proposed for the Project involves use of hydrogen peroxide with sequential
exposure to UV light. The reliability of this process has been proven at the regulatory level, and
it is a preferred technology for 1,4-dioxane treatment. U.S. EPA has found this AOP treatment to
be effective at removing 1,4-dioxane with up to greater than 99% effectiveness (U.S. EPA 2011).
There are numerous examples of existing full-scale hydrogen peroxide-UV AOP treatment
systems for remediation of 1,4-dioxane in groundwater throughout the U.S.

Proposed Remediation and Treatment Equipment

The proposed AOP treatment equipment would be situated on the site as conceptually shown on
Figure 2-2. The purpose and function of each component is as follows:

Pre-Filtration. Groundwater from the Proposed Project production wells would be directed to a
pre-filtration system. The filters would remove particulates from the source water and would
include three separate filter units operated in parallel. The pre-filtration units remove 98% of
particles greater than 74 microns and approximately 75% of particles greater than 5 microns.
Figure 2-3A shows an example image of a filter unit.
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Typical Prefiltration Unit (Sand Filter)
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Hydrogen Peroxide Storage Facility. Hydrogen peroxide (35% solution) would be stored in
three aboveground storage tanks with a total working capacity of 16,000 gallons. The tanks
would be located under a shade structure. The hydrogen peroxide storage would occupy an
area of approximately 2,500 square feet. In addition to the hydrogen peroxide storage tanks,
the facility would include transfer pumps, metering pumps, chemical analyzers, chemical
scrubbers, and equipment controls and monitoring. . A containment area would be provided to
contain any chemical leaks.

Hydrogen Peroxide Injection Vault. Water from the pre-filtration units would be injected with
hydrogen peroxide. One main injection vault would provide a hydrogen peroxide dose of nine
parts per million. A backup vault would also be provided. As the water circulates through the
injection vault, the hydrogen peroxide is thoroughly mixed into the source water, facilitating
optimum treatment. See Figure 2-3B for an example image of an injection vault.

UV Light Treatment. Hydrogen peroxide injection would be followed by UV light treatment.
The UV modules would be located inside an enclosed building, which would occupy
approximately 4,000 square feet and would be approximately 25 feet in height. There would be
10 main UV reactors and 2 backup reactors, each having 144 low-pressure UV lamps. UV
exposure causes conversion of 1,4-dioxane molecules to benign constituents. Figure 2-4A shows
an example image of UV reactors.

Liquid Phase Granular Activated Carbon Quenching. After the UV facility, the water would
flow through 12 LPGAC vessels to remove any excess hydrogen peroxide before the water is
released into the well collector pipeline. Each LPGAC vessel would be 12 feet in diameter and
20 feet in height. The 12 vessels would collectively occupy an area of approximately 2,160
square feet. Figure 2-4B is a photo of an LPGAC vessel similar to what is proposed. After
passing through the LPGAC vessels, the water would enter the existing well collector pipeline
and then would be discharged into the well field’s existing NHW Well Field Collector Line.

Water Supply. The proposed facility would require a water supply source for GAC vessel
backwashing and emergency use. A service connection would be provided at the entrance to the
property on Whitsett Avenue.
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Wastewater. Well purging and LPGAC vessel backwashing would be required and would
produce wastewater that would be discharged to the sewer system. Purging the remediation wells
to reduce turbidity at a total flow of 7,400 gpm for 30 minutes would produce about 222,000
gallons of wastewater, while backwashing the 12 LPGAC vessels would produce about 300,000
gallons of wastewater at a rate of 1,000 gpm per vessel for 25 minutes. The well purging and
backwash operations would not be conducted simultaneously, and wastewater from each
operation would be temporarily stored in on-site Baker tanks and discharged to the sewer system
at a rate that would not exceed the capacity of the existing sewer line, which has been determined
by City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation to be 139 gpm. At this rate, the Baker tanks could
be emptied in about 36-hours based on 300,000 gallons from the backwashing operation.

Groundwater Monitoring and Compliance Plan

In addition to the water quality monitoring and testing conducted by LADWP related to the
delivery of potable water within its service area, the Proposed Project would provide additional
water quality monitoring and compliance actions consisting of a combination of anticipated
permit stipulations and LADWP water quality due diligence actions.

The Groundwater Monitoring and Compliance Plan would include the follow components:

1. The DDW Extremely Impaired Source Water Quality Surveillance Plan — In
accordance with the DDW’s Policy Memo 97-005, this plan would be developed and
implemented to provide early warning in case unexpectedly high concentrations and/or
new contaminants are encountered within the capture zone of the well field. Early warning
provides an opportunity to take appropriate actions if required to reduce the risks posed to
production wells by unexpected changes in groundwater quality.

2. Remedial Action Progress Monitoring Plan - The plan would be implemented to
evaluate clean-up progress and demonstrate whether or not the remedial action is
successfully containing the identified contamination and whether the Remedial Action
Obijectives are being achieved.

2.3 Construction

Implementation of the Proposed Project would involve several phases, including design,
procurement, construction, and commissioning. It is anticipated that all of these activities would
take about 2.5 years to complete, including 12 months for design and procurement, 12 months
for construction, and 6 months for commissioning and testing. Active construction of the
proposed facilities (i.e., site preparation and grading; piping, conduit, and concrete pad
installation; and site structures and equipment installation) would occur over a 12-month period,
beginning in mid-2018. The Proposed Project construction activities would generally occur on
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weekdays and, in accordance with City ordinances, would be limited to between the hours of
7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Although not anticipated, if occasional Saturday work were required, in
accordance with City ordinances, it would not commence before 8:00 a.m., and it would cease by
6:00 p.m. No construction work would occur on Sundays or national holidays. Access to the site
for construction trucks and on-site personnel would be provided via the two existing LADWP
access drives. All construction would be staged from the Proposed Project site. The four
construction phases are described below.

Site Preparation. During this phase, the site would be prepared for installation of the water
treatment equipment by removing several on-site trees and shrubs; stripping, stockpiling,
spreading, and compacting soil; and excavating to prepare for installation of underground piping
and conduit. Stripped soil would be stockpiled and used as backfill or would be spread and
compacted on site. Excavation for structures would also occur during this phase, consisting of
excavation, loading and hauling of materials, fine grading in preparation for slab-on-grade
installation, and soil compaction. Site preparation would require an average of six on-site
personnel per day and an average of three truck round-trips per day. It would involve the use of
multiple types of construction equipment, including loaders, dozers, dump trucks, and soil
compaction equipment. A complete list of equipment involved in this phase is included in
Appendix A. Site preparation is anticipated to take 1 month to complete.

Piping, Conduit, and Concrete Pad Installation. The Proposed Project would involve
installation of 2,000 linear feet of 24-inch-diameter steel piping and 1,000 linear feet of 6-inch-
diameter electrical conduit. Piping and conduit would be placed primarily underground. Once the
underground piping and conduit are installed, the soil would be backfilled and compacted. During
this phase, concrete pad placement would also occur. This phase would require an average of 6 to
20 on-site personnel per day (an average of 20 on-site personnel would be required for installation
of piping and conduit, while an average of 6 on-site personnel would be required for concrete
placement). It would also require between one and five truck round-trips per day. A dozer, concrete
pump, truck crane, and soil compaction equipment would be required for this phase. Installation of
piping, conduit, and concrete is anticipated to take 4 months to complete.

Equipment Installation. Once the site has been cleared, concrete pads have been constructed,
and piping and conduit installed, the water treatment equipment would be delivered to the site
and put in place. This phase would require an average of six on-site personnel per day and
approximately one truck round-trip per day. Equipment would be installed using a lattice boom
crane. Installation of equipment is anticipated to take 2 months to complete.

Structures. During this phase, roof framing would be installed on the peroxide storage facility,
and the UV building would be constructed around the UV reactors. The UV building would be
made of galvanized steel. Materials would consist of 500 linear feet of steel roof framing, 500
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linear feet of minor framing, and approximately 3,000 square feet of galvanized steel building
material. Erecting the structures would require an average of four on-site personnel per day and
approximately one truck round-trip per day. Equipment operation during this phase would be
minimal. This phase is anticipated to take 5 months to complete.

Throughout much of the construction process, minimal on-site equipment and personnel would
be required. During the majority of the construction months, six on-site workers or fewer would
be present. Other than the truck trips required to deliver materials and equipment, all
construction activities would be confined to the Proposed Project site. Use of hazardous
materials during construction would consist only of typical vehicle fuels and lubricants.

Before formal delivery of water to the potable system can begin, the facility would go through a
testing and commissioning phase. Commissioning of the water treatment equipment, consisting
primarily testing equipment and insuring proper function, production, and water quality, would
require about 6 months to complete. This is an interim phase between construction and
operations. During this period, only a few on-site personnel would be required, and no active
construction would occur.

24 Operation

Operation of the Proposed Project would require minimal maintenance activities and minimal
on-site personnel. Once per month, the hydrogen peroxide storage tank would be refilled. This
would involve one truck round-trip per month and would require two personnel. Hydrogen
peroxide would be transferred from the truck to the on-site storage tank. The lamps in the UV
reactors would be replaced every 12,000 hours. Assuming that all lamps in the 10 main reactors
are running continuously, the lamps would be changed about every 16 months. Lamp
replacement would involve one truck round-trip per day and would require two personnel. The
lamps contain mercury, which would require recycling and/or proper disposal in approved
landfill. The GAC would be replaced once every 5 years. During the GAC replacement process,
the GAC material would be removed from the vessels and transported to a landfill. This would
involve three workers and 24 truck trips over a period of 36 days. No air emissions would be
expelled from any of the treatment equipment during operation.

The Proposed Project would be operated to meet all requirements established through the NCP
process, DDW permitting process, and in accordance with applicable public health standards
associated with the delivery of potable water.

2.5 Required Permits and Approvals
LADWRP is the lead agency for the Proposed Project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15367. The Proposed Project would require the following discretionary approvals from LADWP:
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e Adoption of this MND by the City of Los Angeles Board of Water and Power
Commissioners with a finding that it complies with CEQA.

e Approval of the Preferred Alternative/Proposed Plan identified in the RI/FS Report for
NHW, as determined through and consistent with the NCP.

Approvals from other regulatory agencies may also be required as follows:

e State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water (DDW) — Amendment
of the existing Domestic Water Supply Permit for operation of new treatment facilities
and update of the May 2014 “Ground Water Rule Disinfection Monitoring Plan.”

e State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) — Approval of partial funding from
public sources, such as the State Revolving Fund and Prop. 1 Fund

e SWRCB — LADWP must submit a Notice of Intent and Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan to the State Water Board to comply with the General Construction Activity National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit.
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3 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

The following discussion of potential environmental effects was completed in accordance with
Section 15063(d)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines (2016) to determine if the Proposed Project may
have a significant effect on the environment.

1. Project title:
North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project
2. Lead agency name and address:

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
Environmental Planning and Assessment

111 North Hope Street, Room 1044

Los Angeles, California 90012

3. Contact person and phone number:

Nadia Parker

Environmental Planning and Assessment

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
(213) 367-1745

4. Project location:

12403 Vanowen Street
Los Angeles, California 91605

S. Project sponsor’s name and address:

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
111 North Hope Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

6. City Council District:
District 2
7. Neighborhood Council District

North Hollywood North East Neighborhood Council
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8. General plan designation:
Open Space
9. Zoning:

OS-1XL (Open Space)
10. Description of Project:
Refer to Section 2 of this MND
11.  Surrounding land uses and setting:
Refer to Section 2.1 of this MND
10.  Other public agencies whose approval is required:
Refer to Section 2.5 of this MND
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this Proposed Project,
involving at least one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the checklists on the following pages.

Agriculture and ]

Aesthetics Air Qualit
] a Forestry Resources Q Y
[] Biological Resources X Cultural Resources [ | Geology and Soils
] Greenhouse ] Hazards and ] Hydrology and
Gas Emissions Hazardous Materials Water Quality
[[] Land Use and Planning [] Mineral Resources [] Noise
[[] Population and Housing [] Public Services [[] Recreation
[] Transportation and Traffic X Tribal Cultural [] Utilities and Service
Resources Systems
X Mandatory Findings of

Significance
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DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation;

[l

X

I find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

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

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

” Ouolies pCv‘U}’LQ:L - 2816

Signature A Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated
or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the Project.
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Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are
relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

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

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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3.1 Aesthetics
Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? Ol ] ] X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic ] ] ] X
buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings? [ [ X [
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? [ [ 3 [
a) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. Scenic vistas generally refer to views of expansive open space areas or other
natural features, such as mountains, undeveloped hillsides, large natural water bodies, or
coastlines. Less commonly, certain urban settings or features, such as a striking or renowned
skyline, may also represent a scenic vista. Under CEQA, scenic vistas also generally,
although not exclusively, refer to views that are accessible to broader segments of the public,
rather than those available to a limited number of private entities. The North Hollywood—
Valley Village Community Plan does not designate any scenic vistas or other visual
resources in the Community Plan area (City of Los Angeles 1996). The Proposed Project
would be located within a site that is owned and operated by LADWP and that is currently
used for groundwater pumping, water treatment, and water distribution purposes. This
Proposed Project site (or “site””) does not contain any scenic resources, and there are no
scenic resources in the vicinity of the site. Six key observation points (lettered A through F)
were chosen surrounding the Project site and within the Project site. Photos were taken from
these points to show representative views of the site. Figure 3.1-1 shows the locations of
these key observation points. Figures 3.1-2, 3.1-3, and 3.1-4 provide photos taken from these
locations, showing views of and through the facilities site. On a clear day, the San Gabriel
Mountains may be visible to northbound travelers along Whitsett Avenue and SR-170
adjacent to the Project site. For southbound travelers along Whitsett Avenue and SR-170
adjacent to the Project site, the low-lying Hollywood Hills may be observable to the south.
However, these distant scenic resources cannot be clearly seen through or across the Project
site (refer to Figure 3.1-2, Photos A and B, which show views looking north and south
through the facilities site). As shown in Figure 3.1-2, distant scenic resources such as the
Hollywood Hills and the San Gabriel Mountains are not visible from or through the facilities
site. As such, the placement of the proposed water remediation equipment on the site would
not obstruct or affect any potential scenic vistas, and no impact would occur to scenic vistas
as a result of the Proposed Project.
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FIGURE 3.1-1
Key Observation Points




Photo A
Looking South from Whitsett Fields toward the Northern Boundary of the Facilities Site

i
Photo B
Looking North from Whitsett Fields toward the Southern Boundary of the Facilities Site

FIGURE 3.1-2
Existing Site Photos A and B
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Photo C

Looking East across the Facilities Site toward Wellhead NH-34 and Well Control House
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Photo D

View of Northeast Corner of the Facilities Site, Looking East from the Treatment Site toward SR-170
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FIGURE 3.1-3
Existing Site Photos C and D
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Photo E

Looking Northeast from Vanowen Street toward the Access Road Entrance, Surge Chamber
and Chlorination Station Buildings, and Facilities Site
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Photo F
Looking East from Whitsett Fields toward the Western Boundary of the Facilities Site
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FIGURE 3.1-4
Existing Site Photos E and F
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b)

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

No Impact. The nearest officially designated State Scenic Highway is a portion of State
Highway 2 that extends through the San Gabriel Mountains, beginning just north of the
City of La Canada Flintridge (Caltrans 2011). The portion of State Highway 2 that is
officially designated as a State Scenic Highway is located approximately 12 miles
northwest of the Proposed Project site. Due to this distance, the Proposed Project site is
not within the viewshed of this State Scenic Highway. Therefore, no impact on scenic
resources within a state scenic highway would occur as a result of the Proposed Project.

Would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?

Less Than Significant Impact. Under current conditions, the Proposed Project site
contains a variety of groundwater infrastructure, unkempt landscaping, pipe storage, and
vacant patches of dirt. The site generally has an industrial appearance (see Figure 3.1-3,
Photos C and D). Views of the Proposed Project site from the surrounding streets and
sports fields are generally screened by vegetation and/or diminished by distance from the
site. The key visual changes to the site that would occur upon Project implementation are
the removal of some trees from within the site boundary and the installation of water
treatment facilities within the site. Changes in the appearance of the site as observed from
the north, east, south, and west are described in the paragraphs below.

From the north, the site is observable from sports fields. This view is shown in Figure
3.1-2, Photo A. There are numerous ornamental trees outside the site fence line along the
northern site boundary that would remain in place and would generally obstruct views of
the new equipment. It is expected that glimpses of the proposed facilities through the
trees would be seen by users of the sports fields. However, as shown in Photo A, views of
the facilities site would not be prominent from these sports fields.

From the east, fleeting views of the site are available from SR-170. To travelers
along this highway, the site appears briefly as an industrialized portion of the park.
While some of the proposed facilities may be visible from SR-170, views would be
fleeting, and the site would continue to appear as an industrialized portion of the park
after Project implementation.

From the south, distant views of the site are available from Vanowen Street (see Figure
3.1-4, Photo E). However, due to distance and the intervening landscaping and structures
the new facilities would not be highly visible and would not change the character of the
site as observed from Vanowen Street. From the sports fields adjacent to the southern
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d)

boundary of the facilities site, the UV building and sand filter would both be clearly
observable (see Figure 3.1-2, Photo B, which shows this view under existing conditions).
However, the presence of the new equipment would not substantially degrade the
character of the site, as the site already contains groundwater pumping equipment and has
an industrial appearance.

From the west, the site is visible from adjacent sports fields and Whitsett Avenue (see
Figure 3.1-4, Photo F). Some of the proposed facilities, particularly the LPGAC vessels,
would be visible. Several ornamental trees outside of the Proposed Project site fence line,
as shown in Photo F, would remain in place under the Proposed Project and would
partially shield the equipment from views observed from the west. The presence of the
new equipment would not substantially degrade the character of the site, as the site
already contains groundwater pumping equipment and has an industrial appearance.

In summary, while portions of the proposed facilities would be visible from surrounding
public areas and would therefore change the appearance of the site, the equipment would
be partially screened by existing vegetation and structures and would be consistent with
the existing appearance of the site as an area used for utility purposes. For these reasons,
the existing visual character of the site would not be substantially degraded by the
Proposed Project. Impacts from the Proposed Project to visual character and quality
would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Lighting levels on the Proposed Project site would not be
substantially altered by the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not require
substantial nighttime lighting, although it is expected that directed facility security
lighting would be provided. Light produced in the UV reactors occurs within the UV
reactor structure, and would not be visible externally.

The proposed equipment would consist of a variety of building materials ranging from
non-reflective surfaces to surfaces that may result in a limited source of glare (i.e.,
galvanized steel). However, none of the new equipment is expected to generate a
continuous, significant source of glare. The site is generally surrounded by vegetation,
which would diffuse any intermittent or transient reflections or glare. Furthermore, the
site is separated from residences by recreational fields. As such, both lighting and glare
impacts from the Proposed Project would be less than significant.
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3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

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

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned O [ O X
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code Section 51104(q))?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? O [ O X

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

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project would be located on a site that is currently owned and
operated by LADWP for groundwater pumping, water treatment, and water distribution
purposes. The Proposed Project site is not designated as Farmland on maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (California Department of
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b)

d)

Conservation 2015a). As such, the Proposed Project would not convert Farmland to a
non-agricultural use, and no impact would occur.

Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

No Impact. The Project site is zoned Open Space and is not subject to a Williamson Act
contract (California Department of Conservation 2015b). The Proposed Project would not
conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and no
impact would occur.

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

No Impact. No forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production areas (as defined in
California Public Resources Code, Sections 12220(g), 4526, and 51104(g)) are located
within or adjacent to the Project site. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict
with existing zoning for forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production areas, and no
impact would occur.

Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

No Impact. As discussed in Section 3.2(c), no forest land is located on the Project
site; no forest land would be lost or converted by the Proposed Project, and no impact
would occur.

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

No Impact. The Project site is bordered to the north, west, and south by recreational
facilities and to the east by the SR-170. The Project vicinity is highly urbanized. No
Farmland or forest land exists in the vicinity of the Project site. As such, the Proposed
Project would not result in changes to the existing environment that could result in
conversion of Farmland or forest land to non-agricultural or non-forest uses. No impact
would occur.
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3.3 Air Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? O [ X [
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality ] ] X ]

violation?

¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the Project
region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard [ [ X [
(including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

concentrations? O O X O
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial

number of people? O O X O

The air quality analysis in this section is supported by Appendices A and B. Appendix A
provides an estimate of equipment use and operating assumptions for the construction and
operations emissions analyses. Appendix B provides background information on the regulatory
setting for air quality applicable to the Proposed Project and contains the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) air pollution modeling outputs.
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Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located within the South Coast Air
Basin (SCAB) and is within the jurisdictional boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD administers the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) for the SCAB, which is a comprehensive document outlining
an air pollution control program for attaining California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The latest version of
the SCAQMD’s AQMP is the Final 2012 AQMP (SCAQMD 2013), which was adopted by
SCAQMD in December 2012 and finalized in February 2013. The 2012 Final AQMP is
designed to meet applicable federal and state requirements for ozone (O3) and particulate
matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns (fine particulate
matter; PM;s). The Final 2012 AQMP demonstrates attainment of the federal 24-hour
PM, 5 standard by 2014 in the SCAB through adoption of all feasible measures. The 2012
AQMP also updates the U.S. EPA-approved 8-hour O3 control plan with new measures
designed to reduce reliance on the Clean Air Act Section 182(e)(5) long-term measures for
oxides of nitrogen (NOy) and VOC reductions. (The SCAQMD is currently in the process
of revising the AQMP to incorporate the latest growth and planning assumptions, updated
emissions inventories, and current Southern California Association of Governments
[SCAG] Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.)

In general, projects are considered consistent with, and would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of, the AQMP if the growth in socioeconomic factors is
consistent with the underlying regional plans used to develop the AQMP. The 2012
AQMP reduction and control measures, which are outlined to mitigate emissions, are
based on existing and projected land use and development. Demographic growth
forecasts for various socioeconomic categories (e.g., population, housing, employment by
industry) were developed by the SCAG for its 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/
Sustainable Communities Strategy based on general plans for cities and counties in the
SCAB. The 2012 AQMP relies on the land use and population projections provided in
SCAG 2012 Regional Growth Forecast, which is generally consistent with the local
plans; therefore, the 2012 AQMP is generally consistent with local government plans.

There are two key indicators of consistency with the AQMP:

e Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of
existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay
timely attainment of the ambient air quality standards or interim emission
reductions in the AQMP; and
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b)

e Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or increments
based on the year of project buildout and phase.

The Proposed Project consists of a response action to address the presence and/or threat
of 1,4-dioxane contamination in NHW wells. The response action does not expand water
entitlements above existing levels. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not result in
population growth or additional employment and would not exceed the assumptions in
the 2012 AQMP or conflict with the AQMP.

To address the criterion regarding the Proposed Project’s potential to result in an increase
in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new
violations, or delay timely attainment of the ambient air quality standards or interim
emission reductions in the AQMP, an air quality modeling analysis that identified the
Project’s impact on air quality was performed. Results of this analysis are included in
Section 3.3(b) and Appendix B. CalEEMod, Version 2013.2.2 was used to model
emissions for the Proposed Project.

The SCAB is a nonattainment area for O3, particulate matter with a diameter less than or
equal to 10 microns (coarse particulate matter; PMyg), and PM,s under the NAAQS
and/or CAAQS. (It is important to note that Oz is not emitted directly into the
atmosphere but results from photochemical reactions between oxides of nitrogen [NO]
and volatile organic compounds [VOCs] in the presence of sunlight. Therefore, relative to
O3, it is emissions of NOy and VOCs that must be addressed.) However, as discussed in
Section 3.3(b), the Proposed Project would not result in a net increase of VOCs, NOy,
PMyo, or PM, 5 emissions that would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds; therefore, the
Proposed Project would not contribute to the frequency or severity of existing air
quality violations or delay timely attainment of the ambient air quality standards or
interim emission reductions in the 2012 AQMP.

Therefore, impacts relating to the Proposed Project’s potential to conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the applicable AQMP would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Analysis was conducted to determine whether construction
and operation of the Proposed Project may result in emission of criteria air pollutants that
may cause exceedances of federal and state ambient air quality standards or contribute to
existing nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. The following discussion identifies
potential short- and long-term impacts that would result from implementation of the
Proposed Project and concludes that impacts would be less than significant.
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The City of Los Angeles has not adopted Citywide significance thresholds for air quality
impacts, but rather references the SCAQMD thresholds and guidance based on the
SCAQMD’s regulatory role in the SCAB (City of Los Angeles 2006). Construction of the
Proposed Project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants for which the U.S.
EPA and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) have adopted ambient air quality
standards (i.e., the NAAQS and CAAQS). Projects that emit criteria pollutants have the
potential to cause or contribute to violations of these standards. The SCAQMD CEQA
Air Quality Handbook, as revised in March 2015, sets forth quantitative emission
significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants, which, if exceeded, would indicate the
potential for a project to contribute to violations of the NAAQS or CAAQS. The
SCAQMD criteria pollutant mass daily thresholds were used to determine the potential
significance of Project-generated construction and operational emissions and are included
in Tables 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, respectively.

Construction Emissions

Construction of the Project would result in a temporary addition of pollutants to the
local airshed caused by soil disturbance, fugitive dust emissions, and combustion
pollutants from on-site construction equipment, as well as from off-site trucks hauling
debris and delivering materials and from construction workers traveling to and from the
site. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the
level of activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather
conditions. Therefore, an increment of day-to-day variability exists.

Pollutant emissions associated with construction activity were quantified using
CalEEMod. For criteria pollutant emissions, a worst-case day scenario was developed,
with a detailed depiction of the construction schedule—including information regarding
phasing, equipment used during each phase, haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker
vehicles—contained in the CalEEMod outputs, as provided in Appendix B.

Implementation of the Proposed Project would generate construction-related air pollutant
emissions from entrained dust and equipment and vehicle exhaust emissions. Entrained
dust results from the exposure of earth surfaces to wind from the direct disturbance and
movement of soil, resulting in PM1o and PM 5 emissions. The Project would be required to
comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to control dust emissions. Standard construction
practices required under Rule 403 would be employed to reduce fugitive dust emissions,
including watering of the active sites approximately three times daily depending on
weather conditions. Internal combustion engines on construction equipment and haul
trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles would result in emissions of VOCs, NOx,
carbon monoxide (CO), PMjo, and PM,s. Active construction of the Proposed Project
would take approximately 12 months to complete, beginning in mid-2018. The analysis
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contained herein is based on the following construction assumptions (the duration of
phases is approximate; the days indicated represent actual work days per phase rather
than calendar duration of the phase, assuming an average of 20 work days per month):

e Site preparation: 20 days
e Piping, conduit, and concrete installation: 80 days
e Equipment installation: 20 days

e Structures: 100 days

For this analysis, it was assumed that heavy construction equipment would be used
5 days a week. To estimate motor vehicle emissions generated by worker vehicles (i.e.,
light-duty trucks and automobiles), it was assumed that each worker would generate two
one-way trips. In addition to construction equipment operation and worker trips,
emissions from hauling (i.e., dump trucks) and vendor trucks (i.e., delivery trucks) were
estimated. Trucks hauling debris off site were assumed to travel 20 miles (CalEEMod
default) one-way to an appropriately permitted landfill. Haul truck trips were assumed to
be required primarily during the site preparation phase. Vendor trucks transporting
concrete, steel, and other building materials were assumed during each phase based on
the construction information provided in Appendix A. Detailed construction assumptions
to derive the worst-case daily emissions, considering number and types of equipment,
estimated daily worker and vendor trips and total estimated haul truck trips, are provided
in CalEEMod outputs in Appendix B.

Table 3.3-1 presents the estimated maximum unmitigated daily emissions generated
during construction of the Proposed Project. The values shown are the maximum summer
or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod outputs included in Appendix B.

Table 3.3-1
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

voc | Nox | co | sOx | PMu PM2s
Year Pounds per Day
2018-2019 3.3 37.3 17.0 0.0 8.0 5.0
SCAQMD construction 75 100 550 150 150 55
emission threshold
Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No

Source: SCAQMD 2015.
Notes:  VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = coarse
particulate matter; PM2s = fine particulate matter.
See Appendix B for detailed results.
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod.
These estimates do not reflect control of fugitive dust required by Rule 403.
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As shown in Table 3.3-1, the Proposed Project’s daily construction emissions would not
exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOy, CO, SOy, PMjg, or PM;5
during construction. Therefore, construction impacts of the Proposed Project would be
less than significant, and no mitigation measure is required.

In addition, the Project must adhere to SCAQMD Rules during construction-related
activities: 401 (Visible Emissions), 403 (Fugitive Dust), and 431.2 (Sulfur Content of Liquid
Fuels). These measures, which were not included in the quantitative model but with which
the Proposed Project must comply, would further assist in minimizing Project-generated
fugitive dust emissions and combustion pollutants to less than significant.

Operational Emissions

Following the completion of construction activities, the Proposed Project would only
generate criteria pollutant emissions associated with routine operation, maintenance and
inspection of the treatment equipment. These activities would consist of refilling of the
hydrogen peroxide tank (once per month), replacement of the UV lamps (once every 16
months), and GAC replacement (once every 5 years). In addition, operational power
requirements would be met by electrical energy. It is estimated that operational electrical
power demand would be approximately 21.98 gigawatt-hours/year. Because power is
provided over an integrated electricity grid, indirect emissions from the generation of
electricity could occur at any of the fossil-fueled power plants in California or
neighboring states, or from hydroelectric or nuclear plants or renewable energy sources.
Since electricity generation typically takes place at power generation facilities off site,
indirect criteria pollutant emissions associated with electricity generation are not included
in the analysis (CAPCOA 2013). However, the emissions associated with electricity
production would be less than significant for several reasons. According to the 2015
Power Integrated Resource Plan (LADWP 2015), LADWP sources approximately 40%
of its electrical capability from out-of-state electricity generators and another
approximately 2% from areas within the state but out of the SCAB. Based on the
proportion of energy generated by LADWP within the SCAB that would potentially be
used for the Project and would contribute to local air emissions, as well as the increasing
use of renewables in the LADWP portfolio, emissions due to the Project would be well
below the daily emissions significance thresholds. Also, the Project is not growth
inducing, and the power needs would, therefore, be met from generation sources which
are already permitted or are in the regulatory permit process, and have already been
counted from a regional air pollution perspective.

For the worst-case maintenance and operations air pollutant scenario, it was assumed that
all activities would overlap during the first round of GAC replacement. Detailed
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assumptions, including number and types of equipment, estimated daily worker trips, and
total estimated haul truck trips, are provided in Appendix B.

Table 3.3-2 summarizes the daily emissions of criteria pollutants that will be generated by
intermittent maintenance of the Proposed Project and compares these emissions to the
SCAQMD thresholds of significance. The values shown are the maximum summer or
winter daily emissions (i.e., foreseeable worst-case) results from CalEEMod and are
included in Appendix B.

Table 3.3-2
Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Emissions
voc | No, | co | SO, | PMu PM2s
Activities pounds per day

GAC Replacement, UV 0.5 5.1 3.6 0.0 0.5 0.3
Lamp Replacement, and
Hydrogen Peroxide Tank
Refill

SCAQMD operational 55 55 550 150 150 55

emission threshold
Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No

Source: SCAQMD 2015.

Notes:  VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = coarse
particulate matter; PM2 s = fine particulate matter.
See Appendix B for detailed resullts.
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod.

As shown in Table 3.3-2, the increase in emissions associated with routine maintenance
and operation of the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for
VOC, NOy, CO, SOy, PMyg, or PM2s. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant
for Project operational emissions.

Would the Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Less Than Significant Impact. In considering cumulative impacts from the Proposed
Project, a project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which the
SCAB is designated as nonattainment for the NAAQS or CAAQS. A project would be
considered to have a significant cumulative impact if the project’s contribution accounts
for a significant proportion of the cumulative total emissions (i.e., it represents a
“cumulatively considerable contribution” to the cumulative air quality impact). If a
project’s emissions would exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds, it would be
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d)

considered to have a cumulatively considerable contribution to nonattainment status in
the SCAB. If a project does not exceed thresholds and is determined to have less than
significant project-specific impacts, it may still contribute to a significant cumulative
impact on air quality. In this case, the basis for analyzing the Proposed Project’s
cumulatively considerable contribution is the Project’s potential to exceed SCAQMD
thresholds and its consistency with the adopted AQMP.

The SCAB is a nonattainment area for O3, PMyo (although an attainment designation is
currently under review), and PM;,s under the NAAQS and/or CAAQS. The
nonattainment status in the SCAB is the result of cumulative emissions from motor
vehicles, off-road equipment, commercial and industrial facilities, and other emission
sources. Projects that emit these pollutants or their precursors (e.g., VOC and NOy for Os)
potentially contribute to poor air quality.

Implementation of the Proposed Project would generate emissions of VOCs, NOy, CO,
SOy, PMy,, and PMjs associated with construction and routine inspection and
maintenance operations. However, as indicated in Tables 3.3-1 and 3.3-2, short-term
construction emissions and the long-term operational increase in emissions associated
with the Proposed Project would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds.
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3.3(a), the Proposed Project would not conflict
with the SCAQMD 2012 AQMP, which addresses the cumulative emissions in the
SCAB. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable increase in emissions of nonattainment pollutants or their precursors (e.g.,
VOC and NOy for O3). Thus, this impact would be less than significant.

Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. Localized Project impacts associated with construction
and operational emissions of criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants (TACs) are
assessed in this section.

Localized Significance Threshold Analysis

Sensitive receptors that would potentially be affected by construction activity in the
Proposed Project area are multi-family residences located approximately 300 feet west of
the proposed construction area, across Whitsett Avenue. The SCAQMD localized
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significance threshold (LST) values for a 1-acre site' within Source-Receptor Area 2 (the
analysis used a receptor distance of about 300 feet). Construction activities associated
with the Proposed Project would result in temporary sources of on-site fugitive dust and
construction equipment emissions. Off-site emissions from haul trucks, vendor trucks,
and worker vehicle trips are not included in the LST analysis because these emissions
will not occur within this receptor distance. The maximum daily on-site construction
emissions generated during construction of the Proposed Project, which are rounded to
the nearest whole number, are presented in Table 3.3-3 and compared to the SCAQMD
localized significance criteria for Source-Receptor Area 2 to determine whether Project-
generated on-site construction emissions would result in potential LST impacts.

Table 3.3-3
Construction Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis
Project Construction LST Criteria Exceeds
Pollutant (pounds per day) (pounds per day) LST?
NO2 35.8 116 No
Cco 15.0 1,105 No
PM1o 7.8 22 No
PM2s 49 7 No

Source:  SCAQMD 2008.

Notes:  LST = localized significance threshold; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM1o = coarse particulate matter;
PM2s5 = fine particulate matter
Maximum on-site emissions were estimated for the Site Preparation phase in the year 2018.

As shown in Table 3.3-3, proposed construction activities would not generate emissions
in excess of site-specific LSTs; therefore, site-specific Project construction impacts
would be less than significant. In addition, the Project must adhere to SCAQMD Rules
during construction-related activities, such as Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), which were not
included in the above quantitative model and would further reduce Project-generated
fugitive dust emissions and combustion pollutants.

CO Hotspots

Traffic-congested roadways and intersections have the potential to generate localized
high levels of CO. Localized areas where ambient concentrations exceed federal and/or
state standards for CO are termed CO “hotspots.” CO transport is extremely limited and
disperses rapidly with distance from the source. Under certain extreme meteorological

Per SCAQMD Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds (SCAQMD 2014), the
maximum daily disturbed acreage was determined based on the potential area of disturbance from specified
equipment (one grader and one dozer at 0.5 acres disturbed each = 1 acres total). Thus, the 1-acre LST was used

in this analysis.
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conditions, however, CO concentrations near a congested roadway or intersection may
reach unhealthy levels, affecting sensitive receptors such as residents, schoolchildren,
hospital patients, and the elderly. Typically, high CO concentrations are associated with
severely congested intersections operating at an unacceptable level of service (LOS). An
LOS of E (on a scale of A [best] to F [worst]) or worse is unacceptable. Projects
contributing to adverse traffic impacts may result in the formation of a CO hotspot.
Additional analysis of CO hotspot impacts would be conducted if a project would result
in a significant impact or contribute to an adverse traffic impact at a signalized
intersection that would potentially subject sensitive receptors to CO hotspots.

In general, the SCAQMD recommends that a quantitative CO hotspots analysis be
performed for any intersections where the LOS worsens from C to D (or worse), or for
intersections rated LOS D or worse that experience an increase in volume-to-capacity
ratio of 2% or more as a result of a project. The Proposed Project would generate
minimal on-road vehicle trips during construction and routine maintenance operations
(i.e., Project-related trip generation is below the threshold for detailed traffic analysis).
Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not generate traffic that would contribute to
potential adverse traffic impacts that may result in the formation of CO hotspots. In
addition, due to continued improvement in vehicular emissions at a rate faster than the
rate of vehicle growth and/or congestion, the potential for CO hotspots in the SCAB is
steadily decreasing. Based on these considerations, the Proposed Project would result in a
less than significant impact to air quality with regard to potential CO hotspots.

Toxic Air Contaminants

TAC:s are defined as substances that may cause or contribute to an increase in deaths or in
serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. The
nearest sensitive receptors to the Proposed Project are multi-family residences located
along Whitsett Avenue, approximately 300 feet from the proposed construction area.
Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of cancer risk.
The SCAQMD identifies an incremental cancer risk threshold of 10 in 1 million.
Incremental cancer risk is the net increased likelihood that a person continuously exposed
to concentrations of TACs resulting from a project over a 9-, 30-, and 70-year exposure
period will contract cancer based on the use of standard Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment risk-assessment methodology. In addition, some TACs have non-
carcinogenic effects. The SCAQMD identifies a Hazard Index of 1 or more for acute
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(short-term) and chronic (long-term) effects.? TACs that would potentially be emitted
during construction activities associated with development of the Proposed Project would
be diesel particulate matter.

Diesel particulate matter emissions would be emitted from heavy equipment operations and
heavy-duty trucks. Heavy-duty construction equipment is subject to a CARB Airborne
Toxics Control Measure for in-use diesel construction equipment to reduce diesel particulate
emissions. The Proposed Project would not require the extensive use of diesel equipment, nor
would the Project involve extensive use of diesel trucks. As described for the LST analysis,
PM (representative of diesel particulate matter) exposure would be minimal. According to
the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments, which
determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 30-
year exposure period for the maximally exposed individual resident; however, such
assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the Project.
Thus, the duration of the proposed construction activities would only constitute a small
percentage of the total 30-year exposure period. The construction period for the Proposed
Project would total approximately 1 year, after which construction-related TAC emissions
would cease. The 1-year construction duration represents about 3% of the total 30-year
exposure period. Due to this relatively short period of exposure and minimal particulate
emissions on site, TACs generated during construction would not result in concentrations
causing significant health risks.

Operation of the Proposed Project would not result in any non-permitted direct air
emissions (e.g., those from a point source such as diesel generators) or result in a
substantial increase in diesel vehicles (i.e., delivery trucks) over existing baseline
conditions. Typical maintenance operations would require minimal on-road vehicle and
off-road equipment use, including one delivery truck per month for hydrogen peroxide
replacement, one delivery truck every 16 months for lamp replacement, and one crane on
site plus three delivery trucks per GAC vessel maintenance every 5 years. Although the
Project site is located within a Freeway Adjacent Advisory Notice zone, it would not
introduce sensitive receptors into the area that could be exposed to existing elevated
levels of diesel particulate matter.

Overall, the Proposed Project would not result in substantial diesel emissions TAC
exposure to sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, and impacts would
be less than significant.

2 Non-cancer adverse health risks are measured against a hazard index, which is defined as the ratio of the

predicted incremental exposure concentrations of the various non-carcinogens from the project to published
reference exposure levels that can cause adverse health effects.
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Health Impacts of Criteria Air Pollutants

Construction of the Proposed Project would generate criteria air pollutant emissions;
however, the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD mass-emission
thresholds. VOCs and NOy are precursors to Os, for which the SCAB is designated as
nonattainment with respect to the NAAQS and CAAQS. Thus, existing O3 levels in the
SCAB are at unhealthy levels during certain periods. The health effects associated with
O3 are generally associated with reduced lung function. Because the Proposed Project
involves construction and operational activities that would not result in VOC or NOy
emissions that would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, the Proposed Project would not
substantially contribute to regional O3 concentrations and the associated health impacts.

In addition to Oz, NOy contributes to potential exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS
for NO,. The existing ambient NO, concentrations in the SCAB are below the NAAQS
and CAAQS. Thus, Proposed Project construction and operations would not result in
exceedances of the NO; standards or contribute to the associated health effects, which are
primarily associated with respiratory irritation.

CO tends to be a localized impact associated with congested intersections. The associated
CO hotspots were discussed previously as a less-than-significant impact. Thus, the
Proposed Project’s CO emissions would not contribute to the health effects associated
with this pollutant.

According to U.S. EPA, particulate matter contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets
that are so small that they can get deep into the lungs and cause serious health problems.
Numerous scientific studies have linked particulate matter exposure to a variety of
problems, including premature death in people with heart or lung disease, nonfatal heart
attacks, irregular heartbeat, aggravated asthma, decreased lung function, and increased
respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of the airways, coughing or difficulty breathing
(U.S. EPA 2016). As with O3 and NO,, the Proposed Project would not generate
emissions of PMjo and PM 5 that would exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds. Accordingly,
the Proposed Project’s PM;o and PM2 s emissions are not expected to cause any increase
in related regional health effects for this pollutant.

In summary, the Proposed Project would not result in a potentially significant
contribution to regional concentrations of non-attainment air pollutants and would not
result in a significant contribution to the adverse health impacts associated with those
pollutants. Accordingly, any potential impacts associated with those pollutants would be
less than significant.
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Would the Project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. Although offensive odors seldom cause physical harm,
they can be annoying and cause concern. Construction and operation of the Proposed
Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Some odors would be generated from vehicles and equipment exhaust emissions during
construction of the Proposed Project. Odors produced during construction would be
attributable to concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction
equipment. Such odors would be temporary, dissipate rapidly, and generally would occur
at magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of people. Therefore, impacts
associated with odors during construction would be considered less than significant.

Land uses and industrial operations typically associated with odor complaints include
agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food-processing plants, chemical plants,
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. As a groundwater
treatment facility, the Proposed Project would not result in the creation of a use that is
associated with odors. Therefore, Project operations would result in an odor impact that
would be less than significant.
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34 Biological Resources

Would the Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

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

[l

X

[l

[l

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

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

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

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

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

52




North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project MND

A biological resources report was prepared for the Proposed Project to describe potential effects that
could occur to biological resources as a result of the Proposed Project. The report is included in this
MND as Appendix C. Preparation of the report involved a literature review and a site survey. The
area that was evaluated for the presence of biological resources and any impacts that may occur
includes the Proposed Project site and an area 300 feet from the Proposed Project site. This area is
referred to in the discussion below as the “biological resources study area” or “study area.”

a)

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. No special-status plant species
have been detected within the biological resources study area (Appendix C). However,
the study area contains potentially suitable habitat for two special-status wildlife species:
Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) and pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus). Cooper’s hawk is
a California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Watch List species. This species is
becoming more common in urban areas and could potentially forage over the study area.
Additionally, there are trees within and adjacent to the Proposed Project site that could be
used for nesting by this species. Pallid bat is a CDFW Species of Special Concern. Pallid
bat has the potential to occasionally forage over the Proposed Project site’s disturbed
habitat and may find suitable roosting habitat in adjacent buildings. Neither Cooper’s
hawk nor pallid bat were observed during the biological resources site survey, and
evidence of bats (guano and/or roosts) was not identified within the Proposed Project site.
However, in the event that such species were to nest or roost within the study area,
construction would have the potential to affect these species, since it would result in
increased noise and activity at the Proposed Project site for approximately 1 year. This
construction activity at the site (including the removal of some trees) could potentially
disrupt the foraging, nesting, and/or reproductive activities of Cooper’s hawk or pallid
bat, in the event that any of these species are present in the study area. Mitigation
measures (MM) BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2 are set forth to ensure that Cooper’s hawk or
pallid bat would not be disturbed or otherwise affected during the construction process.
Impacts would therefore be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

During operation of the Proposed Project, the new water treatment equipment would not
produce significant noise or human activity such that Cooper’s hawk or pallid bat would
be significantly affected. The site is already used for groundwater pumping, water
treatment, and water distribution purposes. While some new operational maintenance
activities would occur as described in Section 2.4 of this MND, these activities would be
infrequent and temporary. Otherwise, operation of equipment on the site is automated and
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b)

would primarily generate noise levels lower than ambient noise conditions (site noise
levels are dominated by the adjacent SR-170 freeway). Operation of the Proposed Project
would not affect Cooper’s hawk or pallid bat in the event that either of these species were
to be foraging and/or nesting in the study area.

MM-BIO-1 Birds and Raptors: If Project construction occurs during the migratory
bird nesting season (typically February 15 through August 31), a focused
avian nesting survey of the Project site and contiguous habitat area within
300 feet of the site for protected native birds (within 500 feet for raptors)
shall be performed by a qualified wildlife biologist 72 hours prior to
construction in accordance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C.
703-712) and California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and
3513. If an active bird nest is found, the nest shall be flagged and mapped
on the construction plans along with an appropriate no disturbance buffer,
which will be determined by the biologist based on the biology of the
species (typically 300 feet for passerines and 500 feet for raptor and
special-status species). The nest area shall be avoided until the nest is
vacated and the juveniles have fledged. The nest area shall be demarcated
in the field with flagging and stakes or construction fencing.

MM-BIO-2 Bats: Prior to construction, any structures within the Project site shall be
examined for bat roosts and sign (i.e., guano). If sign is observed, a bat
detection survey shall be required to determine species and additional
avoidance and any minimization measures.

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

No Impact. No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities have been
identified within the study area (Appendix C), therefore, the Proposed Project would not
affect any such habitats. No impact would occur.

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

No Impact. No wetlands been identified within the study area (Appendix C). As such, the
Proposed Project would not affect federally protected wetlands. No impact would occur.
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d)

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described under Section
3.4(a), Proposed Project construction would have the potential to affect Cooper’s hawk
and pallid bat, in the event that such species were to be nesting, foraging, or reproducing
within the biological resources study area. Similarly, other birds protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act would have the potential to use the trees within the study area
for nesting. However, implementation of MM-B10-1 and MM-BIO-2 would ensure that
any nesting birds and roosting bats present during construction are protected and would
therefore reduce impacts to nesting birds and roosting bats below a level of significance.
The Project site does not contain habitat for migratory fish or other wildlife species other
than those discussed under Section 3.4(a), which would be protected upon
implementation of MM-BI0O-1 and MM-BIO-2.

Regarding wildlife corridors, the biological resources report identified a narrow strip of
ornamental vegetation bordering the Proposed Project site to the east, which may be used
by local wildlife as a movement corridor. However, the Proposed Project site would
continue to be fenced during construction and operation of the Proposed Project, and the
ornamental vegetation along the eastern boundary of the Proposed Project (immediately
west of SR-170) would not be affected by the Proposed Project activities. Implementation
of the Proposed Project would therefore not degrade or change the current local and
regional wildlife movement and use in this area. Upon implementation of MM-BIO-1 and
MM-BIO-2, any potentially significant impacts to native resident or migratory species or
to native wildlife nursery sites would be reduced below a level of significance.

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The City of Los Angeles
Protected Tree Ordinance, as modified by Ordinance 177404, provides guidelines for the
preservation of Southern California native tree species measuring 4 inches or more in
cumulative diameter 4.5 feet above the ground level at the base of the tree (City of Los
Angeles 20064, as cited in Appendix C). Trees protected under this ordinance include all
oak trees indigenous to California (excluding the scrub oak Quercus dumosa), Southern
California black walnut (Juglans californica var. californica), California sycamore
(Platanus racemosa), and California bay (Umbellularia californica). Protected trees as
defined in the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance do not occur within the
Proposed Project site. However, California sycamore trees meeting this definition are
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present immediately outside of the Proposed Project site, within the biological resources
study area. They are located along the access drive that extends from Vanowen Street to
the facilities site, just west of the fence line that separates Whitsett Fields from the
LADWP property. Because the California sycamores are located outside of the Proposed
Project site, they would not be removed or directly affected by construction or operation
of the Proposed Project. However, in the event that proposed activities were to extend
within 15 feet from the trunk or 5 feet from the dripline of one or more of these protected
trees, potential indirect impacts could occur. Impacts could include disturbance or
damage of aboveground tree branches and/or belowground root systems within the
dripline from increased vehicle or human activity. Generation of fugitive dust, erosion,
and/or release of chemicals (e.g., fuel, oil, lubricants, paints, and release agents) within
the dripline of these trees could also damage or compromise their health. However,
generation of fugitive dust would be minimized through Project compliance with
SCAQMD’s Rule 403. Erosion would be minimized through preparation and compliance
with a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP; see Section 3.9 for details). The
potential for chemical releases and the effect of such releases, in the unlikely event that
they were to occur, would be minimized through compliance with federal, state, and local
regulations that govern the use of such materials (see Section 3.8 for details).
Additionally, MM-BIO-3 is set forth to further minimize damage to protected trees.
Impacts would therefore be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

MM-BIO-3 City of Los Angeles protected trees include all oak trees indigenous to
California (excluding the scrub oak Quercus dumosa), Southern
California black walnut (Juglans californica var. californica), California
sycamore (Platanus racemosa), and California bay (Umbellularia
californica). LADWP shall ensure that the proposed construction
activities shall maintain a distance of 15 feet from the trunk and 5 feet
from the dripline of protected trees. However, if construction activities
occur within 15 feet of the trunk or 5 feet of the dripline of protected
trees, additional reporting and potential permits from the City of Los
Angeles Board of Public Works shall be required per the City of Los
Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance 177404.

Would the Project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The North Hollywood—-Valley Village Community Plan does not designate
any portions of the Community Plan area as being within a habitat conservation plan
(City of Los Angeles 1996). Furthermore, the Project area is not within any of the
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regional conservation plans designated by the state (CDFW 2015). Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No impact would occur.
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3.5 Cultural Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in ] ] ] X
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource ] X ] ]
pursuant to §15064.57?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic ] ] X ]
feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? O [ X [

A cultural resources report was prepared for the Proposed Project to describe potential effects
that could occur to cultural, archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources as a result
of the Proposed Project. The report is included in this MND as Appendix D. Preparation of the
report involved conducting archival research, contacting culturally affiliated groups, and
performing a pedestrian site survey. The area that was evaluated for the presence of
archaeological resources and any impacts that may occur includes the approximate 4-acre Project
site boundary, referred to as the Area of Potential Effect.
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b)

Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not cause an adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource, as no facilities of historic significance would be affected. For the
purposes of CEQA, buildings over 45 years of age should be recorded and evaluated for
historical significance in order to determine whether or not a project would result in a
significant impact to historical resources. The existing building on the Project site was
constructed less than 45 years ago (Appendix D). As such, this building is not historic,
and the Project would have no impact on historical resources.

Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the cultural resources
records search, site survey, and contacts made to date, no archaeological resources have
been identified within the Project site (Appendix D). Although the presence of
archaeological resource discoveries during construction is always a possibility, the
likelihood in this case is low due to the disturbed nature of the site. However, in the event
that an item of potential significance is uncovered during ground-disturbing activities,
implementation of MM-CUL-1 would protect the resource(s) and ensure that impacts
would be less than significant. Impacts to archaeological resources would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.

MM-CUL-1 In the event that archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are
exposed during construction activities for the Proposed Project, all
construction work occurring within 100 feet of the find shall immediately
stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards, can evaluate the significance of the
find and determine whether or not additional study is warranted.
Depending upon the significance of the find, the archaeologist may simply
record the find and allow work to continue. If the discovery proves
significant under the California Environmental Quality Act, additional
work such as preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, testing, or
data recovery may be warranted.
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d)

Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

Less Than Significant Impact. To assess the potential for the Proposed Project site to
contain paleontological resources or unique geologic features, an institutional records
search was conducted by the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County and a
desktop geological review was conducted by a paleontologist. The Project site is located
within sedimentary deposits of the San Fernando Valley. The entire Project site is
mapped as surficial Quaternary alluvium, according to published mapping by Dibblee
and Ehrenspeck (1991). These Holocene, or Recent, deposits presumably overlie older,
Pleistocene, or Ice Age deposits at an unknown depth (McLeod 2016; Dibblee and
Ehrenspeck 1991). Past excavation and trenching activities in the area surrounding the
Project site have encountered paleontological resources in older Quaternary alluvial
deposits. According to the records search results received from the Natural History
Museum of Los Angeles County, the closest fossil localities to the Project site within
Quaternary alluvial deposits are located east of the Sepulveda Dam Recreation Area,
north of the Ventura Freeway (Highway 101), where fossils were encountered at depths
of 75 and 100 feet below the ground surface (LACM 3822; McLeod 2016). To the south,
fossils have been found at shallower depths (between 14 and 20 feet below ground
surface) (LACM 3263 and 6208, respectively; McLeod 2016). Near the intersection of
Lankershim Boulevard and Highway 134, fossils were recovered at between 60 and 80
feet below ground surface (LACM 6970; McLeod 2016). No paleontological resources
were identified within the Project site as a result of the institutional records search or
desktop geological review. The Proposed Project site is located within an area that has
been previously developed and is likely underlain by fill materials, at least in part. As
such, the Proposed Project site is not anticipated to be underlain by unique geologic
features. While the Proposed Project area has been heavily disturbed by urban
development over the years, intact paleontological resources may be present below the
original layer of fill material. However, ground disturbance attributable to the Proposed
Project is not expected to exceed depths of 4 feet. As such, even if resources were to be
present beneath the Proposed Project site, it is not anticipated that the Proposed Project
would uncover, damage, or otherwise adversely affect these resources. Furthermore,
California Public Resources Code [PRC Section 5097.5] prohibits excavation of
paleontologically significant materials. The impacts would be less than significant.

Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact. No human remains are expected to be disturbed within
the Project site during construction. In the event that remains are unearthed during

59



North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project MND

construction, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98 provide guidance with regard to the accidental discovery of human
remains. Should remains be unearthed during construction, LADWP would be subject
to these requirements by law, reducing any potential impact to less than significant.
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3.6 Geology and Soils
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available O O O X
for the disposal of waste water?

a)

Would the Project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project site is not located within an Earthquake Fault Zone,
formerly known as an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and is not traversed by any
known active faults. The nearest active fault to the Project site, as identified by the City
of Los Angeles, is the Verdugo fault, located approximately 2.7 miles from the Proposed
Project site (City of Los Angeles 2016). Fault rupture is not expected to occur on the
Proposed Project site. No impact would occur.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. As with all areas in Southern California, the Proposed
Project site is located in a seismically active region, within which are numerous known
earthquake faults. As stated in Section 3.6(a)(i), there is a known earthquake fault
approximately 2.7 miles from the Proposed Project. As with most areas throughout
Southern California, the site could be exposed to strong seismic ground shaking.
However, Project structures would be designed and constructed in accordance with the
latest version of the California Building Code and the City of Los Angeles Building Code
relative to seismic criteria, and neither people nor structures would be exposed to
potential substantial adverse effects. Impacts would be less than significant.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project site has not been identified as
being potentially susceptible to liquefaction (City of Los Angeles 2016). However, as
discussed in Section 3.6(a)(ii), the Proposed Project site has the potential to be exposed to
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b)

strong seismic ground shaking, and in some cases, seismic-related ground failure.
However, Project structures would be designed and constructed in accordance with the
latest version of the California Building Code and the City of Los Angeles Building Code
relative to seismic criteria, which provides a measure of safety for people and structures
exposed to potential substantial adverse effects involving seismic-related ground shaking.
The impact is less than significant.

iv) Landslides?

No Impact. The Proposed Project site and surrounding area is flat, and the site has not been
mapped as a landslide hazards area (City of Los Angeles 2016). Therefore, people or
structures on the site would not be exposed to landslide hazards. No impact would occur.

Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the Proposed Project would result in
ground surface disruption during grading and excavation that could create the potential
for erosion to occur. Because the Proposed Project would involve construction on an area
greater than 1 acre, it would require compliance with the Storm Water Construction
Activities General Permit, which requires the construction contractor to prepare and
comply with a SWPPP. The SWPPP must include erosion control measures such as
covering exposed soil stockpiles, protecting the perimeter of the construction site with
sediment barriers, and protecting storm drain inlets.

During operation, site conditions would be generally similar to existing conditions, with
the exception of new water treatment equipment on the site. The presence of this
equipment would not substantially increase soil erosion or the loss of topsoil on the site.
In fact, it would slightly decrease the amount of exposed soils on the site. Adherence to
existing regulations requiring stormwater management and erosion control during
construction and operations (Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB] Notice of
Intent process and SWPPP) and implementation of the standard construction erosion and
sediment control practices that they would require would ensure that soil erosion impacts
are less than significant.

Would the Project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project site is not located in an area
identified for landslide or liquefaction hazards (City of Los Angeles 2016). Furthermore,
the Project site has supported buildings and infrastructure for several decades, which
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d)

have not been compromised by geologic or soil instability. The new equipment that
would be installed on the Proposed Project site would be designed and constructed in
accordance with the latest version of the California Building Code and the City of Los
Angeles Building Code relative to seismic criteria. Compliance with the current
regulations would ensure that Project structures are designed and built to current
standards to minimize any potential impacts and hazards associated with unstable soils.
The impact would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As described above under Section 3.6(c), the Proposed
Project site has supported buildings and infrastructure for several decades. To date,
damage to on-site buildings and infrastructure as a result of expansive soils has not
occurred. Therefore, effects related to expansive soils would not likely occur. The
California Building Code and the City of Los Angeles Building Code outline specific
design, engineering, and development standards for structures proposed in areas with
unstable soils. In the unlikely event that such soils are encountered on the Proposed
Project site, compliance with these regulations would ensure that Project structures are
designed and engineered to withstand on-site soil conditions. Impacts would therefore be
less than significant.

Would the Project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

No Impact. The Proposed Project does not include installation of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems. During Project construction, sanitary waste
would be handled by temporary portable chemical toilets. The waste from temporary
facilities would be removed by a private contractor and disposed of at an approved off-site
location. During Project operation, the Proposed Project would connect to the City sewer
system. As such, no impact would occur relative to the ability of on-site soils to support
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant ] ] X ]
impact on the environment?
b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the ] ] = Ol
emissions of greenhouse gases?

The GHG emissions analysis contained below is supplemented by Appendix B, which provides
background information on the regulatory setting and analysis assumptions for GHG emissions
applicable to the Proposed Project.

a)

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the Proposed Project would result in
short-term construction and long-term operational emissions of GHGs. Principal GHGs
include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CHj,), nitrous oxide (N,O), O3, and water vapor
(H20). The effect each GHG has on climate change is measured as a combination of the
mass of its emissions and the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere,
known as its global warming potential (GWP), which varies among GHGs. Total GHG
emissions are expressed as a function of how much warming would be caused by the
same mass of CO,. Thus, GHG gas emissions are typically measured in terms of metric
tons (MT) of CO, equivalent (COE).*

The Proposed Project’s GHG emissions have been compared to the SCAQMD
recommendations of a threshold of 10,000 MT CO,E per year for industrial projects.*
This threshold is intended to be applied to the Proposed Project’s emissions to determine

The CO, equivalent for a gas is derived by multiplying the mass of the gas by the associated GWP, such that

MT of CO,E = (MT of a GHG) x (GWP of the GHG). For example, the GWP for CH, is 21. This means that
emissions of 1 MT of CH, are equivalent to emissions of 21 MT of CO,.

In October 2008, SCAQMD presented to the Governing Board the Draft Guidance Document — Interim CEQA

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008), explored various approaches for
establishing a significance threshold for GHG emissions. This guidance document, however, was not adopted or
approved by the Governing Board. Among the concepts discussed, the document considered a threshold for
industrial projects 10,000 MT CO,E per year, which is used herein to evaluate the significance of potential
project-generated GHG emissions.
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whether they would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts of
global climate change.

Project-generated emissions and potential impacts are assessed below.
Construction Impacts

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in GHG emissions that are primarily
associated with use of off-road construction equipment and on-road construction and
worker vehicles. CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual GHG emissions based on
overall average annual construction assumptions.” The SCAQMD Draft Guidance
Document — Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold recommends
that “construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year project lifetime, so that GHG
reduction measures will address construction GHG emissions as part of the operational
GHG reduction strategies” (SCAQMD 2008). Thus, the total construction GHG
emissions were calculated, amortized over 30 years, and added to the total operational
emissions for comparison with the GHG significance threshold of 10,000 MT COE. The
determination of significance, therefore, is addressed in the operational emissions
discussion below.

On-site sources of GHG emissions during construction include off-road equipment, and
off-site sources include haul and vendor (delivery) trucks and worker vehicles. The
estimated total GHG emissions during Proposed Project construction would be
approximately 45 MT CO,E. Amortized over 30 years, construction GHG emissions
would be approximately 1.5 MT CO,E per year. Additional details regarding these
calculations are provided in Appendix B.

Operational Impacts

Operation of the Proposed Project would result in GHG emissions primarily through
energy use (generation of electricity consumed by the Proposed Project). GHGs would
also be generated by the relatively infrequent motor vehicle trips to the Proposed Project
site and off-road equipment use for facility maintenance activities. Annual GHG
emissions associated on-road vehicles and off-road equipment were estimated using
CalEEMod, while GHGs from energy use were calculated based on total energy usage of
the facility (approximately 21.98 gigawatt-hours/year) and indirect GHG emission factors

These assumptions differ slightly from the worst-case day scenario developed for the air quality analysis
included in Section 3.3 of this document. Specifically, the off-road equipment GHG emissions calculation is
based on the total hours of equipment use over the duration of construction, rather than a maximum day of
equipment usage.
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b)

from electricity generation by LADWP (adjusted for the Renewable Portfolio Standard).
The minimal maintenance activities would consist of refilling of the hydrogen peroxide
tank (once per month), replacement of the UV lamps (once every 16 months), and GAC
replacement (once every 5 years). For the worst-case annual scenario, it was assumed that
all activities would occur during the same year as GAC replacement. Detailed
assumptions, including GHG emissions from electricity generation, number and types of
equipment, estimated daily worker and total estimated haul and delivery truck trips, are
provided in Appendix B. Table 3.7-1 summarizes the GHG emissions that will be
generated by the Proposed Project.

Table 3.7-1
Worst-Case Annual Operational Emissions

co. | CHa | N.0 CO:E
Metric Tons per Year
Energy (electricity) 9,766.2 6.1 19.1 9,7914
On-road vehicles and off-road equipment 7.7 0 0 7.7
Construction (amortized over 30 years) 15 0 0 15
Total Proposed Project GHG emissions 9,775.4 6.1 191 9,800.6

Notes:  CO = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent.
See Appendix B for detailed resullts.

As shown in Table 3.7-1, estimated annual increased GHG emissions associated with the
Proposed Project would not exceed the applied SCAQMD threshold of 10,000 MT COE
per year. Therefore, operational GHG impacts for the Proposed Project would be less
than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Climate Change Scoping Plan, approved by CARB
on December 12, 2008, provides a framework for actions to reduce California’s GHG
emissions and requires CARB and other state agencies to adopt regulations and other
initiatives to reduce GHGs. As such, the Scoping Plan is not directly applicable to
specific projects. Moreover, the Final Statement of Reasons for the amendments to the
CEQA Guidelines reiterates from the Initial Statement of Reasons that “[t]he Scoping
Plan may not be appropriate for use in determining the significance of individual projects
because it is conceptual at this stage and relies on the future development of regulations
to implement the strategies identified in the Scoping Plan” (CNRA 2009). Under the
Scoping Plan, however, there are several state regulatory measures aimed at the
identification and reduction of GHG emissions. CARB and other state agencies have
adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping Plan. Most of these measures
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focus on area source emissions (e.g., energy usage, high-GWP GHGs in consumer
products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (hybrid, electric, and more fuel-efficient
vehicles) and associated fuels, among others.

California Executive Order S-3-05 established a goal to reduce statewide GHG emissions
to the 1990 level by 2020; and to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 80% below the 1990
level by 2050. The topic of whether a GHG emissions analysis must conform to the 2050
reduction target expressed in Executive Orders B-30-15 and S-3-05 is currently before the
Supreme Court in the Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of
Governments case. Such targets have not been adopted by the state and remain only a goal
of the Executive Orders. Technically, an Executive Order does not have the effect of new
law but can only reinforce existing laws. For instance, as a result of the AB 32
legislation, the state’s 2020 reduction target is backed by the adopted AB 32 Scoping
Plan, which provides a specific regulatory framework of requirements for achieving the
2020 reduction target. Nevertheless, the Proposed Project is evaluated for conflicts with
post-2020 GHG reduction goals declared by the state.

The City of Los Angeles has established a Climate Action Plan that establishes the goal of
reducing City GHGs by to 35% below 1990 levels by 2030 (City of Los Angeles 2007).

By remediating well fields, which would restore the use of local water supplies, the
Proposed Project would not conflict with the Executive Order’s near-term 2020 goal (as
codified in AB 32), the long-term 2050 goal, or the City Climate Action Plan. From an
energy perspective, the ability to utilize local sources of water reduces use and future
dependency on imported water supplies, the conveyance of which is one of the largest
consumers of energy in California. The Proposed Project would not conflict with any other
applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions. Therefore, this cumulative impact would be less than significant.

References

City of Los Angeles. 2007. Green LA — An Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global

Warming. May 2007.

CNRA (California Natural Resources Agency). 2009. Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory

Action: Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines Addressing Analysis and Mitigation
of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Pursuant to SB97. December 2009.

SCAQMD. 2008. Draft Guidance Document — Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG)

Significance Threshold. October 2008.

67



North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project MND

3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or ] ] X ]
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the ] Ol X O
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
Y O O O X

waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

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

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

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the Project result in a safety hazard for ] ] ] X
people residing or working in the Project area?

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

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to ] ] ] X
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Analysis was conducted to determine whether
construction and operation of the Proposed Project would result in a significant hazard to
the public or environment from exposure to hazardous materials, including risks to
human health from ingesting contaminated groundwater. The analysis contained below of

68




North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project MND

the potential short- and long-term impacts that would result from implementing the
proposed project concludes that the project is necessary to protect drinking water supplies
and human health. A result of project implementation is a less than significant impact
relative to hazardous materials.

Human Health Risk Assessment

Elevated concentrations of 1,4-dioxane and VOCs have been detected in groundwater at
seven NHW wells. Given the proximity of the 1,4-dioxane groundwater contamination
relative to the NHW Well Field and the groundwater flow pattern across the general area,
1,4-dioxane would continue to be captured by NHW production wells. In the absence of
groundwater pumping at the NHW Well Field, there is also a potential for 1,4-dioxane
impacted groundwater to migrate to other groundwater production wells.

As part of the remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) conducted in relation to the
NHW Well Field, LADWP has conducted a Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) to
evaluate whether the contaminated groundwater poses a risk to human health if human
receptors (e.g., local residents or workers) were exposed to untreated groundwater. The
HHRA addresses the existing condition of the water extracted from the NHW wells without
treatment. Accordingly, the HHRA is prepared for the purpose substantiating the need for
remedial action and provides initial parameters for treatment facility sizing and process.
Because of federal and state drinking water regulations and the fact that LADWP has stopped
producing water from the contaminated wells, it is not likely that residential consumers
actually would be exposed to the contaminated groundwater.

In addition, it is unlikely that significant ecological risks exist since no ecological
receptors would be exposed to contaminants from groundwater. Consequently, ecological
risks and impacts are minimal and less than significant.

The HHRA in the RI/FS evaluates risk from 1,4-dioxane and several other VOCs known
to occur in groundwater. For each constituent, lifetime cancer risk and/or hazard quotient
was estimated. A value below 107 is considered an acceptable cancer risk. A cancer risk
below 107 is within the acceptable cancer risk defined by SWRCB Division of Drinking
Water (DDW) for potable water use under Policy Memo 97-005 permitting requirements.

Chemical specific and pathway specific health risks for residents, commercial workers and
construction workers exposed to 1,4-dioxane in groundwater from production wells and
monitoring wells are presented in detail in the RI/FS. The evaluation shows that
concentrations of 1,4-dioxane and other VOCs in the subject NHW production wells exceed
the risk factors for cancer and non-cancer endpoints under existing conditions, which would

69



North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project MND

result in a significant adverse impact to those exposed to the water. However, this is based on
exposure to untreated groundwater. The proposed AOP treatment would remove 1,4-dioxane
and other VOCs from groundwater, producing water meeting all regulatory limits for potable
water. Specifically, the treatment system is designed to reduce the 1,4-dioxane contamination
to below the notification level (NL) limit of 1 pg/L.

A 1 pg/L NL for 1,4-dioxane is the concentration of a contaminant in drinking water that
is considered not to pose a significant health risk to people ingesting that water on a daily
basis. The NL is only for the ingestion of drinking water, and does not take in to
consideration possible dermal or inhalation exposures resulting from typical household
uses of water containing a specific constituent of concern. The NL for 1,4-dioxane is
slightly greater than the de minimis (1 x 10®) level commonly used for NLs based on
cancer risk, reflecting difficulty in monitoring 1,4-dioxane at very low concentrations
when the NL was established.

VOCs that occur in other NHW wells not connected to the treatment system occur in
concentrations that can be managed by LADWP through its existing permit and blending
plan in a manner that ensures regulatory limits in potable water for such chemicals are
not exceeded. Under the Proposed Project, these other contaminants would continue to be
addressed through these existing permit requirements and procedures.

By treating the well water such that 1,4-dioxane remains at or below the NL, and
reducing contamination migration in the aquifer, the proposed project would protect
human health of residents and workers, resulting in less than significant impact.

Construction Impacts

Construction of the Proposed Project would include activities involving some hazardous
materials, including on-site fueling and minor servicing of construction equipment.
However, construction activities would be short-term in nature, and the types of materials
that would be involved are not considered acutely hazardous. Furthermore, the handling
of these materials is subject to federal, state, and local health and safety
requirements. Therefore, Project construction would not create a significant hazard to
the public or environment from the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials during construction.

Operations Impacts

Long-term operation of the Proposed Project would involve the transport, use, and
disposal of materials that could be potentially hazardous. These materials would consist
primarily of hydrogen peroxide, UV lamps, and GAC. In the concentrations that would
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be required for the Proposed Project, hydrogen peroxide is considered a hazardous material
that is regulated at the federal and state level. Workers would be required to follow state
and federal laws governing the handling, storage, and transport of hydrogen peroxide.
Hydrogen peroxide would be delivered to the site by truck approximately one time per
month and would be transferred to the proposed hydrogen peroxide storage facility at a
designated truck off-loading area. The design of the Proposed Project incorporates the
following features to minimize potential impacts and protect public health:

e The off-loading area would be equipped with spill and leak containment to
prevent the spread and release of the chemical in the event that a spill were to
occur during deliveries.

e The hydrogen peroxide would be transferred from the truck to the storage tanks
via a hydrogen peroxide fill station, which would be equipped with an emergency
shut off.

e The hydrogen peroxide storage facility would also be equipped to prevent any
chemical spills and to safely handle and contain them in the event that a spill were
to occur during chemical storage.

e The facility would have a hydrogen peroxide leak sensor, spill and leak
containment beneath the storage tanks and associated chemical lines, and a
sump pump.

e The facility would also have a shower and eyewash for workers, in the unlikely
event of exposure to hydrogen peroxide.

e The hydrogen peroxide injection vault would be equipped with a leak sensor, a
sump, and sump pumps.

Due to these containment and safety features that are included in the design of the
hydrogen peroxide storage facility and injection vaults, and due to required compliance
with state and federal regulations that mandate safe handling and storage of hydrogen
peroxide, use of this chemical on the Proposed Project site is not expected to cause a
significant hazard to the public or the environment.

UV lamps, including those that would be used for the Proposed Project, typically contain
mercury. As such, in the unlikely event that a lamp were to break during transport,
operation, or disposal, mercury could be released into the environment and the workers
handling the lamps could be exposed to mercury. Mercury is a hazardous material that is
regulated at the state and federal level as universal waste (U.S. EPA 2015a), and
exposure could result in a significant adverse impact. However, the Proposed Project
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incorporates the following procedures to minimize potential impacts and protect public
health in the event of a mercury release:

o Workers will comply with applicable state and federal laws establishing safety
protocol for cleanup and disposal of the mercury.

e In the unlikely event that mercury is released into the water supply due to a lamp
break during operations, the amount of water that flows through LADWP’s
distribution system would be sufficient to dilute the mercury below the maximum
contaminant level (MCL). The broken lamps would then be removed and
disposed of in accordance with the applicable state and federal laws governing the
handling and disposal of mercury.

e Due to the mercury content in the lamps, they are considered a hazardous waste
and are prohibited from being discarded into landfills (U.S. EPA 2015b). The
used UV lamps would be transported to a hazardous wastes facility in accordance
with applicable state and federal laws governing used mercury lamps.

The LPGAC can also pose a hazard to the public and to the environment in the event that
spent carbon is spilled or leaked. However, a carbon spill or leak would be unlikely
because the LPGAC vessels are designed with a closed-loop carbon exchange, so that
spent carbon is removed and fresh carbon is refilled without exposure to the environment.
The spent carbon would be transferred to a processing or disposal facility in accordance
with state and federal laws regulating transport and disposal of chemicals. LPGAC can
also create hazardous low-oxygen conditions for workers in certain circumstances.
Activated carbon removes oxygen from air, and in closed or partially closed containers
and vessels, oxygen depletion may reach hazardous levels, exposure to which could result
in a significant adverse impact. However, workers will not enter any vessels containing
LPGAC since LPGAC is added to and removed from the tanks externally, and all
applicable state and federal worker safety requirements would be implemented.
Accordingly, the LPGAC operation and maintenance would not cause a hazard to the
public or to the environment would be less than significant.

While several types of hazardous materials would be involved with operation of the
Proposed Project, compliance with the existing laws regulating these substances and the
safe handling procedures listed above would ensure that they are handled properly and
that spills are contained and addressed in a safe manner in the unlikely event that a spill
were to occur. For these reasons, impacts related to the routine use, transport, and
disposal of hazardous materials associated with operations would be less than significant.
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b)

d)

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the Proposed Project would include
activities involving some hazardous materials, including on-site fueling and minor
servicing of construction equipment. However, construction activities would be short-
term in nature, and the types of materials that would be involved are not considered
acutely hazardous. Furthermore, the handling of these materials is subject to federal,
state, and local health and safety requirements. Therefore, Project construction would
not create a significant hazard to the public or environment from an accidental release of
hazardous materials into the environment.

As described under Section 3.8(a), several hazardous materials would be used during
operation of the Proposed Project. In the unlikely event that these materials were to be
accidentally released to the environment during Project operation, they could pose a hazard
to the public and to the environment. However, the substances discussed in Section 3.8(a)
(hydrogen peroxide, mercury, and GAC) would be handled in accordance with state and
federal laws governing the storage, use, transport, and disposal of such materials. Any
release of hazardous materials would be handled in a manner that would not pose a
significant hazard to the public or the environment. As such, impacts related to an
accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment are less than significant.

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

No Impact. The nearest schools are Bellingham Elementary, located 0.4 miles southeast
from the Proposed Project site and Coldwater Canyon Elementary School, located 0.4
miles southwest of the Proposed Project site. As such, the Proposed Project would not be
located within a quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. No impact would occur.

Would the Project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. Government Code Section 65962.5 applies to facilities that may be subject to
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Corrective Action program involving the
cleanup of improperly managed hazardous wastes. The Proposed Project site is not
contained on any lists compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 or on the California
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f)

9)

Department of Toxic Substances Control database (EnviroStor) for contaminated sites
(DTSC 2007, 2016). Though portions of the North Hollywood Well Field Area are listed as
a federal Superfund site, the Proposed Project site is not currently within the boundaries of
the Superfund area (City of Los Angeles 2016; U.S. EPA 2016). No impact would occur.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project site is located 2 miles west of the
Hollywood-Burbank Airport. However, it is located outside of the airport influence area
and planning boundary, noise contours, and runway protection zone (Los Angeles County
ALUC 2003). The site is separated from the airport by the SR-170, residential
neighborhoods, commercial uses, and industrial development. The Proposed Project
would include no occupied facilities that would result in a safety hazard for people or any
facilities that would be of a height that would represent an obstruction to air navigation.
As such, while the Proposed Project would be located within 2 miles of a public airport, it
would not result in a substantial safety hazard for people residing or working in the
Project area, and impacts would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not be located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip. No safety impact would result due to private airstrips.

Would the Project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would be located within an existing LADWP water
pumping and treatment site. Access to the site would be provided via two existing
LADWP driveways that are currently used to access the site for maintenance and
operation purposes. No permanent or temporary street closures are planned during
either Project construction or operations. Emergency access to or egress from the
Proposed Project site or surrounding areas would not be adversely affected. As such,
development of the Proposed Project would not impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and no
impact would occur.
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h) Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

No Impact. According to the City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element, no
wildland fire hazard areas occur within the Project site or near the Proposed Project site
(City of Los Angeles 1996). No construction or operational activity related to the
Proposed Project would create a significant risk related to wildland fire. As such, no
impact would occur.
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3.9

Hydrology and Water Quality

Would the Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

O

O

X

O

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

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

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

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

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

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

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or O [ O X
dam?
j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? ] ] ] X
a) Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact. Water quality standards applicable to the Proposed
Project consist of two types: those related to the quality of drinking water delivered by
LADWRP to its customers, and those related to the protection and enhancement of water
quality in the environment (i.e., surface water and groundwater quality). Drinking water
standards are set under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and the California
Safe Drinking Water Act (California SDWA). Regulations implementing the California
SDWA are defined in the California Health and Safety Code and Titles 17 and 22,
California Code of Regulations. Environmental water quality standards are set under both
the Clean Water Act (federal law) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
(state law). The California Legislature has assigned the primary responsibility to
administer and enforce statutes related to water quality to the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) and its nine RWQCB:s.

The Proposed Project’s compliance with regulatory standards with respect drinking water
quality, surface water quality, and groundwater quality is discussed below.

Drinking Water Quality

As discussed in the RI/FS and the MND Project Description, implementation of a DDW-
approved monitoring plan has detected 1,4-dioaxane concentrations exceeding both the
NL ofl pg/L and the DDW Permit limit of 10 pg/L within seven NHW groundwater
production wells (see Table 1 in the MND Project Description). Concentrations in well
NH-43A exceeds the response level (35 pg/L). These seven wells were removed from
service between November 2014 and March 2015 (except to facilitate testing and
monitoring for the RI/FS). About a quarter-mile north and northwest of the NHW well
field, across SR-170, the groundwater monitoring network has detected a plume of 1,4-
dioxane with concentrations that exceed 100 pug/L within the shallow groundwater.
LADWP determined that the elevated concentrations of 1,4-dioxane in the well field
represent a threat to the long-term viability of the NHW well field and to public health.
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Removing the wells from service was done to prevent 1,4-dioxane concentrations from
exceeding the NL at the LADWP blend point down-stream of the NHW Well Field and is
consistent with the DDW-approved Blending Plan (as described in the RI/FS).

LADWP monitors its drinking water sources and distribution systems in accordance with
California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15, Domestic Water
Quality and Monitoring. LADWP’s existing DDW domestic water supply permit requires
extensive water quality monitoring of its raw water supplies (i.e., reservoirs and
groundwater), as well as within its treatment and distribution system to ensure water
delivered to customers is safe and compliant with all drinking water statutes (CDPH
2008). LADWP is required to monitor its groundwater sources for a wide range of
constituents, including bacteriological constituents; general physical, secondary, and
inorganic constituents; nitrate and nitrite; radiological constituents; VOCs; and non-
volatile synthetic organic chemicals. Unregulated chemicals (i.e., those lacking an
enforceable MCL or required treatment technique) for which monitoring is required
include 1,4-dioxane, chromium, N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA), and 1,2,3-
trichloropropane (1,2,3-TCP).

Though some of LADWP’s wells exceed MCLs or NLs for certain constituents of
concern, the water delivered by LADWP to its domestic customers meets or surpasses the
highest federal and state drinking water standards set by U.S. EPA and the SWRCB
DDW (LADWP 2014). This is achieved through continual monitoring of source water
quality, use of various treatment technologies (as appropriate for the source and quality of
raw water), blending operations as needed to achieve water that meets potable standards,
and verification/testing of treated water. LADWP publishes yearly water quality
monitoring reports demonstrating that water entering its distribution systems meets all
applicable water quality standards.

To implement the Proposed Project, an update to LADWP’s DDW Domestic Water
Supply Permit would be required. The RI/FS serves as the basis of the Proposed Plan
which addresses 1,4-dioxane remediation in three ways: 1) a Pumping Plan to control the
spread of the contaminant plume and protect other water supply wells in NHW, 2)
treatment of water to remove 1,4-dioxane using AOP technology, and 3) monitoring the
results to measure attenuation of contaminants. Based on the RI/FS, it is anticipated that
the three designated remediation wells would achieve a pumping rate after four years of
11,881 AFY. In year four, the anticipated concentration of 1,4-dioxane extracted from
remediation wells would be 8 pg/L (the AOP treatment system is designed to treat 1,4-
dioxane concentrations up to 20 pg/L). Pumping of groundwater from secondary wells
(previously removed from service) would commence in year 5 and would restore 10,287
AFY of pumping capacity. The combined 1,4-dioxane concentration in the remediation
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wells is simulated to decrease through time and is expected to decrease below the NL of 1
ug/L by year 15 of remediation (LADWP 2016a).

As discussed in the Section 2.2 of the MND Project Description, LADWP would implement
a groundwater monitoring program to monitor contaminant levels in the well field and
confirm the effectiveness of the pumping and treatment plans. These plans include the DDW
Extremely Impaired Water Quality Surveillance Plan (consistent with DDW Policy 97-005)
and the Remedial Action Progress Monitoring Plan described in the RI/FS.

In addition, LADWP would continue to comply with applicable regulations and the terms
of its water supply permit, continue to implement its extensive water quality monitoring
activities, and would implement corrective actions where needed to ensure the continued
safety and reliability of its water supply. In the event non-target constituents (i.e., those
not specifically treated by the AOP treatment technology) start to be detected at
concentrations exceeding applicable notification levels, LADWP would take appropriate
action which includes notifying the SWRCB DDW, increased monitoring, and if
necessary, deactivation of wells until the issue can be addressed.

The Proposed Project, by removing and controlling the 1,4-dioxane contaminant mass
from the groundwater basin through treatment at the NHW wells, would ensure the
drinking water quality of the well field by maintaining the level of 1,4-dioxane below the
1 ug/L NL. Removal of other VOCs through the proposed treatment system and the
continued active management of these VOCs in drinking water through the existing
monitoring and blending plan, would ensure that they are maintained within safe drinking
water limits. For these reasons, the impact of the Proposed Project on drinking water
quality would be less than significant.

Surface Water Quality

Water quality objectives, plans, and policies for surface waters are established in the
Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan), as amended. The
Basin Plan establishes water quality objectives based on the beneficial uses identified for
surface waters, and aims to address threats to water quality through various programs and
policies, such as establishment of total maximum daily loads (TMDLs). The Proposed
Project is located in a highly urbanized setting served by a network of storm drains that
eventually discharge to the Tujunga Wash and the Los Angeles River (SWRCB 2012).
These water bodies are impaired under Clean Water Act Section 303(d) with the
following pollutants: ammonia, coliform bacteria, copper, trash, lead, and nutrients
(SWRCB 2012). Effluent from treatment plants and process water discharges comprise a
significant fraction of flows in these receiving waters. Potential threats to water quality
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associated with the Proposed Project are minimal because it would not involve significant
non-stormwater discharges to the storm drain system during operation and maintenance
activities. Well purging and LPGAC vessel backwashing water would be directed to the
City’s sanitary sewer system, as discussed in Section 3.17, below. Potential water quality
impacts associated with altered land cover and imperviousness of the site are addressed in
Sections 3.9(c) and 3.9(d), below.

Stormwater runoff from the site during construction and operation of the Proposed
Project could contribute limited amounts of pollutants to receiving waters, such as
sediment, litter, and/or fuels and greases. Construction-related land disturbance such as
grading, excavation, and trenching for installation of treatment facilities would result in
minor disturbance of soils over a relatively small area (less than 2 acres). Sediment from
erosion of graded or excavated surface materials, leaks or spills from equipment, or
inadvertent releases of construction materials could result in water quality degradation if
runoff containing the sediment entered receiving waters in sufficient quantities to exceed
water quality objectives. Impacts from construction-related activities would generally be
short term and of limited duration. Non-stormwater discharges during construction, such
as dewatering of excavations and trenches are not anticipated due to the shallow nature of
such excavations in comparison to the depth to groundwater in the area, which is about
200 feet (ULARA Watermaster 2014).

Because implementation of the Proposed Project would collectively require construction
activities resulting in a land disturbance of more than 1 acre, LADWP would be required to
obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit (SWRCB Order 2009-0009-DWQ,
as amended), which pertains to pollution from grading and Project construction. Coverage
under the Construction General Permit requires a qualified individual (as defined by the
SWRCB) to prepare a SWPPP to address the potential for construction-related activities to
contribute to pollutants within the Proposed Project’s receiving waterways. The SWPPP
must describe the type, location and function of structural measures to alleviate stormwater
impacts and must demonstrate that the combination of measures selected are adequate to
meet the discharge prohibitions, effluent standards, and receiving water limitations
contained in the Construction General Permit. Measures developed as part of the SWPPP
include, but are not limited to, minimizing the extent of disturbed areas and duration of
exposure, stabilizing and protecting disturbed areas, keeping runoff velocities low, and
retaining sediment within the construction area, as well as the use of temporary desilting
basins, silt fences, gravel bag barriers, temporary soil stabilization, temporary drainage inlet
protection, and diversion dikes and interceptor swales.

These water quality plans would prevent construction-related contaminants from reaching
impaired surface waters and contributing to impacts on water quality in the region’s
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receiving waters. Furthermore, transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials
required for operation and maintenance of the Proposed Project are described in Section
3.8 (above), including handling of hydrogen peroxide and exchange of carbon filters.
Storage of hydrogen peroxide would include use of secondary containment features in the
event of spill or leak. Legal requirements that address hazards and hazardous materials
described in Section 3.8 would effectively avoid or substantially minimize the potential
for such materials to be released into stormwater runoff.

Required compliance with the Construction General Permit and waste discharge
requirements, including preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, would ensure that
water quality impacts resulting from construction and operation activities would be less
than significant.

Groundwater Quality

The proposed remediation response at the NHW well field would not contribute
additional pollutant sources to the groundwater basin; instead, it would remove
1,4-dioxane from the basin by converting it to water, CO,, and chlorine. The intent of the
Proposed Project is to remove 1,4-dioxane from the basin by physical extraction and
contain the 1,4-dioxane plume, which would limit its spread and threat to other parts of
the groundwater basin.

Pumping from the NHW well field for 1,4-dioxane remediation would affect the
distribution and extent of 1,4-dioxane in the vicinity of the well field, due to the pumping
radius of influence. The direction and rate of migration for 1,4-dioxane in the
groundwater could be locally altered in response to pumping, thereby affecting measured
concentrations over time. However, it is a purpose of the remediation wells to intercept
the contaminant plume as a means of protecting the secondary and preferred wells in the
NHW Well Field. Without the proposed pumping plan, there is a potential that 1,4-
dioxane would migrate further south, potentially contaminating additional groundwater
production wells. Therefore, with regard to 1,4-dioxane mass in the groundwater basin,
the Proposed Project would have a net positive effect.

As LADWRP is the only user of groundwater wells in the vicinity (ULARA Watermaster
2014), the Proposed Project would not impact groundwater quality for other wells (e.g.,
private domestic wells, small water companies, or individual producers). For these
reasons, the Proposed Project’s impacts on groundwater quality, including movement of
the 1,4-dioxane plume under the NHW Well Field, would be less than significant.
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b)

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

Less Than Significant Impact. During Project construction, minor amounts of water
would be required for various uses, such as the concrete mix required for the concrete
pads. The waters used for this purpose would be from treated water supplies or approved
reclaimed water supplies. However, because of the relatively small quantity of water
required in the context of available supply, no depletion of groundwater or other supplies
would occur from Project construction.

Groundwater extraction from the SFB is limited by court-defined rights recorded in the
Judgment of the California Superior Court in Case No. 650079, The City of Los Angeles
vs. The City of San Fernando, et al., dated January 26, 1979. The SFB is an adjudicated
basin and is administered by the Upper Los Angeles River Area Watermaster. LADWP is
therefore limited in the overall amount of groundwater that they can pump from the SFB.
The City’s entitlement averages 87,000 acre-feet per year. Extracted water is “charged”
to the City’s pumping entitlement, as stipulated in the 1979 judgment. As such,
groundwater extraction from NHW would continue to be limited by LADWP’s
adjudicated water rights. Furthermore, there are no groundwater wells owned or operated
by entities other than LADWP in the immediate vicinity of the NHW well field, which
means local lowering of the groundwater table in response to resumed pumping would
not adversely impact other non-LADWP wells. Surrounding land uses are served by
LADWP’s distribution system and do not rely directly on groundwater wells.

LADWP’s capability to operate the NHW well field consistent with existing water rights
would remove groundwater from storage, but not in a manner that violates the City’s
entitlement. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. No streams, rivers, wetlands, or other waterbodies are
located on, or within the vicinity of, the Proposed Project site. As such, the Proposed
Project would not result in the alteration of the course of a stream or river. However,
construction of the Proposed Project would result in ground surface disruption during
grading and excavation that could create the potential for erosion to occur. The
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d)

construction contractor would be required to implement methods to minimize erosion and
sedimentation during construction, in accordance with the Construction General Permit
described in Section 3.9(a).

During operation, site conditions would be generally similar to existing conditions, with the
exception of new facilities to remove 1,4-dioxane from groundwater would be provided on
the site. Any long-term changes in drainage patterns that would occur as a result of the
Proposed Project would be limited to minor, highly localized changes, mostly associated with
the presence of additional structures and additional of impervious surfaces on the site. The
Proposed Project site would maintain the general drainage pattern as it currently exists.
Furthermore, the Proposed Project would comply with the City of Los Angeles Low Impact
Development Ordinance, which requires management of stormwater on site, including
measures to capture and infiltrate stormwater into pervious surfaces. Due to the developed
nature of the Proposed Project area, the relatively small size of the Proposed Project site, and
required compliance with existing regulations, any minor alterations to the existing drainage
pattern of the Proposed Project site would result in a less than significant impact relative to
erosion or siltation on or off the Proposed Project site.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As described in Section 3.9(c), no streams, rivers, wetlands,
or other waterbodies are located on, or within the vicinity of, the Proposed Project site. The
Proposed Project would not result in the alteration of the course of a stream or river. During
construction, the Proposed Project would temporarily alter the drainage pattern of the site due
to excavation, grading, and exposure of topsoil. However, these temporary alternations would
be minimal and would not be expected to create flooding Additionally, compliance with the
Project-specific SWPPP that is required per the Construction General Permit, specifically the
use of run-off control devices, would ensure that flooding on or off site is minimized during
construction to the extent practicable.

The Proposed Project involves the addition of new facilities for removing 1,4-dioxane from
groundwater. The addition of this equipment would not substantially change the drainage
patterns of the site. The increase in impervious surfaces due to treatment facilities could
cause a minor increase in peak flow rate and runoff volumes from the site. However, this
increase would be minimized through required compliance with the City of Los Angeles
Low Impact Development Ordinance, which requires management of stormwater on site,
including measures to capture and infiltrate stormwater into pervious surfaces. Any minor
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alterations to the existing drainage pattern of the Proposed Project site would result in less
than significant impacts relative to flooding on or off site.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction of the Proposed Project, drainage
patterns and runoff quantities on the Project site may be temporarily altered, which could
potentially cause increased runoff or runoff that contains sediment, petroleum products,
or other potential water pollutants used during construction. The potential impacts of
polluted runoff, including stormwater runoff, non-stormwater discharges, and the
transport/use of hazardous materials, are addressed in the criteria outlined above.

With regard to the capacity of the existing or planned stormwater drainage system, the
Proposed Project would involve a minor increase in impervious surfaces on the site,
attributable to the addition of new structures and equipment on the facilities site (see
Figure 2-2 in the MND Project Description). An increase in impervious surfaces has the
potential to increase runoff and/or pollutants in the site runoff. However, portions of the
facilities site would remain pervious. Additionally, the site is surrounded on three sides
by entirely pervious surfaces (i.e., the sports fields and park). As such, site runoff is
expected to be in the form of sheet flow, and would be at least partially absorbed by the
pervious surfaces on and off site.

There are two stormwater catch basins near the corner of Whitsett Avenue and VVanowen
Street that drain stormwater from Whitsett Avenue and portions of the park. Another
stormwater catch basin is situated at Vanowen Street and the SR-170 overpass, near the
southeast corner of the Project site. These nearby catch basins would direct any excess
drainage from the park and Proposed Project site to the municipal storm drain system
(LADPW 2016). The size of the site in comparison to the enormous size of the urban area
served by the City’s storm drain system means any increase or decrease in impervious
surfaces on the Proposed Project site would have a negligible (i.e., non-measurable)
effect on the capacity of the storm drain system. Nevertheless, the required compliance
with the City of Los Angeles Low Impact Development Ordinance would reduce the
potential for increased runoff to occur. This ordinance requires management of
stormwater on site, including measures to capture and infiltrate stormwater into pervious
surfaces. For these reasons, impacts would be less than significant.
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9)

h)

Would the Project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

No Impact. Based on the type and magnitude of activities anticipated during Project
construction and operations, the Proposed Project would not otherwise substantially
degrade water quality. No impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project does not include the development of housing.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

Would the Project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

No Impact. The Proposed Project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area
(DWR 2016). As such, the Proposed Project would not place structures within a 100-year
flood hazard area, and no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. As discussed above in Sections 3.9(g) and 3.9(h), the Proposed Project site is
not located within a 100-year flood zone or plain. However, the Proposed Project site is
located within a potential inundation area, as mapped in the City of Los Angeles General
Plan Safety Element. This mapped inundation area covers approximately half of the San
Fernando Valley and is primarily associated with the Los Angeles Reservoir, Hansen
Dam, and Sepulveda Dam (City of Los Angeles 1993). These maps are based on the
assumption of an immediate and total catastrophic failure of a dam(s), and do not
consider the effects of dam safety regulations (such as continual monitoring/inspections)
or show the actual probability of failure. These maps are prepared as worst-case scenarios
for emergency planning purposes and the actual likelihood of a dam breach is low, given
the Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams requires annual
monitoring/inspections, and corrective actions if any dam is shown to have
vulnerabilities—either structural or earthquake related. Dams and reservoirs are also
monitored by the City during storms.

Since the Proposed Project consists of installing water treatment equipment, it does not
expose people or habitable structures to significant safety risks by virtue of being in a
dam inundation zone. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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)] Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

No Impact. The Proposed Project site is not located within a hillside area or a tsunami
inundation area (City of Los Angeles 1993). Therefore, the Proposed Project site would
not be subject to inundation by tsunami or mudflow. As identified in Section 3.9(i), the
Project site is located within an inundation area associated with dams and reservoirs in
the San Fernando Valley. However, the Proposed Project site is approximately 5 miles or
more from these inland waterbodies. The potential for seiches to occur within these
inland waterbodies is reduced through regulation of their water levels and the provision
of walls of extra height to contain seiches. Given these safety measures and the distance
between the Proposed Project site and the nearest inland waterbody, inundation related to
a seiche is considered unlikely. Furthermore, since the Proposed Project consists of
installing water treatment equipment, it would not expose people or habitable structures
to significant risk associated with inundation. No impact would occur.
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3.10 Land Use and Planning
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X
b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the Project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, O O O >
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan? O [ O X
a) Would the Project physically divide an established community?
No Impact. The Proposed Project would be located in the interior of a site that is owned
by LADWP and that is occupied by facilities devoted to groundwater pumping, water
treatment, and distribution. The site is entirely fenced under existing conditions and
would continue to be fenced during Project construction and operation. The Proposed
Project would not result in physical division of any established communities. No impact
would occur.
b) Would the Project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of

an agency with jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would be located in the interior of a site that is
owned by LADWP and that is occupied by facilities devoted to groundwater pumping,
water treatment, and distribution. The Proposed Project site is designated Open Space
in the City of Los Angeles General Plan and is zoned OS-1XL (Open Space) (City of
Los Angeles 2015). The Proposed Project site has a height restriction of 30 feet. The
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proposed structures and water treatment equipment would not exceed this height
limitation and would be consistent with the existing use of the site for groundwater
extraction purposes. As such, no impact would result relative to conflicts with land use
plans, policies, or regulations.

C) Would the Project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not conflict with any habitat conservation plan.
The site is not within a habitat conservation plan or a natural community conservation
area (CDFW 2015; City of Los Angeles 1996). No impact would occur.
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3.1 Mineral Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and ] ] ] X
the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, O [ O X
or other land use plan?
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b)

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

No Impact. The Division of Mines and Geology (renamed the California Geological
Survey in 2006) has mapped portions of the City within Mineral Resource Zone 2 for
aggregate resources. Mineral Resource Zone 2 is defined as “areas where adequate
information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or where it is judged
that a high likelihood of their presence exists” (Division of Mines and Geology 1979).
The Proposed Project site is located within Mineral Resource Zone 2 and is therefore
located in an area with known mineral resources identified by the state. However, no
active mine operations are present on or in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.
Additionally, the Proposed Project site has been used for groundwater pumping, water
treatment, and water distribution purposes for several decades and is surrounded by an
established park and a freeway. Beyond the park and freeway are commercial areas and
dense residential neighborhoods. The existing and surrounding land uses of the Proposed
Project site would preclude the site from being used for mineral extraction purposes. As
such, the addition of water treatment equipment to the site would not cause a loss in
availability of a mineral resource. No impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The City of Los Angeles has also identified the Proposed Project site as
being within an area containing significant mineral deposits (City of Los Angeles 1996).
However, as discussed in Section 3.11(a), the Proposed Project site has been used for
groundwater pumping, water treatment, and water distribution purposes for several
decades and is surrounded by an established park and a freeway, beyond which are dense
residential neighborhoods. These existing land uses would generally preclude
establishment of mineral extraction activities at the Proposed Project site. Furthermore,
the addition of water treatment equipment to a site that is already used for water-related
purposes would not result in a loss of availability of a known locally important mineral
resource recovery site. No impact would occur.

References

Division of Mines and Geology. 1979. Mineral Land Classification Map — Aggregate Resources

Only. Van Nuys Quadrangle. May 25, 1979. Accessed April 21, 2016.
http://lwww.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/WH/smaramaps.htm.

89



North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project MND

City of Los Angeles. 1996. Figure GS-1 in Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR.
Prepared by Envicom Corporation. June 1996. Accessed December 22, 2015.
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/housinginitiatives/housingelement/frameworkeir/
FrameworkFEIR.pdf.

3.12 Noise
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or O O 2 O
applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise ] ] X ]
levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels ] ] X ]

existing without the Project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above ] ] X ]
levels existing without the Project?

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

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

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Los Angeles regulates noise through several
sections of its municipal code. These include Section 41.40 (Noise Due to Construction,
Excavation Work — When Prohibited), which establishes time prohibitions on noise
generated by construction activity; Section 112.04 (Powered Equipment Intended for
Repetitive Use in Residential Areas and Other Machinery, Equipment and Devices),
which prohibits the use of loud machinery and/or equipment within 500 feet of residences
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and prohibits noise from machinery, equipment, or other devices that would result in an
increase of more than 5 decibels (dB) above the ambient noise level at residences; and
Section 112.05 (Maximum Noise Level of Powered Equipment or Powered Hand Tools),
which establishes maximum noise levels for powered equipment and powered hand tools
(i.e., 75 A-weighted decibels [dBA] at a distance of 50 feet for construction, industrial,
and agricultural equipment between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.). According to
Section 41.40, no construction activity that might create loud noises in or near residential
areas or buildings shall be conducted between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on
weekdays, before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday and national holidays, or at
any time on Sunday.

Existing Noise Levels

Currently, the Proposed Project site generates noise associated with the existing NHW
well field operations and maintenance vehicles entering and exiting the site. Additionally,
the Proposed Project site and surrounding area is subject to traffic noise associated with
adjacent roadways, including Vanowen Street, Whitsett Avenue, and the SR-170
freeway, as well as aircraft overflight noise.

Noise measurements were conducted on and near the Proposed Project site on April 13,
2016, to characterize the existing noise environment. The noise measurements were made
using a Piccolo Integrating Sound Level Meter equipped with a 0.5-inch, pre-polarized
condenser microphone with pre-amplifier. The sound level meter meets the current
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standard for a Type 2 (General Use) sound
level meter. The calibration of the sound level meter was verified before and after the
measurements, and the measurements were conducted with the microphone positioned
approximately 5 feet above the ground.

Three noise measurement locations (M1 through M3), which represent key potential
sensitive receptors or sensitive land uses, were selected adjacent to, or near, the Proposed
Project site. The noise measurement locations are shown on Figure 3.12.1 and the
average noise levels at the three measurement locations are provided in Table 3.12-1. As
shown in Table 3.12-1, existing energy-averaged noise levels (Leg) range from 71.4 to
73.4 dBA on site and at locations adjacent to the Proposed Project. The primary noise
sources consisted of traffic along the SR-170 and from adjacent roads as well as aircraft
overflights toward Hollywood Burbank Airport.
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Table 3.12-1
Measured Noise Levels
Leq Lmax
Receptors Location/Address Date Time (dBA) (dBA)
M1 Project Site; 12403 Vanowen April 13, 8:51 a.m.-9:06 a.m. 734 85.5
Street Los Angeles, California 2016
91605
M2 Whitsett Fields, 12455 Vanowen | April 13, 9:28 a.m.-9:43 a.m. 714 84.6
Street Los Angeles, California 2016
91605
M3 Golden State Apartments; 6961 April 13, 10:09 a.m.—10:24 a.m. 721 87.6
Whitsett Avenue North 2016
Hollywood, California 91605

Source: Appendix E.
Notes:  Leq =equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); Lmex = maximum sound level during
the measurement interval.

Short-Term Construction Noise

Active construction is anticipated to take about 12 months to complete, beginning in mid-
2018. During construction of the Proposed Project, site preparation; piping, conduit, and
concrete installation; equipment installation; and erection of structures for the Proposed
Project would involve the use of standard construction equipment such as loaders, dozers,
dump trucks, soil compaction equipment, concrete pump, crane, and lattice boom crane.
A complete list of equipment involved in these phases is included in Appendix A. The
maximum number of workers anticipated during any construction phase would be 20
construction workers, which would occur during the installation of piping and conduit
phase. Construction equipment with substantially higher noise-generation characteristics
(such as pile drivers, rock drills, blasting equipment) would not be necessary for
construction of the Proposed Project.

The range of maximum noise levels for various types of construction equipment at a
distance of 50 feet is depicted in Table 3.12-2. The noise values represent maximum
noise generation, or full-power operation of the equipment. As an example, a loader and
two dozers, all operating at full power and relatively close together, would generate a
maximum sound level of approximately 90 dBA at 50 feet from their operating locations.
As one increases the distance between equipment, and/or the separation of areas with
simultaneous construction activity, dispersion and distance attenuation reduce the effects
of separate noise sources added together. In addition, typical operating cycles may
involve 2 minutes of full-power operation, followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower levels.
The average noise level during construction activity is generally lower, since maximum
noise generation may only occur up to 50% of the time.
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Table 3.12-2
Construction Equipment Maximum Noise Emission Levels

Equipment Typical Sound Level (dBA) 50 Feet from Source
Roller 74
Concrete vibrator 76
Pump 76
Saw 76
Backhoe 80
Air compressor 81
Generator 81
Compactor 82
Concrete pump 82
Crane, mobile 83
Concrete mixer 85
Dozer 85
Grader 85
Impact wrench 85
Loader 85
Pneumatic tool 85
Jackhammer 88
Truck 88
Paver 89

Source: FTA 2006.

The nearest off-site sensitive receptors to the Project boundary are the residential
developments west and south of the Proposed Project site. The Whitsett Fields property
on the northern, southern, and western side of the Project site share the same property
line boundary and are active sports fields not normally considered a sensitive receptor
relative to noise. The closest residential development is located approximately 300 feet
from the nearest point of planned construction. Average noise levels from conventional
construction activities (with a typical number of three to four pieces of equipment
operating on the site) range from approximately 75 to 86 dBA L at a distance of 50 feet.
Due to improvements in construction equipment silencing technology, these sound levels
are 3 dB lower than the noise levels reported in the 1971 reference study (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency 1971). Noise levels from construction activities
generally decrease at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance away from the activity.
Whitsett Fields is located immediately adjacent to the Proposed Project site, and no
construction would occur on park land. Construction would be separated from
surrounding uses by protective fencing that would provide some set-back of construction
activities from park users. Assuming a 50-foot minimum distance between park users at
Whitsett Fields and the nearest point of planned construction, average noise levels would
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be as high as 75 to 86 dBA L. However, the construction use would be intermittent on a
daily basis and overall short-term in duration. At a distance of approximately 300 feet
(the approximate distance from the nearest point of planned construction to the multi-
family residences to the west), construction noise levels would be approximately 17 dBA
lower, ranging from approximately 58 to 69 dBA Leg. These levels are below the existing
ambient levels (Table 3.12.-1) at the residences.

The City regulates construction noise by restricting the allowable hours of construction.
Consistent with Section 41.40 of the City’s Municipal Code, the Proposed Project
construction activities would generally occur only on weekdays and, on those days,
would be limited to between the hours of 7:00 am. and 6:00 p.m. Although not
anticipated, if occasional Saturday work were required, it would not commence before
8:00 a.m., and it would cease by 6:00 p.m. in compliance with Section 41.40. No
construction work would occur on Sundays or national holidays. Short-term construction
activities would cease upon construction completion. As such, impacts related to
proposed construction noise would be less than significant.

Long-Term Operational Noise

Noise sources associated with operation of the Proposed Project would include electric
motors associated with the 1,4-dioxane treatment systems. Some of the proposed
equipment would be enclosed (i.e., the UV lamps and the hydrogen peroxide storage
tanks), thus minimizing noise levels. To obtain representative source noise data, noise
measurements were conducted at a water treatment facility (the Orange County Water
District’s enhanced water treatment facility in Fountain Valley, California) which
incorporates hydrogen peroxide quenching and UV treatment, followed by bio filtration, to
obtain representative source noise data. The UV reactors themselves were found to have
quite low noise levels; the noise from this equipment was barely audible compared to the
noise from the associated decarb units (filtration), which were located adjacent to the UV
reactors. The noise from the decarb units (which are similar in operation to the GAC units
that would be utilized under the Proposed Project) and the UV Reactors was 69 dBA at a
distance of 25 feet. At a distance of approximately 300 feet (the distance to the nearest
residences at NHW), the corresponding noise level from the equipment would be
approximately 46 dBA Leg, Which would be well below the ambient noise levels. Based on
this comparative analysis, the noise from the proposed remediation equipment would not
substantially increase ambient noise levels (i.e., not greater than 5 dBA) and would not
result in an exceedance of City of Los Angeles Municipal Code noise standards.

Although noise would be produced from the operation of the proposed equipment, the
Proposed Project site is located adjacent to the SR-170 and away from residential land uses.
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b)

Noise from the new 1,4-dioxane equipment, when considered in conjunction with existing
groundwater well pumps, the dominance of traffic noise along SR-170, and noise from
aircraft overflights, would be a minimal addition of noise that would be less than significant.

Operation of the Proposed Project would require minimal maintenance activities and
minimal to no on-site personnel. Once per month, the hydrogen peroxide storage tank
would be refilled. This would involve one round-trip truck trip per month and would
require two personnel. Hydrogen peroxide would be transferred from the truck to the on-
site storage tank. The lamps in the UV reactors would be replaced every 12,000 hours.
Assuming that all lamps in the nine main reactors are running continuous and
simultaneously, the lamps would be changed about every 16 months. Lamp replacement
would involve one roundtrip truck trip and would require two personnel. The GAC would
be replaced once every 5 years. During the GAC replacement process, the GAC media
would be would be removed from the vessels by vacuum truck and transported to an
appropriate disposal facility. This would involve four workers and six truck trips over a
period of 5 days. The truck and personnel trips during Project operation would not create
a perceptible increase in ambient noise levels as the number of vehicle trips would be
minimal. As such, noise impacts during operations would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities can generate varying degrees of
groundborne vibration, depending on the construction procedures and the type of
construction equipment operated. Construction equipment generates vibrations that spread
through the ground and diminish with distance from the source. The effects on buildings (i.e.,
building damage) are dependent on the location of the buildings to the source and the
characteristic of the building structure.

During construction, the heavier pieces of construction equipment used at the Proposed
Project site would include dozers, cranes, and loaders. Groundborne vibration studies
from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) indicate that continuous
vibrations with a peak particle velocity of approximately 0.1 inches per second begin to
cause annoyance (Caltrans 2004). Groundborne vibration is typically attenuated over
short distances (typically on the order of 25 feet). At a distance of 25 feet from the project
site, there would be no significant vibration impact on Whitsett Fields. Similarly, the
vibration impacts at the nearest residential development (multi-family residences, located
approximately 300 feet from the nearest Project construction activities) would fall well
below (0.002 inches/second) the Caltrans threshold. Therefore, construction activities
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d)

would not result in continuous vibration levels that typically annoy people, and the
vibration impacts to nearby sensitive receptors would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. See discussion in Section 3.12(a). The operation of 1,4-
dioxane treatment equipment, along with truck and personnel trips during Project
operation, would not create an increase of 5 dBA or more in ambient noise levels at
sensitive receptor locations. Accordingly, noise impacts during operations would be less
than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. See discussion in Section 3.12(a). Short-term
construction activities would cease upon construction completion and would not occur
near sensitive receptors. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project site is located approximately 2.0
miles west of the Hollywood Burbank Airport and is not within the Los Angeles County
Airport Influence Area. The Proposed Project site is located outside of the Airport Land
Use Plan’s 65 dBA community noise equivalent level noise contour (Los Angeles County
Airport Land Use Commission 1991, Revised 2004), and thus aircraft related noise would
not expose people in the Project area to excessive noise levels. Furthermore, the Proposed
Project would not include occupied facilities that would expose people to excessive noise
levels related to aircraft use. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip. Accordingly, no impacts related to exposing people residing or working in the
Proposed Project area to excessive noise levels within the vicinity of a private airstrip
would occur.

97



North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project MND

References

Caltrans (California Department of Transportation). 2004. Transportation- and Construction-

Induced Vibration Guidance Manual. June 2004.

FTA (Federal Transit Administration). 2006. Traffic Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment.

May 2006.

Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission. 1991. Los Angeles County Airport Land

Use Plan. Accessed May 3, 2016. http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/data/

pd_alup.pdf. Adopted December 19, 1991. Revised December 1, 2004.

3.13 Population and Housing
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, ] ] ] X
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement ] ] ] X
housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement ] ] ] X
housing elsewhere?

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project does not include construction of new homes or
businesses or the extension of roads or other infrastructure that would induce
population growth.

The Proposed Project would restore existing water resources that have been contaminated
or are threatened with contamination by 1,4-dioxane in the groundwater basin. With
Project implementation, groundwater supply would be restored, which would help offset
the need for imported water supplies, thereby supplementing the City of Los Angeles’
local potable water supply and increasing system reliability and sustainability. Because
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b)

3.14

the Proposed Project would help offset existing imported supplies, it would not increase
overall water supplies to the City in a manner that would induce population growth. The
Proposed Project would not affect or increase LADWP’s entitlement of groundwater, and
therefore, would not result in the development of a new water source. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not indirectly induce population growth through the provision of
additional water supply.

Due to the relatively low number of personnel required for Project construction and
the expected relatively short duration of construction, workers would be drawn from
local communities, and no population growth in the area would occur. The operation of
the Proposed Project would not require a substantial number of new employees and thus
would not induce population growth or the need for new housing in the area. No impact
would occur relative to population growth.

Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. There is no existing housing within the Proposed Project site, and the
Proposed Project would not involve removal of any housing. No impact would occur.

Would the Project displace substantial numbers of people,
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

necessitating the

No Impact. The Proposed Project involves the installation of water treatment equipment
on a site that is currently used for groundwater pumping, water treatment, and water
distribution purposes. The addition of water treatment equipment to this site would not
displace people. No impact would occur.

Public Services

Less Than
Significant

Would the Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance

objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

o

o

o

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

Fire protection?

No Impact. Fire protection for the Proposed Project site is provided by the Los Angeles
Fire Department, and the monitoring of operations is provided by LADWP. The Proposed
Project would not generate a requirement for additional fire protection services. No
impact would occur.

Police protection?

No Impact. Police protection for the Proposed Project site is provided by the Los
Angeles Police Department and LADWP security personnel. The property is enclosed
with fencing and would continue to be enclosed with fencing upon Project
implementation. Both site entrances have a locked gate. The Proposed Project would not
generate a requirement for additional police protection. No impact would occur.

Schools?

No Impact. The Proposed Project involves the installation of equipment to remove 1,4-
dioxane from groundwater on a site that is currently used for groundwater pumping,
water treatment, and water distribution purposes. No feature of the Proposed Project
would directly generate a demand for school services, nor would the Proposed Project
lead directly or indirectly to substantial population growth such that new or
physically altered school facilities would be required. No impact would occur.

Parks?

No Impact. The Proposed Project is the installation of equipment to remove 1,4-dioxane
from groundwater on a site that is currently used for groundwater pumping, water
treatment, and water distribution purposes. The Proposed Project site is located adjacent
to a park; however, neither construction nor operation of the Proposed Project would
reduce the area of the park or otherwise affect the ability of people to use the park.
Conversely, no feature of the Proposed Project would directly generate a demand for
parks, nor would the Proposed Project lead directly or indirectly to substantial population
growth such that new or physically altered park facilities would be required. As such, the
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Proposed Project would not alter the service ratios of parkland in the City and would not
result in the need for new or physically altered park facilities. No impact would occur.

Other public facilities?

No Impact. The Proposed Project is the installation of equipment to remove 1,4-
dioxane from groundwater on a site that is currently used for groundwater pumping,
water treatment, and water distribution purposes. No new housing or businesses would
be constructed as part of the Proposed Project, nor would the Proposed Project directly
or indirectly induce population growth in the area such that new or physically altered
governmental facilities would be required to adequately provide services. No impact
would occur.

3.15 Recreation
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Would the Project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical ] ] ] X
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b) Does the Project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse O [ O X
physical effect on the environment?

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

No Impact. Neither the construction nor operation of the Proposed Project would
generate any additional population that would increase the use of existing neighborhood
or regional parks or other recreational facilities. While the Proposed Project site is
adjacent to a park, placement of additional water treatment equipment on the Proposed
Project site would not cause more people to use this park, such that the park would
undergo substantial deterioration. As such, no impact would occur.
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b) Does the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or

expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?
No Impact. The Proposed Project is the installation of water treatment equipment on a
site that is currently used for groundwater pumping, water treatment, and water
distribution purposes. It does not include recreational facilities or require construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment. No feature of the Proposed Project would directly generate a demand for
parks, nor would the Proposed Project lead directly or indirectly to substantial population
growth such that the construction or expansion of recreation facilities would be required.

3.16 Transportation and Traffic

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for

the performance of the circulation system, taking

into account all modes of transportation including

mass transit and non-motorized travel and ] ] X ]

relevant components of the circulation system,

including but not limited to intersections, streets,

highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle

paths, and mass transit?
b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion

management program, including, but not limited to

level of service standards and travel demand

measures, or other standards established by the O [ X [

county congestion management agency for

designated roads or highways?
c) Resultin achange in air traffic patterns, including

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in ] ] ] X

location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm O [ O X
equipment)?

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access? ] L] ] D

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance O O O >
or safety of such facilities?
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Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Less Than Significant Impact. Measures of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system in the City are established by the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT) in the City of Los Angeles Traffic Study Policies and
Procedures. Policies for non-motorized travel are addressed in Section 3.16(f). Measures
of effectiveness for the vehicular circulation system are based on the volume to capacity
ratio and level of service (LOS) of intersections and roadways within the City. Potential
impacts to intersections and roadway segments are analyzed based on projected future
traffic conditions plus Project-generated traffic. Impacts to intersections and street
segments are measured in terms of increases in volume to capacity ratio, the significance
of which is based on the future projected LOS. LADOT typically requires a traffic study
for projects that are likely to add 500 or more daily trips or likely to add 43 or more AM
or PM peak hour trips. LADOT requires that a technical memorandum be prepared for
projects that are likely to add 25 to 42 AM or PM peak hour trips and the adjacent
intersection(s) are presently estimated to be operating at LOS E or F (LADOT 2014).

Construction

Average daily one-way trips that would occur during construction are summarized in
Table 3.16-1. It has been assumed that each construction worker would drive to and from
the site without carpooling and would arrive within the morning peak hour and depart
within the evening peak hour. This is considered a worst-case scenario, since some
construction workers may carpool and may arrive or depart the site outside of peak traffic
hours. As shown in the table, the truck trips have been multiplied by a passenger car
equivalent value of 2.5 car trips per truck trip to account for the greater traffic impact of
trucks. It has been assumed that the truck trips would be evenly distributed throughout
the day, with some occurring during peak hours. While the number of worker and truck
trips may vary between months, Table 3.16-1 reflects the number of trips that would
occur during the most trip-intensive month of construction. (This is anticipated to occur
during the piping, conduit, and concrete installation phase starting in mid-2018).
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Table 3.16-1
Construction Trips

Generator Daily One-Way Trips Weekday AM (in) Trips Weekday PM (out) Trips
Worker 34 17 17
Truck 25 PCE (10 truck trips) 4 (PCE) 4 (PCE)

Total 59 21 21

PCE = passenger car equivalent.

As shown in Table 3.16-1, the temporary construction traffic that would be generated by
the Proposed Project would be minimal and would be below the thresholds for further
analysis that are established by LADOT. Furthermore, the estimated increase in traffic
would be minor and temporary. Construction of the Proposed Project would not cause an
increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the context of the region, vicinity, and
local roadways that provide access to the site. As such, impacts related to applicable
policies establishing effectiveness for intersections and roadways would be less than
significant during construction.

Operation

Operation of the Proposed Project would require minimal maintenance activities and
minimal to no on-site personnel. Operational activities that currently occur at the site,
such as routine water quality sampling, would continue to occur after Project
implementation. However, there are three key operational functions that would occur
upon Project implementation that do not currently occur at the site: hydrogen peroxide
deliveries, UV lamp replacement, and GAC replacement. These activities would occur
infrequently and would not generate a substantial number of new trips.

Once per month, the hydrogen peroxide storage tank would be refilled. This would
involve one truck round-trip per month and would require two personnel. The lamps in
the UV reactors would be replaced every 12,000 hours. Assuming that all lamps in the
reactors are running continuous and simultaneously, the lamps would be changed about
every 16 months. Lamp replacement would involve one truck round-trip and would
require two personnel. The GAC is anticipated to be replaced once every 5 years. During
the GAC replacement process, the GAC would be removed from the vessels by vacuum
truck and transported to an appropriate waste facility. This is assumed to involve four
workers and a total of 15 truck round-trips over a period of 5 days (an average of 3 round
trips per day). Table 3.16-2 shows the expected number of daily trips associated with
each of these new operational tasks. The number of trips shown in Table 3.16-2 were
calculated based on the conservative assumption that each employee would drive to and
from the site without carpooling and that each employee and the delivery trucks would
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b)

arrive within the morning peak hour and depart within the evening peak hour. This is
considered a worst-case scenario, since employees would likely use a single vehicle and
the employees and trucks may arrive and depart the site outside peak traffic hours. It is
not expected that any of these tasks would overlap (e.g., the hydrogen peroxide would not
likely be delivered to the site while the GAC is being replaced). However, in the unlikely
event that all three new operational tasks were to occur simultaneously, the number of
trips would still fall below the City thresholds for further traffic impact studies.

Table 3.16-2
Operational Trips
Generator Daily One-Way Trips |  Weekday AM (in) Trips | Weekday PM (out) Trips
Hydrogen Peroxide Delivery (1 day, 1x per month)
Worker 4 2 2
Truck 5 PCE (2 truck trips) 3 (PCE) 3 (PCE)
Total 9 5 5
UV Lamp Replacement (1 day, 1% per 16-month period)
Worker 4 2 2
Truck 5 PCE (2 truck trips) 3 (PCE) 3 (PCE)
Total 9 5 5
GAC Replacement (5 days, 1% per 5-year period)
Worker 8 4 4
Truck 15 PCE (6 truck trips) 8 (PCE) 8 (PCE)
Total 23 12 12

PCE = passenger car equivalent.

As shown in Table 3.16-2, the operational traffic that would be generated by the Proposed
Project would be minimal and would be below the thresholds for further analysis, as
established by LADOT. The estimated increase in traffic would be minor and would occur
infrequently. Operation of the Proposed Project would not cause an increase in traffic that is
substantial in relation to the context of the region, vicinity, and local roadways that provide
access to the site. As such, impacts related to applicable policies establishing effectiveness of
intersections and roadways would be less than significant during operation.

Would the Project conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or
other standards established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Los Angeles County traffic impact
analysis guidelines, a congestion management plan (CMP) impact analysis must be
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d)

provided for any project that would add 50 or more trips to a CMP roadway segment
during either the AM or PM peak hours, including freeway on-ramps and/or for any
project that would add 150 or more trips, in either direction, at a mainline freeway
monitoring location during either the weekday AM or PM peak hours. As shown in Table
3.16-1 and Table 3.16-2, neither construction nor operation would exceed these
thresholds. Therefore, a CMP impact analysis is not required, and no conflict with
congestion management or transportation management measures would occur. Impacts to
the CMP highway system would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns. The
construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not generate air traffic, and
the Proposed Project would not include any structures of a height that could act as a
hazard to aircraft navigation. No impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not include the construction of any new off-site
roads or the modification of any existing off-site roads, either for the purposes of long-term
Project operations or to temporarily support Project construction. Construction of the
Proposed Project would include truck deliveries of materials, components, and supplies to the
site. A very limited number of oversize loads may be required to deliver large equipment to
the site at the outset of construction and to remove the equipment after construction is
completed. If oversize loads are needed, permits specifying route and time limits, as well as
any necessary traffic control measures, would be required from state, county, and/or City
agencies. General truck traffic is allowed on Vanowen Street and Whitsett Avenue and does
not represent an incompatible use. These urban roads have good sight visibility and standard
lane widths. Accordingly, no impact involving incompatible uses on roadways or hazardous
roadway design features would occur.

Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not hinder emergency access in the area. No
permanent or temporary road closures or modifications are proposed as part of the
Proposed Project. All construction activities and staging would take place within the
existing LADWP property. No incompatible uses on public roads would occur from
either construction or operation of the Proposed Project. No impact would occur.
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Would the Project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety
of such facilities?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not conflict with adopted policies supporting
alternative transportation. Construction activities would take place entirely within the
LADWP property and would not remove, alter, or otherwise affect nearby non-vehicular
transportation facilities, such as bus stops, bicycle lanes, or sidewalks. Similarly,
operational activities would take place entirely within the site and would not preclude the
use of nearby non-vehicular transportation facilities. For these reasons, the Proposed
Project would not preclude the City from implementing policies and plans that have been
adopted for transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Conversely, the Project’s construction
activities and operational activities would not generate additional transit riders,
pedestrians, or bicyclists in the Project area such that the performance or safety of such
facilities would become compromised by an increase in usage. The Proposed Project
would not affect non-vehicular transportation systems in the area and, therefore, would
not have the potential to conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs that have been
adopted for such systems. No impact would occur.
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3.17 Tribal Cultural Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse

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

i.) Listed or eligible for listing on the
California Register of Historical O U] U] X
Resources, or included in a local
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Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 5020.1(k), or,

i)

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

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

i)

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

No Impact. Based on the cultural resources records search, site survey, and contacts
made to date, no archaeological resources have been identified within the Project site
(Appendix D). Information received to date from Native American tribes indicates
that the site does not include known elements of cultural tribal resources.

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Proposed Project is
subject to compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 which requires consideration of
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impacts to tribal cultural resources as defined in California Public Resources Code
21074 as part of the CEQA process, and requires LADWP to notify any groups who
have requested notification of the Proposed Project who are traditionally or culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of the Project. LADWP notified eight Native
American individuals/organizations of the Proposed Project under AB 52. These
contacts were initially identified by the Native American Heritage Commission as
Native American individuals/organizations who are traditionally or culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of the Proposed Project. These contacts were
notified of the Proposed Project in a good faith effort to provide an opportunity to
consult on tribal cultural resources and other matters of concern. Two of these
contacts responded to the notification:

e Sedna Villavicencio, Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation Department,
Fernandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians

e Andrew Salas, Chairman, Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation

Because AB 52 is a government-to-government process, all records of

correspondence related to AB 52 notification and any subsequent consultation are on

file with LADWP. Implementation of MM-CUL-1, as described under Section
3.5(a), would ensure that impacts to tribal cultural resources are less than significant.

3.18 Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [] [] X []

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could O O I O
cause significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause O [ X [
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve

the Project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements O O O >
needed?
e) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the ] ] X ]

Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste ] ]
disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and [ X
regulations related to solid waste?
a) Would the Project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable

Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Less Than Significant Impact. During operation, the proposed remediation treatment
process would produce wastewater that would be disposed of in the City’s sewer collection
system, operated and maintained by Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of
Sanitation (LASAN). The closest public sewer line is an existing 15-inch sewer line located
along Whitsett Avenue. Wastewater collected in the area is conveyed by interceptor lines
and ultimately treated at City water reclamation plants, specifically, the Los Angeles—
Glendale Water Reclamation Plant and the Hyperion Water Treatment Plant.

The main sources of wastewater from the Proposed Project site during operation of the
Proposed Project would be from well purging and LPGAC vessel backwashing activities.
Purging the wells (total flow of 7,400 gpm) for 30 minutes would produce about 222,000
gallons, and backwashing the 12 LPGAC vessels would produce about 300,000 gallons at
a rate of 1,000 gpm for 25 minutes. LADWP has coordinated with LASAN to ensure the
wastewater does not exceed the capacity of the existing sewer line in Whitsett Avenue.
Accordingly, LASAN stipulated that the rate of contribution of wastewater to the sewer
pipeline must be limited to 139 gpm so as to prevent impacting line capacity. LADWP
proposes to use Baker tanks of sufficient capacity to collect the total discharge from
either well purging or GAC backwashing, and to regulate the flow of wastewater into the
public sewer line. Based on the volume related to backwashing the LPGAC vessels
(300,000 gallons), the wastewater collected in the Baker tanks could be emptied in period
of about 36 hours at a discharge rate of 139 gpm. During other periods, virtually no
wastewater would be generated. Consequently, it is feasible to operate the proposed
wastewater collection and disposal system without exceeding the capacity of the sewer
line in Whitsett Avenue. No impact would occur.
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b)

Because wastewater discharges associated with the Proposed Project would be process
water discharges rather than conventional sanitary sewer discharges, the Proposed Project
will be subject to the Industrial Waste Control Ordinance (Section 64.30 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code), and LADWP will be required to coordinate with LASAN to
ensure the process wastewater is of suitable quality to be conveyed and treated at the
regional water reclamation facilities operated by Los Angeles Sanitation. The Industrial
Waste Control Ordinance requires certain dischargers of industrial wastewater to first
obtain an Industrial Wastewater Permit, unless the Proposed Project falls under one of the
exceptions outlined by LASAN. Compliance with industrial wastewater permits protects
the City’s sewer collection and treatment systems, prevents regulated toxic wastewater
constituents from passing through to receiving waters, and ensures that applicable federal
or state statutes, rules, or regulations are adhered to (LASAN 2016).

LADWP would satisfy requirements for industrial waste discharge through consultation
with LASAN’s Industrial Waste Management Division. Compliance with the provisions
of the permit would ensure that the Project would not result in violation of wastewater
treatment requirements. Compliance with Section 64.30 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code, including any Project-specific permit requirements that may be imposed by the
Industrial Waste Management Division, would ensure that the wastewater from the
Proposed Project would not cause exceedances of wastewater discharge requirements.
Impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would involve construction of new
treatment facilities to remove 1,4-dioxane from groundwater at the NHW well field. As
described throughout Section 3, the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project are not
significant. Relative to utilities and service systems, routine maintenance activities would
result in water use and wastewater generation. LPGAC vessel backwashing and well
purging would result in short-term wastewater flows of up to 139 gpm during an
approximate 36-hour period. This rate of wastewater generation would be minor in the
context of the wastewater treatment capacities of Los Angeles—Glendale Water
Reclamation Plant and Hyperion Water Treatment Plant, which process an average of 20
million gallons of wastewater per day and 450 million gallons of wastewater per day,
respectively (LASAN 2016). One well-purging event would represent approximately
1.3% of the wastewater that is processed daily at the Los Angeles—Glendale Water
Reclamation Plant, and one backwashing event would represent approximately 1.5% of
this plant’s daily influent. As such, the amount of wastewater produced by the Proposed
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d)

Project would be minor relative to the amount of water that is processed at LASAN
facilities. The relatively small amounts of water and wastewater related to periodic
Project maintenance activities would not require new water or wastewater treatment
facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.

Would the Project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would not generate substantial
increased stormwater runoff, such that new stormwater drainage facilities or facility
expansion would be required. As described in Sections 3.9(c) and 3.9(d), the proposed
water treatment equipment would slightly increase the impervious area on the facilities
site. However, this minor increase in impervious area would not have a substantial effect
on the amount of stormwater runoff that would come from the site. Further, the Proposed
Project would comply with the City of Los Angeles Low Impact Development
Ordinance, which requires management of stormwater on site, including measures to
capture and infiltrate stormwater into pervious surfaces.

The Proposed Project would therefore not require the construction or expansion of off-
site stormwater drainage facilities, because it would not contribute a substantial amount
of new stormwater runoff relative to existing conditions. As such, impacts would be less
than significant.

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

No Impact. LADWP has completed groundwater modeling to determine the volume of
groundwater pumping that is required to remove 1,4- dioxane contaminant mass and
contain the 1,4-dioxane plume located upgradient of the NHW wells. The Proposed Project
would not exceed the rated capacity of the wells or the existing entitlements; therefore, no
new or expanded entitlements would be needed. As such, no impact would occur.

Would the Project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider,
which serves or may serve the Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
Project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Less Than Significant Impact. As described in Section 3.17(a), wastewater generated
by the Proposed Project would be treated at the Los Angeles—Glendale Water
Reclamation Plant and the Hyperion Water Treatment Plant. The Proposed Project would
generate wastewater during maintenance activities. However, these maintenance
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f)

9)

activities would be conducted infrequently, would be relatively short events (half-hour),
and the amount of wastewater generation would be negligible in the context of the
wastewater treatment capacities of Los Angeles—Glendale Water Reclamation Plant and
Hyperion Water Treatment Plant. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not compromise
the capacity of the plants. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

Would the Project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities would generate construction
waste, such as equipment packaging, construction scrap, and debris. In accordance with
the City’s Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling Ordinance, construction would
incorporate source reduction techniques and recycling measures and would maintain a
recycling program to divert waste. These measures would minimize the amount of
construction debris generated by the Proposed Project that would need to be disposed of
in an area landfill. Any non-recyclable and hazardous construction waste generated
would be disposed of at a landfill approved to accept such materials.

Project operation would result in additional sources of solid waste at the site.
Approximately once every 5 years, the GAC in the LPGAC vessels would be replaced. The
spent GAC, which is considered non-hazardous, would be transported to a facility that is
approved to accept and/or process such materials, or would be disposed of in a landfill.

Approximately once every 16 months, the UV lamps would be replaced. The spent UV
lamps would be transported to a facility that is approved to accept and process such
materials. For example, components containing mercury and other metals used in the
manufacture of the lamps would be removed prior to disposal in a landfill. This
operational waste would be generated infrequently (i.e., once every 1 to 5 years) and
would not involve significant waste volumes. Further, the substances that would be
disposed (GAC and UV lamps) would be processed at specialized facilities and would
not affect the capacities of Los Angeles County landfills. As such, while some solid
waste would be generated by Project operations, impacts would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. In accordance with standards and as required by regulation and law,
LADWP would comply with federal, state, and local solid waste diversion, reduction,
and recycling mandates. No impact would occur.
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3.19

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

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

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

Does the Project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?
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Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Proposed Project site has
been used for groundwater pumping, water treatment, and water distribution purposes for
several decades. The site is highly disturbed, partially developed, and is located in an
urbanized area. The proposed addition of water remediation equipment to the site would
not degrade the quality of the environment, as it would occur on a site that is already used
for groundwater pumping, water treatment, and water distribution purposes. As described
in Section 3.4 of this MND, two special-status species (Cooper’s hawk and pallid bat)
and trees protected under the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance would have
the potential to be affected during construction of the Proposed Project. Additionally,
migratory birds would have the potential to be disturbed by construction activities.
However, Cooper’s hawk, other nesting and migratory birds, and pallid bat would be
protected via compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and through
implementation of MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2. Potential impacts on the protected trees
that are situated adjacent to the Project site would be reduced to less than significant
through implementation of MM-BI0O-3. For these reasons, the Proposed Project would
not have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal.

As described in Section 3.5 of this MND, the Proposed Project site does not support any
important examples of major periods in California history. While there are no known
important examples of California prehistory on the Proposed Project site, there is the
potential for previously unknown resources to be encountered on the site during the
minor ground disturbing activities associated with construction of the Proposed Project.
The construction practices described in Section 3.5, including the implementation of
MM-CUL-1, would ensure that such resources would be protected, in the event that they
were unexpectedly discovered on the Proposed Project site. Therefore, impacts to
California prehistory would be less than significant.
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b)

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Proposed Project would not
result in substantial changes to the existing surface conditions of the Proposed Project
site. The proposed construction activities would be limited to the boundaries of the
Proposed Project site, and as shown in Section 3.3, Air Quality, Section 3.12, Noise, and
Section 3.16, Transportation and Traffic, in this MND, the temporary construction
activities would not generate substantial air emissions, noise, or traffic. As such, Project
construction would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts in those categories.
Because the site is already disturbed and is currently used for groundwater pumping,
water treatment, and water distribution purposes, substantial, adverse effects relative to
aesthetics, biological resources, and cultural resources are not anticipated.
Implementation of MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-2, and MM-BIO-3 would further ensure that
the Proposed Project would not contribute to cumulative effects on special-status species
or protected trees in the City. Operation of the Proposed Project would involve the
operation and maintenance of equipment to remove 1,4-dioxane from groundwater at the
site. Removal of these contaminants would minimize the spread of contaminant mass,
limit further degradation of the groundwater basin directly downgradient of the NHW
wells, remove contaminant mass from the aquifer, assist in the restoration of beneficial
uses of the groundwater basin, prevent the ingestion of groundwater that exceeds cleanup
levels, and restore LADWP’s capability to operate its existing NHW Well Field in a
flexible manner consistent with historic and planned use.

Maintenance requirements would be minimal and are characterized in Section 2.4 of this
MND. As explained in Section 3.13, the Proposed Project would not result in a
population change in the City. As such, resources that can be affected by population
growth, such as public services and recreational facilities, would not be substantially
affected by the Project. Because operational activities would be minimal, the Project’s
operational noise impacts, traffic impacts, and air quality impacts would not result in
cumulatively considerable impacts.

Operation of the Proposed Project would involve use of energy to extract pollutants from
groundwater, and periodic generation of wastewater. Energy use would have the potential
to contribute to global climate change, as explained in Section 3.7. Though global climate
change is by its very nature cumulative, the Proposed Project’s cumulative contribution
to global climate change was determined to be less than significant. As explained in
Section 3.9, the groundwater extraction from the SFB is limited by court-defined rights
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and the Project would not expand the pumping abilities of the NHW well field beyond
the City’s existing pumping entitlements. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not
have a cumulatively considerable effect on groundwater supply.

The Proposed Project’s wastewater discharges would be subject to the Industrial Waste
Control Ordinance (Section 64.30 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code). Compliance with
this ordinance may involve coordination with LASAN to ensure the Proposed Project’s
processed wastewater is of suitable quality to be conveyed and treated at the regional
water reclamation facilities. Coordination with LASAN would ensure that the Project’s
wastewater discharges do not combine with other wastewater discharges in the City to
create a violation of any waste discharge requirements. Cumulative impacts would be less
than significant.

Does the Project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less Than Significant Impact. The analysis presented in this document does not
identify significant adverse impacts on human beings. The impacts were characterized as
absent or less than significant. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have
environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly.
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APPENDIX CEQA+
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Application







State of California

State Water Resources Control Board

Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Application - Assessment of
Compliance with Federal Laws

Introduction

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) provides financial assistance through the
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) Program. The Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP) may potentially apply for financial assistance for the proposed North Hollywood West
Well Field Water Treatment Project through the DWSRF Program. The State Water Board uses the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process and compliance with federal
environmental laws and regulations to satisfy the environmental requirements of the DWSRF Program
Operating Agreement between the United States Environmental Protection Agency and the State Water
Board. As a result, and in addition to the CEQA review process, federal cross-cutting requirements are
often a part of the environmental review for projects that are funded through the DWSRF Program.
Therefore, applications for funding must include proof of CEQA compliance and of compliance with
federal requirements. Collectively, the process is termed “CEQA+” due to the addition of federal cross-
cutting studies to CEQA requirements.

As required by the State Water board, an application for the DWSRF Program must include the
Environmental Package form that constitutes this CEQA+ Appendix. The attached Environmental
Package form has been compiled in the event that DWSRF Program funding is requested by LADWP for
this Project. Required attachments to this form, which will be submitted to the State Water Board if
funding is requested, will include the completed Mitigated Negative Declaration and its associated
appendices. Several of these appendices are specifically referenced throughout the attached form.






STATE OF CALIFORNIA FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE APPLICATION
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD Drinking Water State Revolving Fund
Division of Financial Assistance .
P. O. Box 944212, Sacramento, CA 94244-2120 Print Save

ENVIRONMENTAL PACKAGE
(CONSTRUCTION)

Applicant (Entity) Name: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

Project Title: North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment | project Number:
Project

Contact Person: Nadia Parker Phone: (213) 367-1745

Is the applicant or any other public agency acting as lead agency for the preparation of environmental documents
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for this project? I No X Yes

If yes, please indicate the lead agency*: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

* If the CEQA lead agency has not been identified, please contact the Environmental Review Unit for guidance.

l. CEQA STATUS

Please check the box that describes the project in this application.

X The CEQA process has not yet started O The CEQA process is O The CEQA process was completed for
for this project OR is underway. complete for this project. this project more than 5 years from the
(complete Section Il - date the Environmental Package was
CEQA Documents submitted.** (complete Section Il -
below) CEQA Documents below)

** |f the CEQA document was prepared more than five years from the date the Environmental Package was submitted, please provide an
updated CEQA document (subsequent, supplemental or addendum) that evaluates the current environmental status of the project.

Il. CEQA DOCUMENTS (Complete this section only if the CEQA process has been completed for this project)

Identify the State Clearinghouse Number assigned to the CEQA document (all projects must be circulated for public
review at the Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse): SCH#

Please check all box(es) that describe this application and submit the required attachments for the applicable column.

(I Project is covered under a 0 Project is covered X Project is covered under [ Project is covered under
an CEQA Categorical or under a Negative a Mitigated Negative Environmental Impact Report
Statutory Exemption Declaration (complete Declaration (complete (complete Column D below
(complete Column A Column B below and Column C below and and Section V)
below and Section IlI) Section 1V) Section 1V)
Required Attachments Column A | ColumnB | ColumnC | Column D
Section IV - EVALUATION FORM FOR FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL 77'://
| COORDINATION AND SUPPORTING ATTACHMENTS 11-113 /5/5 i
S S s AT
E1 - FINAL INITIAL STUDY/NEGATIVE DECLARATION (IS/ND) AL AL
LT LTI T TE LT, FZZ777
E2 - FINAL INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (IS/MND) /////;/4 “y /{’;//2 /; ,/; {;4-//,/,'2/,'2
E3 - FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) ﬂﬂ%d%{{’j /{"j ;"::4 /4
E4 - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ?%22,////// AT
E5 - STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION (If Applicable) ol ///{///2/,’/4/”/, £
P i AT T
E6 - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN/PROGRAM (MMRP) ’)2’:2/,2';‘;’,//, /ﬁ“‘;-‘;
E7 - RESOLUTION/MINUTES APPROVING THE CEQA DOCUMENT(S) //Z%
BV v
E8 - NOTICE OF EXEMPTION LTS
T T ITTFTST
E9 - NOTICE OF DETERMINATION AND DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE //5/
CEQA FILING FEE RECEIPT LSS A
—rmancial Assistance Apprcation Page I of 11 Environmental Package (constructon)
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[ll. CEQA Exemption Information (Only complete if a Notice of Exemption has been filed with the Office of
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and the County Clerk’s office.)

REASONS WHY THE PROJECT IS CONSIDERED EXEMPT FROM CEQA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Check appropriate box(es)

CATAGORICAL EXEMPTIONS (CCR Title 14, Sections 15300 et seq. and CCR, Title 22,
Section 60101, Specific activities within categorical exemptions)

o . Existing Eaciliti
O Addition, deletion, or modification of mechanical, electrical or hydraulic controls
O Monitoring, surveillance, security, remote sensing and supervisory control and data

acquisition (SCADA)

O Maintenance, repair, replacement, or reconstruction to any water treatment process units,
including: structures, filters, pumps, or chlorinators

O Additions to existing building structures and treatment plants provided the addition is within the
existing confines of the property and will not result in an increase of more than 50% of the floor
area of the structures before the addition or 2,500 square feet (whichever is less), or 10,000
square feet

Class 2: Replacement or Recopstruction

O Repair or replacement of water service connections, meters, valves for backflow prevention, air
release pressure, regulating, shut-off, blow-off, or flushing

O Replacement or reconstruction of;:

O Existing water supply distribution lines of substantially the same size. Describe
any size increase or location change:

O Storage tanks and reservoirs of substantially the same size. Describe any size
increase or location change:

[l Water wells of substantially the same capacity. The well to be replaced must be
properly destroyed or otherwise secured to prevent tampering, entry of foreign
material or vertical migration of any contaminants. Describe any capacity increase
or location change:

O Pump stations and related appurtenances of substantially the same capacity.
Describe any capacity increase or location change:

| _ : . : |

O Construction of water supply and distribution lines of less than sixteen inches in diameter and
no greater than 1-mile in length, and related appurtenances

O Construction of any water storage tanks and reservoirs of no greater than 100,000- gallon capacity

Financial Assistance Application Page 2 of 11 Environmental Package (Construction)
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O Construction, operation or permitting of new water wells for existing water systems which do
not exceed 125 gallons per minute (provided that the well is not located in areas with any of
the following: hard-rock formations, critically depleted groundwater basins, groundwater basins
subject to seawater intrusion, groundwater under the direct influence of streams or lakes,
polluted or contaminated aquifers)

O Construction of perimeter fencing around treatment plants and other buildings to deter
unauthorized access if disturbed area does not exceed one acre

O Installation, operation or permitting of hypochlorination units to inactivate bacterial contamination

O Installation of water meters

STATUTORY EXEMPTIONS (CCR, Title 14, CEQA Guidelines)

Section 15269 (a) statutory exemption for declared emergencies

Section 15269 (b) statutory exemption for emergency repairs

Section 15269 (c) statutory exemption for emergency prevention

Section 15282 (k) statutory exemption for right-of-way pipelines less than 1-mile
Section 15282 (m) statutory exemption for water fluoridation facilities

Other (list specific code reference):

OoOoOoood

UNUSUAL CIRCUMSTANCES

Evaluate the following elements to determine if there are any unusual circumstances. For any “Yes” answers,
discuss the possibility of significant environmental impacts resulting from the unusual circumstance. Consider
all facilities; conveyance lines; storage, points of diversion; staging areas; and affected service area as
applicable. Use attachments if necessary.

Yes No

O O In or adjacent to an area of undisturbed, unique, or high-quality habitat

O O On or adjacent to wildlife migration routes

O O In an area of unique recreational facilities or resources

O O On or adjacent to a unique stream or water body Involves removal of mature, scenic trees

O O Involves grading in a waterway or wetland

O O Involves a substantial alteration of ground contours

O O Involves new or increased use of a critically depleted groundwater basin or
groundwater basin subject to salinity intrusion

O O In an area with important mineral resources

O O Involves production of significant amounts of solid wastes or litter

O O Involves substantial new or increased emission of dust, ash, smoke, fumes, odors,
or other pollutants

O O Involves substantial change in noise or vibration levels in vicinity (beyond the
property line) In an area of sensitive noise receptors

O O On slopes of 10 percent or more or on highly erodable soil In an officially mapped area
of severe geologic hazard

O O Involves new or increased use or disposal of hazardous materials, flammables, or

explosives Involves substantial change in demand for municipal services

O O Involves traffic impacts in an area with traffic problems

O O Involves substantial increase in fuel consumption (electricity, oil, natural gas, etc.)

O O Contribute to cumulative impacts associated with successive projects of the same
type at or around the project site

O O On a Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (Cortese List: Section 65962.5(a))

Financial Assistance Application Page 3 of 11 Environmental Package (Construction)
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Discussion:

IV. Evaluation Form For Federal Environmental Coordination

1. Clean Air Act:
hitp//www.arb.ca.gov/capcoa/dismap.htm

Air Basin Name: South Coast Air Basin

Local Air District for Project Area; South Coast AQMD

Is the project subject to a State Implementation Plan (SIP) conformity determination?
O No - The project is in an attainment or unclassified area for all federal criteria pollutants.

X Yes - The project is in a nonattainment area or attainment area subject to maintenance plans for a federal
criteria pollutant. Include information to indicate the nonattainment designation (e.g. moderate, serious,
severe, or extreme), if applicable. If estimated emissions (below) are above the federal de minimis levels, but
the project is sized to meet only the needs of current population projections that are used in the approved SIP
for air quality, then quantitatively indicate how the proposed capacity increase was calculated using
population projections.

e The applicant shall provide the estimated project construction and operational air emissions (in tons per
year) inthe chart below, and attach supporting calculations, regardless of attainment status.

e Also, attach any air quality studies that have been done for the project. (see MND Section 3.3 and Appendices
AandB.)

The Proposed Project is a remediation action to address releases of 1,4-dioxane in groundwater that are migrating to
the North Hollywood West (NHW) Well Field. The Proposed Project would construct and operate water treatment
equipment at the well field capable of removing the 1,4-dioxane and other VOC contaminants to below identified
cleanup levels. It is anticipated that construction of the Proposed Project would take approximately one year to complete
and would be begin in mid-2017. The emissions estimates depicted above are based on the following assumptions
(duration of phases is approximate):

. Site Preparation: 20 days

. Piping, Conduit, and Concrete Installation: 80 days
. Equipment Installation: 20 days
. Structures and Commissioning: 100 days

For this analysis, it was assumed that heavy construction equipment would be used 5 days a week. The mix of
construction equipment, including a loader, dozer, grader, crane, etc., were provided by LADWP. To estimate motor
vehicle emissions generated by worker vehicles (i.e., light-duty trucks and automobiles), it was assumed that each
worker would generate two one-way trips. In addition to construction equipment operation and worker trips, emissions
from hauling (i.e., dump trucks) and vendor trucks (i.e., delivery trucks) were estimated. Haul trucks hauling waste off
site were assumed to travel 20 miles (CalEEMod default) one-way to a nearby appropriately permitted landfill. Haul
truck trips were assumed to primarily be required during the Site Preparation phase. Vendor trucks transporting
concrete, steel, and other building materials were assumed during each phase. Detailed construction assumptions,
including number and types of equipment, estimated daily worker and vendor trips and total estimated haul truck trips,
are provided in Appendix B.

Total annual construction emissions (tons per year) associated with construction of the Proposed Project are presented
in the table below.

Following the completion of construction activities, the Proposed Project would only generate criteria pollutant
emissions associated with routine maintenance and inspection of the treatment equipment. The minimal operational
activities would consist of refilling of the hydrogen peroxide tank (once per month), replacement of the UV lamps (once
every 16 months), and granular activated carbon (GAC) replacement (once every five years); thus, there would be a
minimal, intermittent increase in emissions from operational activities. Accordingly, annual operational emissions were
not provided in the table below.

As shown in the table below, the Proposed Project would not exceed the federal de minimis emission thresholds.
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Pollutant Federal Status Nonattainment Threshold of Construction Operation
(Attainment, Rates (i.e., Significance for Emissions Emissions
Nonattainment, moderate, serious, | Project Air Basin (if (Tons/Year) (Tons/Year)
Maintenance, or severe, or extreme) applicable)
Unclassified)
Ozone (Os)2 Nonattainment Extreme N/A N/A N/A
Carbon Monoxide Attainment - 100 tpy 0.25 N/A
(CO) (Maintenance)
Oxides of Nitrogen | N/A (Ozone Precursor) - 10 tpy (based on 0.25 N/A
(NOy) ozone)
Reactive Organic N/A (Same as VOC) - N/A (Same as VOC) | N/A (Same as VOC) N/A
Gases (ROG)P
Volatile Organic N/A (Ozone Precursor) - 10 tpy (based on 0.03 N/A
Compounds (VOC)b ozone)
Lead (Pb)c Nonattainment (Partial) - 25 tpy - N/A
Particulate Matter Nonattainment Serious 100 tpy 0.03 N/A
less than 2.5
microns in diameter
(PM2s)
Particulate Matter Attainment - 100 tpy 0.06 N/A
less than 10 microns (Maintenance)
in diameter (PM10)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) | Unclassified/Attainment - N/A 0.00 N/A

O; is a secondary pollutant formed in the atmosphere by a photochemical process involving the sun’s energy and Oj precursors, such as
hydrocarbons and NO,. These precursors are mainly NOyx and VOCs (also referred to as ROCs or ROGs). Accordingly, the South Coast Air
Quality Management District has established thresholds for NO4 and VOC, but there are no thresholds Os.

ROG and VOC are considered equal for the purposes of air quality emissions analysis. The South Coast Air Quality Management District
established thresholds for VOCs. Although there are no ambient air quality standards or attainment classifications for VOCs or NOy, they are
important as precursors to Os.

The phasing-out of leaded gasoline started in 1976. As gasoline no longer contains lead, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in
impacts related to lead; therefore, it is not discussed in this analysis.

2. Coastal Zone Management Act:
http://coastal.ca.gov/address.html and/or http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/

Is any portion of the project site located within the coastal zone?
X No - The project is not within the coastal zone. Please explain:
The Project is located approximately 14 miles from the Pacific Ocean and is not within the coastal zone.

[0 Yes - Describe the project location with respect to coastal areas and the status of the coastal zone permit,
and provide a copy of the coastal zone permit or coastal exemption:

3. Endangered Species Act (ESA):
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/ and/or http://www.fws.gov/cno/weare.html

Does the project involve any direct effects from construction activities, or indirect effects such as growth
inducement that may affect federally listed threatened or endangered species or their critical habitat that are
known, or have a potential, to occur on-site, in the surrounding area, or in the service area?

» Required documents: Attach project-level biological report/assessment by a qualified professional, surveys and
evaluations analyzing the project’s direct and indirect effects on special-status species, and an up-to-date species
list from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the California Natural Diversity Database and the California
Native Plant Society for the project area. An updated species list may be requested.

X No - Discuss why the project will not affect any federally listed special status species:

Financial Assistance Application
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A biological assessment was conducted by a qualified professional for the Proposed Project. See MND
Appendix C for the Biological Technical Report for the North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment
Project, Los Angeles County, California, which includes the results of a literature review and field
reconnaissance that were conducted to describe the biological resources in the Project study area. As
stated in Appendix C, the study area established for the purposes of the biological assessment includes the
Project site and an area extending 300 feet from the Project site. Three different land covers were mapped
within the study area: disturbed habitat; ornamental vegetation; and urban/developed land. During the 2016
reconnaissance survey, no federally endangered or threatened species were identified. There is no United
States Fish and Wildlife Service-designated critical habitat for federally endangered or threatened species
within the Project site. No federally endangered or threatened species were determined to have a moderate
or high potential to occur within the Project study area due to the lack of appropriate habitat and the extent
of disturbed habitat present on site. See Appendix C for details. For these reasons, the direct effects of
constructing the Project are not expected to affect federally threatened or endangered species or their
critical habitat. Regarding indirect effects, the Proposed Project would not affect or increase LADWP’s
entitlement of groundwater. The Proposed Project would not involve housing or substantial increases in
employment opportunities. For these reasons, the Project would not indirectly induce population growth or
new development in LADWP’s service area. As such, the Proposed Project is not expected to have indirect
effects on federally endangered or threatened species or their critical habitat.

[0 Yes - Provide information on federally listed species that could potentially be affected by this Project and any
proposed avoidance and compensation measures so that the State Water Board can initiate informal/formal
consultation with the applicable federally designated agency. Explain any previous ESA
consultations/coordination conducted with the National Marine Fisheries Service or US Fish and Wildlife
Service for the project:

4 Environmental Justice:

Does the project involve an activity that is likely to be of particular interest to or have particular impact upon
minority, low-income, or indigenous populations, or tribes?

X No - Selecting “No” means that this action is not likely to be of any particular interest to or have an effect on these
populations or tribes. Please explain:

1 Yes - If you answer yes, please check at least one of the boxes and provide a brief explanation below (attach any
consultation records for the affected areas with the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance that support the determination):

The project is likely to affect the health of these populations.
The project is likely to affect the environmental conditions of these populations.
The project is likely to present an opportunity to address an existing disproportionate impact of these populations.

o ood

The project is likely to result in the collection of information or data that could be used to assess potential
impacts on the health or environmental conditions of these populations.

[0 The project is likely to affect the availability of information to these populations.

0 Other reasons (please describe):

Briefly explain the answer:

The Project involves the addition of water remediation equipment to a site that is owned by LADWP and that is
currently used for the purposes of groundwater pumping, water treatment, and water distribution. The Project site is
bordered by a park (Valley Plaza Park) and a freeway (State Route 170) and is located within the community of
North Hollywood in the City of Los Angeles. The site is located within Census Tract number 1233.04 (U.S. Census
Bureau 2010). The mean income per household for this census tract is estimated to be $43,850 (U.S. Census
Bureau 2014a). The mean income per household in North Hollywood as a whole is estimated to be $35,909
(ZipCode.org 2016). Average household size in this census tract is 2.7 people. The U.S. Census Bureau identifies
weighted average poverty thresholds by size of family in its Current Population Report. The threshold identified for
families of two people is $15,379 and $18,850 for three people (U.S. Census Bureau 2014b). The income levels
reported in North Hollywood and Census Tract number 1233.04 are above these thresholds. Census Tract number
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1233.04 has a minority population of approximately 37% (U.S. Census Bureau 2014a), and North Hollywood has a
minority population of 47% (Zipcod.org 2016). The Project site is not located on or near tribal lands as shown on
U.S. Census Bureau maps (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). While there are low-income and minority residents within
the Project area, the area is not a predominantly low-income or minority area. Additionally, the Proposed Project is
not expected to have particular impact on these populations, as it would be contained within the boundaries of a
property currently used and owned by LADWP and would not create adverse human health or environmental effects.
Furthermore, LADWP has notified Project area residents through issuance of a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study, Proposed Plan, and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Proposed Project, and has provided opportunity
for community members to comment on the Project, in accordance with Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP), and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

5. Farmland Protection Policy Act:
http:/iwww.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/fmmp/Pages/Index.aspx
Is any portion of the project located on important farmland?

X No - The project will not affect protected farmland. Please explain:

The Project is located on a site currently used for groundwater pumping, water treatment, and water distribution.
The site is zoned as Open Space and is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency (California Department of Conservation 2015a). Additionally, the Project site is not
within a Williamson Act contract (California Department of Conservation 2015b). The site is located in an urbanized
area, and there is currently no agricultural production on the site or in the vicinity of the site.

0 Yes - Include information on the acreage that would be converted from important farmland to
other uses. Indicate if any portion of the project boundaries is under a Williamson Act
Contract and specify the amount of acreage affected (include any assessments evaluating
the conversion of prime/unique farmland and farmland of statewide/local importance to non-
agricultural uses):

6. Flood Plain Management:

Is any portion of the project located within a 100-year floodplain as depicted on a floodplain map or
otherwise designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency?

» Required document: Attach a floodplain map. https://msc.fema.gov/portal

X No - Describe the project location with respect to streams and potential floodplains:

The Project site is located approximately 1 mile east of the Tujunga Wash and approximately 5 miles from Van
Norman Reservoir, Hansen Dam, and Sepulveda Dam. Areas mapped within a 100-year floodplain are located
approximately 1 mile west of the Project site. However, the Project site is not within the 100-year floodplain (see
Attachment 1 — Floodplain Map).

0 Yes - Describe the floodplain, and include a floodplains/wetlands assessment. Also describe any measures
and/or project design modifications that would minimize or avoid flood damage by the project:

7. National Historic Preservation Act:

http://nahc.ca.govand http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1068/files/IC%20Roster.pdf

Identify the area of potential effects (APE) with both cartographic and textual descriptions, including
construction, staging areas, and depth of any excavation. (Note: the APE is three dimensional and includes all
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areas that may be affected by the project, including the surface area and extending below ground to the depth
of any project excavations).

» Required documents: Attach a copy of a Cultural Resources Report prepared by a qualified professional that
includes a current records search from the appropriate California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS),
extending to a half-mile beyond the Project APE, with maps showing all sites and surveys drawn in relation to the
Project area, records of Native American consultation, and a consultation letter for the State Water Board to use for
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer. An updated records search from the California Historical
Resources Information System may be requested.

Summarize the information provided below:

The APE consists of the approximately 4-acre Project site, which is composed of the site on which the proposed
remediation equipment would be installed and two access drives. Materials and supplies laydown, equipment storage,
and worker vehicle parking would be confined to the Project site. The Area of Direct Impact (ADI) consists of the
approximately 2-acre site on which the equipment would be installed (called the “facilities site”), which consists of the
Project site, minus the two access drive areas. Grading, excavation, and construction of the water treatment equipment
would occur within the facilities site. The vertical APE for the Project is considered the sediments disturbed during Project
construction that have the potential to contain intact cultural deposits. The amount of disturbed sediments varies
according to the topography and construction needs, but overall ground disturbance would not exceed depths of 4 feet.

See Appendix D for the Cultural Resource Technical Report for the North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment
Project, which includes the results of the current CHRIS records search and records of Native American outreach. Maps
depicting the locations of previously recorded resources and previously conducted studies within the Project APE and
surrounding 1 mile are included in the confidential Appendix A of the Cultural Resources Report.

8. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act:

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/magact

Does the project involve any direct effects from construction activities, or indirect effects such as
growth inducement that may adversely affect essential fish habitat?

X No - Discuss why the project will not affect essential fish habitat:

There is no essential fish habitat located within the Project site; therefore, the Project would not result in direct
effects to essential fish habitat. Additionally, there is no essential fish habitat in the vicinity; therefore, the Project
would not result in indirect effects that adversely affect essential fish habitat.

1 Yes - Provide information on essential fish habitat that could potentially be affected by this project and any proposed
avoidance and compensation measures (provide a copy of the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment). Explain any
previous consultations/coordination conducted with the National Marine Fisheries Service for the project:

9. Migratory Bird Treaty Act:
hitp: [ . ird lati icies htm|

Will the project affect protected migratory birds that are known, or have a potential, to occur on-site, in
the surrounding area, or in the service area?

0 No - Provide an explanation below.

X Yes - Discuss the impacts (such as noise and vibration impacts, modification of habitat) to migratory birds that may
be directly or indirectly affected by the project and mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate these impacts.
Include a list of all migratory birds that could occur where the project is located:

The Project site supports a number of planted trees and landscaping that could provide nesting opportunities for a
variety of migratory birds during the nesting season (generally mid-February through August). Please refer to MND
Appendix C for a list of migratory birds that could potentially be affected by activities within the Project site. If
vegetation removal is proposed to occur during the nesting bird season, significant temporary, direct and indirect
impacts to nesting birds could occur. Likewise, construction-related noise during the nesting bird season could
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disrupt breeding activity in immediately adjacent vegetation. Temporary direct and indirect impacts to nesting birds
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act would be a significant impact. As a result, the following mitigation
measure is recommended to reduce potential impacts to nesting birds during construction of the Proposed Project:

MM-BIO-1 Birds and Raptors: If Project construction occurs during the migratory bird nesting season (typically
February 15 through August 31), a focused avian nesting survey of the Project site and contiguous
habitat within 300 feet of the site for protected native birds (within 500 feet for raptors) shall be
performed by a qualified wildlife biologist 72 hours prior to construction in accordance with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712) and California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503,
3503.5, and 3513. If an active bird nest is found, the nest shall be flagged and mapped on the
construction plans along with an appropriate no disturbance buffer, which will be determined by the
biologist based on the biology of the species (typically 300 feet for passerines and 500 feet for
raptor and special-status species). The nest area shall be avoided until the nest is vacated and the
juveniles have fledged. The nest area shall be demarcated in the field with flagging and stakes or
construction fencing.

10. Protection of Wetlands:
http/www . fws.goviwetlands/Data/Mapper.html

Does any portion of the project boundaries contain areas that should be evaluated for wetland delineation
or require a permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers?

X No - Provide the basis for such a determination:

During the biological field reconnaissance survey, hydrology and vegetation were examined throughout the Project
study area to identify potential wetland sites and/or non-wetland waters (e.g., drainages, channels). No jurisdictional
wetlands or non-wetland waters were found to occur within the study area (see Appendix C). As such, no portion of
the Project boundaries contain areas that should be evaluated for wetland delineation or that require a permit from
the United States Army Corps of Engineers.

0 Yes - Provide an assessment describing the affects to wetlands, potential wetland areas, and other surface
waters; and the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to reduce such impacts (provide the status of
the 401 Certification and/or permit received under Section 404 provisions, information on permit requirements,
and copies):

11. Safe Drinking Water Act, Sole Source Aquifer Protection:

: . .aov/infr rinkingw

Is the project located in an area desighated by the USEPA, Region 9, as a Sole Source Aquifer?
X No - The project is not within the boundaries of a sole source aquifer.

The Project is not within a Sole Source Aquifer (EPA 2016a, 2016b).

0 Yes - Identify the sole source aquifer that will be affected (provide a record of consultation with the
USEPA, Region 9 Ground Water Office):

12. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act:
http://www.rivers.gov/california.php and/or http://ceres.ca.qov/mapviewer

Identify watershed where the project is located:

Is any portion of the project located within a wild and scenic river?

» Required documents: Attach a map if any portion of the project is located within a wild and scenic
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river watershed.

X No - The project will not affect a wild and scenic river. Please explain:

The Project site is located in a fully urbanized and developed area and is not within a wild and scenic river
watershed (National Wild and Scenic River System 2016).

0 Yes - Identify the wild and scenic river watershed and project location relative to the affected wild and scenic
river (provide a record of consultation with the United States Department of Agriculture [USDA] Forest Service,
Region 9 Office):

13.National Forest Lands:
httpJ/iwww fs.usda.govird
Is any portion of the proposed project site located on National Forest Lands?

» Required documents:
. Attach a color map and identify the APE

X No - The project is not on US Forest Service Land.
The Project site is located within the City of Los Angeles and is not within National Forest lands. The nearest

National Forest is the Angeles National Forest, located approximately 6 miles north of the Project site (see
Attachment 2 — National Forest Service Boundary).

0 Yes - Attach a copy of the Special Use Permit and Identify the National Forest in which the Project is located:

14. Clean Water Act (Section 404) and Rivers and Harbors Act (Section 10):

http://www . fws.gov/habitatconservation/cwahtm

Will this project include placement of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States? Will the
project include construction of structures in, under, or over navigable waters of the United States?

X No - The project is not located in or near navigable waters of the United States. There will be no modification
of existing structures in or near designated navigable waters, nor will the project result in the placement of
dredge or fill material into the waters of the United States.

During the biological field reconnaissance survey, hydrology and vegetation were examined throughout the Project
study area to identify potential wetland sites and/or non-wetland waters (e.g., drainages, channels). No jurisdictional
wetlands or non-wetland waters were found to occur within the study area (see MND Appendix C). As such, the
Proposed Project would not include placement of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, nor would
the Project include construction of structures in, under, or over navigable waters of the United States.

0 Yes — The project will require a Section 404 permit or Section 10 Certification.

Resources

California Department of Conservation. 2015a. Los Angeles County Important Farmland 2012. [map]. 1:120,000.
Sacramento, CA: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. January 2015. Accessed August 26, 2015.
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/FMMP/pdf/2012/.
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Sacramento, CA: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection. Published 2015.
Data submissions current to 2014. Accessed September 30, 2015.
http://www.consrv.ca.gov/dIrp/lca/Pages/Index.aspx.

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 2016a. “Sole Source Aquifer.” Pacific Southwest, Region 9: Ground Water.
Last updated February 23, 2016. Accessed May 3, 2016. http://epa.gov/region09/water/groundwater/ssa.html.

EPA. 2016b. “Main Land Sole Source Aquifers” [digital Google Earth data and map]. Accessed May 3, 2016.
http://epa.gov/region09/water/groundwater/ssa.html.

National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 2016. National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. [map]. 1:5,000,000. Produced
by the United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service, United States Department of the Interior Bureau of
Land Management, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Park Service, in cooperation with the
National Atlas of the United States. September 2009. Accessed May 3, 2016. https://www.rivers.gov/mapping-
gis.php.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2010. “Census Tract Reference Map: Los Angeles County, CA” [map]. 1:40,000. January 1, 2010.
Accessed May 3, 2016. http://www2.census.gov/geo/maps/dc10map/tract/st06_ca/c06037_los_angeles/.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2014a. American FactFinder. Census Tract 1233.04. “Race,” “Mean Income in the Past 12 Months
(In 2014 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars,” and “Households and Families.” 2014. Accessed May 3, 2016.
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/guided_search.xhtml.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2014b. Income and Poverty in the United States: 2014 — Current Population Reports. Prepared by
Carmen DeNavas-Walt and Bernadette D. Proctor. Issued September 2015. Accessed May 3, 2016.
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2015/demo/p60-252.pdf.

ZipCode.org. 2016. “City of North Hollywood, CA Demographic Information.” From 2000 Census data. Accessed May 3,
2016. http://zipcode.org/city/ CAINORTHHOLLYWOOD.
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North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 20 work days per month average
Months
Material Quantity Unit 2 3 4 5 6
Mobilization N/A 1
Clearing and grubbing
Clearing and grubbing earth 0.31
Soil Stripping & Stockpiling earth 1628 A
Spreading earth 2035
Compaction, riding sheepsfoot or wobbly wheel roller earth 2035
Structural Excavation
Excavate earth 970
Load & Haul earth 1213
Fine grade for SOG, machine earth 1284 X
Compaction, Rammer Tamper earth 143
Excavate for Piping
Excavate earth 100 . -—
Spreading earth 125 .
Compaction, riding sheepsfoot or wobbly wheel roller earth 125 ECY
Excavate for Conduit
Excavate earth 100 C-Y-—
Spreading earth 125 CYy
Compaction, riding sheepsfoot or wobbly wheel roller earth 125 ECY
Install Piping

24" Diameter | steel | 2000| LF| _ | | |

Install Conduit

[ oir | o] ] [N [ |

Concrete Reinforcement

Reinforcing Placement | rebar | 116803| Lb. |

Concrete Placement

Concrete Placing, Pumped | concrete | 831| C-Y|

Equipment Installation

Set Equipment | misc. | 25| EA| | | | | | -
Structure & Misc.

Main Roof Framing steel 500 LF

Minor Framing steel 500 LF

Galvanized Building steel 2586 SF

Construction Closeout

Punchlist, Commissioning, etc. misc. | |




ON-SITE PERSONNEL (person-days)

Months

Clearing and grubbing

Clearing and grubbing

Soil Stripping/Stockpiling, Spreading, & Compaction

11

Structural Excavation

Excavate, Load, Haul, Fine Grade, & Compact

17

Excavate for Piping

Excavate

Spread & Compact

Excavate for Conduit

Excavate

Spread & Compact

Install Piping

24" Diameter

110]

110]

Install Conduit

6" Diameter

168|

168|

168|

Concrete Reinforcement

Reinforcing Placement

56/

56/

Concrete Placement

Concrete Placing, Pumped

48

Equipment Installation

Set Equipment

50

Structure & Misc.

Main Roof Framing

Minor Framing

Galvanized Building

Total person-days per month

45

278

232

48

50

14

14

Average daily field personnel

2.25

13.90

11.60

2.40

0.00

2.50

0.70

0.70

Average daily office and supervisory personnel

IAverage daily personnel

17

15

OFF-SITE TRUCK TRIPS (inbound and outbound)

Months

Truck Capacity

Quantity

Unit

6

10

11

12

13

Construction support trucks

N/A

N/A

CcY

Equipment delivery trucks

11

10

10

25

Hauling trucks

12

1213

LCY

101

Water trucks

3,000

N/A

Gal

Rebar Delivery Trucks

20,000

116803

Concrete Truck with Pump

10 cy

831

oy

178

90

Total one-way truck trips per month

115

188

13

10

920

25

Average daily one-way truck trips

10




EQUIPMENT OPERATIONS (hours)

Maximum Number Max. Maximum Months
Hrs/day ea. Hrs/Mth

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Brush Chipper, 130 H.P. 1 8 8 8
Crawler Loader, 3 C.Y. 1 8 8 8
Chain Saws (gas) 2 8 16 16
Stump Chipper 1 8 8 8
Bull Dozer, 200 H.P. 1 8 56 56 16
Front end loader, wheel mounted, 3 C.Y. bucket 1 8 8 8
Dump Truck, 12 C.Y., 400 H.P. 3 8 48 48
Sheepsft Roll. 240 H.P. 1 8 16 16 16
Water Truck, 3000 gallon 2 8 8 8
Motor Grader, 30,000 Lbs. 1 8 8 8
Backhoe Loader 1 8 40 40
Concrete Pump 1 8 48 48
Gas Engine Vibrator 2 8 96 96
Rammer Tamper 1 8 16 16
S.P. Crane, 4x4, 12 Ton 1 8 88 88 88
Lattice Boom Crane 1 8 80 80
Total hours per month 240 88 88 32 144 - 80 - - - - - -
Average daily equipment units 2 1 1 1 1 - 1 - - - - - -
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1 AIR QUALITY SETTING

The Proposed Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which includes all of
Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino
Counties, and is within the jurisdictional boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD). The Proposed Project is located in the community of North Hollywood in
the City of Los Angeles. Summers in the area are generally warm to hot and dry, while winters
tend to be mild with relatively low amounts of rain. The Santa Ana winds, which are strong, dry
offshore winds, periodically affect the area during late fall and winter.

1.1 Air Quality Management Plan

The SCAQMD administers the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SCAB, which is a
comprehensive document outlining an air pollution control program for attaining all California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) as well as National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). The latest version of the SCAQMD’s AQMP is the Final 2012 AQMP (SCAQMD
2013), which was adopted by SCAQMD in December 2012 and finalized in February 2013. The
2012 Final AQMP is designed to meet applicable federal and state requirements for ozone (O3)
and particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns (fine
particulate matter; PM,s). The 2012 AQMP was approved by the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) on January 25, 2013, and the portions of the AQMP that address the O3 NAAQS
were approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on September 3,
2014. The Final 2012 AQMP demonstrates attainment of the federal 24-hour PM, 5 standard by
2014 in the SCAB through adoption of all feasible measures. The 2012 AQMP also updates the
EPA-approved 8-hour O3 control plan with new measures designed to reduce reliance on the
Clean Air Act Section 182(e)(5) long-term measures for oxides of nitrogen (NOy) and volatile
organic compound (VOC) reductions. Notably, the SCAQMD is currently in the process of
developing the 2016 AQMP, which will incorporate the latest planning and growth assumptions,
the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), and updated
emissions inventories.

Emissions that would result from mobile, stationary, and area sources during construction and
operation of the Project are subject to the rules and regulations of the SCAQMD. For example,
Rule 403 requires the implementation of measures to control the emission of visible fugitive/
nuisance dust, such as wetting soils that will be disturbed.

Based on general plans for cities and counties in the SCAB, demographic growth forecasts for
various socioeconomic categories (i.e., population, housing, employment by industry) developed
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by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for its 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan were used in the 2012 AQMP. In addition, emission reductions resulting
from SCAQMD regulations adopted by June 2012 and CARB regulations adopted by August
2011 are included in the baseline. The 2012 AQMP reduction and control measures, which are
outlined to mitigate emissions, are based on existing and projected land use and development.

1.2 SCAB Attainment Designation

An area is designated as “in attainment” when it is in compliance with the NAAQS and/or the
CAAQS. These standards are set by the EPA and CARB, respectively, for the maximum level of
a given air pollutant that can exist in the outdoor air without unacceptable effects on human
health or the public welfare. The criteria pollutants of primary concern that are considered in this
air quality assessment include Os, nitrogen dioxide (NO,), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide
(SO,), and particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (coarse particulate
matter; PMjo) and PM, . Although there are no ambient standards for VOCs or NOy, they are
important as precursors to Os.

The entire SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for both federal and state O3 standards.
The EPA has classified the SCAB as an extreme nonattainment area for the 1997 and 2008 O3
NAAQS, with designations for the 2015 NAAQS still pending. The SCAB is designated as an
attainment area for state and federal CO standards. The SCAB is designated as an attainment
area under the state and federal standards for NO,. The entire SCAB is in attainment with both
federal and state SO, standards. The Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB has been
designated as nonattainment for the federal rolling 3-month average lead standard, and the SCAB
is designated in attainment for the state lead standard. The SCAB is designated as a
nonattainment area for state PMyq standards; however, it is designated as an attainment area for
federal standards. In regard to PM,s attainment status, the SCAB is designated as a
nonattainment area by CARB and the EPA (SCAQMD 2016).

1.3 Thresholds of Significance

The City of Los Angeles has not adopted Citywide significance thresholds for air quality impacts,
but rather references the SCAQMD thresholds and guidance based on the SCAQMD’s regulatory
role in the SCAB (City of Los Angeles 2006). Construction of the Proposed Project would result in
emissions of criteria air pollutants for which CARB and the EPA have adopted ambient air quality
standards (i.e., the NAAQS and CAAQS). Projects that emit these pollutants have the potential to
cause or contribute to violations of these standards. The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook,
as revised in March 2015, sets forth quantitative emission significance thresholds for criteria air

8584

D U D E I( 2 November 2016



North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Supplemental Environmental Setting

pollutants, which, if exceeded, would indicate the potential for a project to contribute to violations
of the NAAQS or CAAQS. Table 1 lists the SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds set
forth in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 2015).

A project would result in a substantial contribution to an existing air quality violation of the
NAAQS or CAAQS for O3, which is a nonattainment pollutant, if the project’s construction or
operational emissions would exceed the SCAQMD VOC or NOy thresholds shown in Table 1.
These emission-based thresholds for O3 precursors are intended to serve as a surrogate for an
“ozone significance threshold” (i.e., the potential for adverse O3 impacts to occur) because Os
itself is not emitted directly, and the effects of an individual project’s emissions of O3 precursors
(VOCs and NOy) on Og levels in ambient air cannot be determined through air quality models or
other quantitative methods.

Table 1
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Operation
VOC 75 Ib/day 55 Ib/day
NOx 100 Ib/day 55 Ib/day
co 550 Ib/day 550 Ib/day
SOx 150 Ib/day 150 Ib/day
PM1o 150 Ib/day 150 Ib/day
PM2s 55 Ib/day 55 Ib/day
Leada 3 Ib/day 3 Ib/day

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds

TACs? (including carcinogens and | Maximum incremental cancer risk > 10 in 1 million

noncarcinogens) Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas > 1 in 1 million)
Chronic and Acute Hazard index > 1.0 (project increment)
Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

Source: SCAQMD 2015.

Notes:  SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; Ib/day = pounds per day; VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides
of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = coarse particulate matter; PM2s = fine particulate matter; TAC =
toxic air contaminant; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; ppm = parts per million; ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.

a The phase-out of leaded gasoline started in 1976. Since gasoline no longer contains lead, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to
result in impacts related to lead; therefore, it is not discussed in this analysis.
b TACs include carcinogens and non-carcinogens.
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2 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS SETTING
2.1 The Greenhouse Effect and Greenhouse Gases

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as temperature,
precipitation, or wind, lasting for an extended period (decades or longer). Gases that trap heat in
the atmosphere are often called greenhouse gases (GHGs). The greenhouse effect traps heat in the
troposphere through a threefold process: (1) short-wave radiation emitted by the Sun is absorbed
by the Earth; (2) the Earth emits a portion of this energy in the form of long-wave radiation; and
(3) GHGs in the upper atmosphere absorb this long-wave radiation and emit this long-wave
radiation into space and back toward the Earth. This trapping of the long-wave (thermal) radiation
emitted back toward the Earth is the underlying process of the greenhouse effect.

Principal GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CHy,), nitrous oxide (N2O), Os, and
water vapor (H,0). Some GHGs, such as CO,, CH4, and N,O, occur naturally and are emitted to
the atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO, and CHy are
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO; are largely byproducts
of fossil-fuel combustion, whereas CH,4 results mostly from off-gassing associated with
agricultural practices and landfills. Man-made GHGs, which have a much greater heat-
absorption potential than CO,, include fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs),
perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulfur hexafluoride (SFg), and nitrogen trifluoride (NF3), which are
associated with certain industrial products and processes (CAT 2006).

The greenhouse effect is a natural process that contributes to regulating the Earth’s temperature.
Without it, the temperature of the Earth would be about 0° Fahrenheit (F) (—18° Celsius (C))
instead of its current 57°F (14°C). Global climate change concerns are focused on whether
human activities are leading to an enhancement of the greenhouse effect.

The effect each GHG has on climate change is measured as a combination of the mass of its
emissions and the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere, known as its global
warming potential (GWP). The GWP varies between GHGs; for example, the GWP of CH, is 21,
and the GWP of N,O is 310. Total GHG emissions are expressed as a function of how much
warming would be caused by the same mass of CO,. Thus, GHG gas emissions are typically
measured in terms of pounds or tons of CO, equivalent (COE).

The CO.E for a gas is derived by multiplying the mass of the gas by the associated GWP, such that metric tons of
CO,E = (metric tons of a GHG) x (GWP of the GHG). CalEEMod assumes that the GWP for CH, is 21, which
means that emissions of 1 metric ton of CH,4 are equivalent to emissions of 21 metric tons of CO,, and the GWP
for N,O is 310, based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Second Assessment Report.
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2.2 Cumulative Nature of Climate Change

Global climate change is a cumulative impact; a project participates in this potential impact
through its incremental contribution combined with the cumulative increase of all other sources
of GHGs. It is generally believed that an individual project is of insufficient magnitude by itself
to influence climate change. Thus, GHG impacts are recognized as exclusively as cumulative
impacts. This approach is consistent with that recommended by the California Natural Resources
Agency (CNRA), which noted in its Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action on the
CEQA Amendments confirm that an EIR or other environmental document must analyze the
incremental contribution of a project to GHG levels and determine whether those emissions are
cumulatively considerable (CNRA 2009).

There are currently no SCAQMD established thresholds for assessing whether the GHG
emissions of a project in the SCAB, such as the Proposed Project, would be considered a
cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change. Neither the State of California,
nor the SCAQMD, nor the City of Los Angeles has adopted emission-based thresholds for GHG
emissions applicable to the Proposed Project.

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research issued a technical advisory titled CEQA and
Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act
Review, which states that “public agencies are encouraged but not required to adopt thresholds of
significance for environmental impacts. Even in the absence of clearly defined thresholds for
GHG emissions, the law requires that such emissions from CEQA projects must be disclosed and
mitigated to the extent feasible whenever the lead agency determines that the project contributes
to a significant, cumulative climate change impact” (OPR 2008). Furthermore, the advisory
document indicates that “in the absence of regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other
scientific data to clearly define what constitutes a ‘significant impact,” individual lead agencies
may undertake a project-by-project analysis, consistent with available guidance and current
CEQA practice” (OPR 2008). Such an approach is also consistent with CEQA’s provisions
regarding the analysis of GHG impacts (see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.4). Additionally,
the state adopted Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) and Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), which both provide
guidelines and requirements relative to regional GHG emissions. These two statutes are
summarized below.

Although the IPCC has released subsequent Assessment Reports with updated GWPs, the use of the different
GWPs will not substantially change the overall Project GHG emissions, which are primarily CO,. As such, it is
appropriate to use the hardwired GWP values in CalEEMod from the IPCC Second Assessment Report.
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2.3 Key Regulatory Measures
Senate Bill 375

In August 2008, the state legislature passed SB 375, which addresses GHG emissions associated
with transportation through regional transportation and sustainability plans. Regional GHG
reduction targets for the automobile and light-truck sector for 2020 and 2035, as determined by
CARB, are required to consider the emission reductions associated with vehicle emission
standards, the composition of fuels, and other CARB-approved measures to reduce GHG
emissions. Among other things, regional metropolitan planning organizations are responsible for
preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within each of their respective Regional
Transportation Plans (RTPs). The goal of the SCS is to establish a development plan for the
region, which, after considering transportation measures and policies, will achieve, if feasible,
the GHG reduction targets. If an SCS is unable to achieve the GHG reduction target, a
metropolitan planning organization must prepare an alternative planning strategy demonstrating
how the GHG reduction target would be achieved through alternative development patterns,
infrastructure, or additional transportation measures or policies. On September 23, 2010, CARB
adopted the SB 375 targets for the regional metropolitan planning organizations. The targets for
the SCAG are an 8% reduction in emissions per capita by 2020 and a 13% reduction by 2035.
SCAG prepared its RTP/SCS, which was adopted by the SCAG Regional Council on April 4,
2012. The plan quantified a 9% reduction by 2020 and a 16% reduction by 2035 (SCAG 2012).
On June 4, 2012, the CARB executive officer issued an executive order accepting SCAG’s
quantification of GHG reductions and the determination that implementation of the SCS would
achieve the GHG emission reduction targets established by CARB.

Assembly Bill 32

AB 32 requires the state to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. CARB has been
assigned to carry out and develop the programs and requirements necessary to achieve these
goals. Under AB 32, CARB must adopt regulations requiring the reporting and verification of
statewide GHG emissions. This program will be used to monitor and enforce compliance with
the established standards. CARB is also required to adopt rules and regulations to achieve the
maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission reductions. Finally, CARB
is ultimately responsible for monitoring compliance and enforcing any rule, regulation, order,
emission limitation, emission reduction measure, or market-based compliance mechanism that is
adopted. The first action under AB 32 resulted in the adoption of a report listing early action
GHG emission reduction measures in 2007. Examples of measures that were adopted include a
low-carbon fuel standard and increased methane capture from landfills. Also in 2007, CARB
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adopted regulations requiring mandatory reporting of GHGs for large facilities that contribute
substantially to GHG emissions, such as electricity generating facilities, electricity retail
providers and power marketers, oil refineries, hydrogen plants, cement plants, cogeneration
facilities, and other industrial sources that emit CO, in excess of specified thresholds.

On December 11, 2008, CARB approved the Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan: A
Framework for Change (Scoping Plan; CARB 2008) to achieve the goals of AB 32. The Scoping
Plan establishes an overall framework for the measures that will be adopted to reduce
California’s GHG emissions. The Scoping Plan evaluates opportunities for sector-specific
reductions, integrates all CARB and Climate Action Team early actions and additional GHG
reduction measures by both entities, identifies additional measures to be pursued as regulations,
and outlines the role of a cap-and-trade program.

The First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan Update) was approved by
CARB in May 2014. The Scoping Plan Update builds upon the initial Scoping Plan with new
strategies and recommendations. The update identifies opportunities to leverage existing and new
funds to further drive GHG emission reductions through strategic planning and targeted low
carbon investments. The update defines CARB’s climate change priorities for the next 5 years
and sets the groundwork to reach California’s long-term climate goals set forth in Executive
Orders S-3-05 and B-16-2012. The update highlights California’s progress toward meeting the
near-term 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the initial Scoping Plan. These efforts
were pursued to achieve the near-term 2020 goal and have created a framework for ongoing
climate action that can be built upon to maintain and continue economic sector-specific
reductions beyond 2020, as required by AB 32. The Scoping Plan Update identifies key focus
areas or sectors including energy, transportation, agriculture, water, waste management, natural
and working lands, short-lived climate pollutants, green buildings, and the cap-and-trade
program (CARB 2014). The update also recommends that a statewide mid-term target and mid-
term and long-term sector targets be established toward meeting the 2050 goal established by
Executive Order S-3-05 to reduce California’s GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels,
although no specific recommendations are made.

24 Status of Proposed SCAQMD Thresholds

In October 2008, SCAQMD presented to the Governing Board the Draft Guidance Document —
Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008). The guidance
document was not adopted or approved by the Governing Board. This document explored
various approaches for establishing a significance threshold for GHG emissions. Among the
concepts discussed, the document considered a “de minimis,” or screening, threshold to “identify
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small projects that would not likely contribute to significant cumulative GHG impacts”
(SCAQMD 2008). As further explained in this document, “Projects with GHG emissions less
than the screening level are considered to be small projects, that is, they would not likely be
considered cumulatively considerable” (SCAQMD 2008). The SCAQMD formed a GHG CEQA
Significance Threshold Working Group to work with SCAQMD staff on developing GHG
CEQA significance thresholds until statewide significance thresholds or guidelines are
established. The SCAQMD proposed three tiers of compliance that may lead to a determination
that impacts are less than significant, including the following:

1. Projects with GHGs within budgets set out in approved regional plans to be developed
under the SB 375 process

2. Projects with GHG emissions that are below designated quantitative thresholds:

a. Industrial projects with an incremental GHG emissions increase that falls below (or is
mitigated to be less than) 10,000 metric tons (MT) CO,E per year

b. Commercial and residential projects with an incremental GHG emissions increase
that falls below (or is mitigated to be less than) 3,000 MT CO,E per year, provided
that such projects also meet energy efficiency and water conservation performance
targets that have yet to be developed

3. Projects that purchase GHG offsets that, either alone or in combination with one of the
three tiers mentioned above, achieve the target significance screening level.

From December 2008 to September 2010, the SCAQMD hosted working group meetings and
revised the draft threshold proposal several times, although it did not officially provide these
proposals in a subsequent document. The most recent working group meeting on September 28,
2010 (SCAQMD 2010), proposed two options lead agencies can select from to screen thresholds
of significance for GHG emissions in residential and commercial projects, and proposes to
expand the 10,000 MT CO,E per year industrial threshold to other lead agency industrial
projects. This proposed threshold has not been adopted by the SCAQMD governing Board.

The Proposed Project’s GHG emissions will be compared to the SCAQMD recommendations of
a threshold of 10,000 MT COE per year for industrial projects. As discussed above, this
threshold is intended to be applied to the Proposed Project’s emissions to determine whether they
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative impacts of global
climate change.
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APPENDIX B2

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Assumptions and CalEEMod Outputs







Construction Assumptions and
CalEEMod Outputs







LADWP North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project - Construction Assumptions

Phase: Site Preparation

Schedule: Jan-17 20 days
Acres Disturbed 0.31
Average Daily Workers: 6 = 12 one-way trips per day
Daily One-Way Truck Trips: 6
Equipment Type Max Number  Hours/Day Ea. Hrs/Month Total Ave Hrs/Day Potential Worse-Case Day (HP given or based on CalEEMod)
Brush Chipper (130 HP) 1 8 8 0.4
Crawler Loader (208 HP) 1 8 8 0.4
Chain Saws (gas) (81 HP) 2 8 16 0.4
Stump Chipper (85 HP) 1 8 8 0.4
Bull Dozer (200 HP) 1 8 56 2.8 x
Front End Loader (200 HP) 1 8 8 0.4 x
Sheepfoot Roller (240 HP) 1 8 16 0.8 x
Motor Grader (175 HP) 1 8 8 0.4 x
Backhoe (98 HP) 1 8 40 2 x
Rammer Tamper (8 HP) 1 8 16 0.8
Phase: Piping, Conduit, and Concrete Installation
Schedule: Feb-17 80 days (Feb through May)
Average Daily Workers: 15 = 30 one-way trips per day
Daily One-Way Truck Trips: 5
Equipment Type Max Number  Hours/Day Ea. Hrs/Month Total Ave Hrs/Day Potential Worse-Case Day (HP given or based on CalEEMod)
Crane, 12 ton (226 HP) 1 8 88 1.1 x
Bull Dozer (200 HP) 1 8 16 0.2
Sheepfoot Roller (240 HP) 1 8 16 0.2
Concrete Pump (84 HP) 1 8 48 0.6 X
Vibrator (gas) (81 HP) 2 8 96 0.6 X
Phase: Equipment Installation
Schedule: Jul-17 20 days
Average Daily Workers: 6 = 12 one-way trips per day
Daily One-Way Truck Trips: 2
Equipment Type Max Number  Hours/Day Ea. Hrs/Month Total Ave Hrs/Day Potential Worse-Case Day (HP given or based on CalEEMod)
Lattice Boom Crane (226 HP) 1 8 80 4 x
Phase: Structures and Commissioning
Schedule: Aug-17 100 days (end December 2017)
Average Daily Workers: 4= 8 one-way trips per day
Daily One-Way Truck Trips: 2
Equipment Type Max Number  Hours/Day Ea. Hrs/Month Total Ave Hrs/Day

None



LST Thresholds Interpolation (pounds per day) - 1 Acre

Distance (m) 50 84 100
NOXx 104 115.56 121
CO 833 1,105 1,233
PM10 12 22 27
PM2.5 4 7 8

Source Receptor Area:

* LST Thresholds for 50 and 100 meters provided by SCAQMD
Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology . Revised July 2008.

2

*



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Date: 3/23/2016 11:37 AM

LADWP North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment

Project Construction - Worst-Case Day

. L Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter
1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 6.50 1000sqft 0.31 6,500.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 12 Operational Year 2018
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 979.7 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Land Use - Assumes 0.31 acres disturbed, 2,500 sf storage facility and 4,000 sf UV treatment facility

Construction Phase - Modified with project specifics. Approximately 1-year of construction

Off-road Equipment - Site Prep: assumes Dozer (x1), Front Loader (x1), Roller (x1), Grader (x1), and Tractor/Loader/Backhoe (x1) for worse-case day
Off-road Equipment - Pipe/conduit/concrete: assumes Dozer (x1) and Roller (x1) for worse-case day

Off-road Equipment - Equipment Install: assumes Lattice Crane (x1) for worse-case day

Off-road Equipment - Structures/Commissioning: No equipment needed

Trips and VMT - Modified per applicant input

Grading - 1,213 CY of soil exported

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - No Mitigation Included

7able Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblAreaCoating ReapplicationRatePercent 0

10
Page.1l.of 12




tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 80.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 1.00 20.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 20.00
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/16/2017 7/28/2017
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/28/2017 1/30/2017
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 5/20/2017 7/1/2017
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/29/2017 7/31/2017
tblEnergyUse LightingElect 3.55 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24E 5.75 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24NG 4.45 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24E 2.75 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24NG 14.36 0.00
tbiGrading AcresOfGrading 10.00 1.00
tbiGrading MaterialExported 0.00 1,213.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.15 0.31
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 255.00 200.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 240.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 255.00 200.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 240.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.40 0.40
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rollers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rollers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
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tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 8.00
tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 1227.89 979.7
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018
tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 8.06 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 152.00 101.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 1.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 5.00
tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 13.00 12.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 30.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 12.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 8.00
tbIVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 0.00
tbIVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 0.00
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 0.00
tbIWater IndoorWaterUseRate 1,503,125.00 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25  JBio- CO2 [NBlo- COZ] Total CO2 | CHa N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 3.3253 3-7.3180 16.9805 0.0359 6.3103 1.7348 8.0451 3.3784 1.5960 4.9744 0.0000 :3,622.464: 3,622.464 : 0.9584 0.0000 : 3,642.590
8 8 2
?otal 3.3253 37.3180 | 16.9805 | 0.0359 6.3103 1.7348 8.0451 3.3784 1.5960 4.9744 0.0000 |3,622.464| 3,622.464| 0.9584 0.0000 | 3,642.590
8 8 2
Mitigated Construction
- __ __ __ -
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 3.3253 37.3180 | 16.9805 | 0.0359 6.3103 1.7348 8.0451 3.3784 1.5960 4.9744 0.0000 [3,622.464] 3,622.464 ] 0.9584 0.0000 | 3,642.590
8 8 2
Total 3.3253 37.3180 | 16.9805 [ 0.0359 6.3103 1.7348 8.0451 3.3784 1.5960 4.9744 0.0000 |[3,622.464 ] 3,622.464| 0.9584 0.0000 | 3,642.590
8 8 2
- . __ - -
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 JBio- CO2 [NBio-CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase '-I'ype Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
- e y——~———
1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/1/2017 1/27/2017 5 20
2 Piping, Conduit, Concrete Install :Building Construction 1/30/2017 5/19/2017 5 80
3 Equipment Install Building Construction 7/1/2017 7/128/2017 5 20
4 Structures and Commissioning  :Building Construction 7/31/2017 12/15/2017 5 100

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 1

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Of-froad Equipment ?ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Eactor
IEquipment Install Cranes 1 8.00 226 0.29|
Structures and Commissioning Cranes 0 4.00 226 0.29|
IEquipment Install Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20|
Structures and Commissioning Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20}
Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37
JEquipment Install Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
Structures and Commissioning Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 200 0.40|
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Loaders 1 8.00 199 0.36|
Site Preparation Rollers 1 8.00 240 0.38|
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Cranes 0 4.00 226 O.29|
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20|
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IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 200 0.404
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Rollers 1 8.00 240 0.38|
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipmentl] Worker Trip | Vendor Trip § Hauling Tripff Worker Trip | Vendor Trip fHauling Trip] Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Class
IEquipment Install 1 12.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD. Mix HDT Mix  HHDT
Site Preparation 5 12.00 1.00 101.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Structures and 0 8.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Commissioning.
Piping, Conduit, 2 30.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
opcoroto Irﬁﬂll
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Clean Paved Roads
3.2 Site Preparation - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PM25 B0 CO2 [NBlo: COZ| Total CO2| . CHa N2O CoZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 6.0820 0.0000 6.0820 3.3170 0.0000 3.3170 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 3.1783 35.8229 | 15.0344 1 0.0302 1.7131 1.7131 1.5761 1.5761 3,093.935] 3,093.935 ] 0.9480 3,113.842
4 4 9
Total 3.1783 | 35.8229 [ 15.0344 | 0.0302 | 6.0820 | 1.7131 7.7951 3.3170 15761 4.8931 3,093.935] 3,093.935 | 0.9480 3,113.842
4 4 9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PMIO | Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25 JBlo. COZ [NBlo: COZ| Total COZ] . CH4 N20 COze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0887 1.3459 1.1234 | 3.7600e- | 0.0880 0.0192 0.1072 0.0241 0.0lﬁ 0.0417 373.0551 | 373.0551 | 2.7900e- 373.1137
003 003
Vendor 8.4600e- 0.0817 0.1174 : 2.2000e- : 6.2400e- : 1.2300e- : 7.4700e- : 1.7800e- @ 1.1300e- i 2.9100e- 21.4901 21.4901 : 1.6000e- 21.4935
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0499 0.0675 0.7053 | 1.6500e- | 0.1341 | 1.2200e- 0.1354 0.0356 1.1200e- 0.0367 133.9843 | 133.9843 | 7.4200e- 134.1401
003 003 003 003
?mal 0.1470 1.4951 1.9461 | 5.6300e- | 0.2283 0.0216 0.2500 0.0614 0.0199 0.0813 528.5294 | 528.5294 0.0104 528.7473
003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 6.0820 0.0000 6.0820 3.3170 0.0000 3.3170 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 3.1783 35.8229 | 15.0344 0.0302 1.7131 1.7131 1.5761 1.5761 0.0000 §3,093.935} 3,093.935! 0.9480 3,113.842
4 4 9
?mal 3.1783 35.8229 | 15.0344 0.0302 6.0820 1.7131 7.7951 3.3170 1.5-761 4.8931 0.0000 [3,093.935] 3,093.935| 0.9480 3,113.842
4 4 9
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
S— — - — . — _
ROG NOXx [e]e) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.085 1.3459 1.1234 | 3.7600e- { 0.0880 0.0192 0.1072 0.0241 0.0lﬁ 0.0417 373.0551 ;| 373.0551 } 2.7900e- 373.1137
003 003
Vendor 8.4600e- 0.0817 0.1174 | 2.2000e- | 6.2400e- | 1.2300e- | 7.4700e- | 1.7800e- | 1.1300e- | 2.9100e- 21.4901 | 21.4901 | 1.6000e- 21.4935
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003 004
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Worker 0.0499 0.0675 0.7053 ! 1.6500e- ! 0.1341 @ 1.2200e- 0.1354 0.0356 1.1200e- 0.0367 133.9843 | 133.9843 | 7.4200e- 134.1401
003 003 003 003
?otal 0.1470 1.4951 1.9461 | 5.6300e- | 0.2283 0.0216 0.2500 0.0614 0.0199 0.0813 528.5294 | 528.5294 | 0.0104 528.7473
003
3.3 Piping, Conduit, Concrete Install - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
S— — - — _ — —_
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.4208 16.9232 5.9392 0.0146 0.7291 0.7291 0.6708 0.6708 1,492.962 | 1,492.962 0.45-74 1,502.568
0 0 2
?otal 1.4208 16.9232 5.9392 0.0146 0.7291 0.7291 0.6708 0.6708 1,492.962] 1,492.962 0.454 1,502.568
0 0 2
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ . __ _ — -
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0423 0.4087 0.5870 | 1.0900e- | 0.0312 | 6.1600e- | 0.0374 | 8.8800e- | 5.6600e- | 0.0145 107.4503 | 107.4503 | 8.1000e- 107.4672
003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.1247 0.1687 1.7633 | 4.1100e- | 0.3353 | 3.0400e- 0.3384 0.0889 2.8000e- 0.0917 334.9606 ;| 334.9606 0.0186 335.3502
003 003 003
o I I
Total 0.1670 0.5773 2.3504 | 5.2000e- | 0.3665 | 9.2000e- 0.3757 0.0978 8.4600e- 0.1063 442.4110 | 442.4110 0.0194 442.8174
003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnhaust | PM25 JBio. CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| . CHé N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.4208 | 16.9232 | 59392 : 0.0146 0.7291 0.7291 0.6708 0.6708 0.0000 T L402.062] LA02.062 0.4574 1,502.568
0 0 2
Total 1.4208 | 16.9232 | 5.9392 | 0.0146 0.7291 0.7291 0.6708 0.6708 0.0000 | L,402.962] 1,492,062 ] 04574 1,502.568
0 0 2
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
___ __ __ __ ___ __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 { 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 { 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0423 0.4087 i 0.5870 : 1.0900e- i 0.0312 : 6.1600e- i 0.0374 : 8.8800e- i 5.6600e- | 0.0145 107.4503 { 107.4503 i 8.1000e- 107.4672
003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.1247 0.1687  1.7633 | 4.1100e- ;: 0.3353 : 3.0400e- i 0.3384 0.0889  2.8000e- ; 0.0917 334.9606 | 334.9606 ; 0.0186 335.3502
003 003 003
- I —
Total 0.1670 0.5773 | 2.3504 | 5.2000e- | 0.3665 | 9.2000e- [ 0.3757 0.0978 | 8.4600e- | 0.1063 442.4110 | 442.4110 | 0.0194 442.8174
003 003 003
3.4 Equipment Install - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ . __ _ — __
ROG NOXx Cco SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
___ I —
Off-Road 0.6480 7.6930 § 2.7563 i 5.6400e- 0.3430 § 0.3430 0.3155 0.3155 577.2380 § 577.2380 ; 0.1769 580.9522
003
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- I I —
Total 0.6480 7.6930 | 2.7563 | 5.6400e- 0.3430 | 0.3430 0.3155 | 0.3155 577.2380 | 577.2380 | 0.1769 580.9522
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ . __ _ — __
ROG NOX CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 : 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0169 : 0.1635 | 0.2348 : 4.4000e- : 0.0125 : 2.4600e- : 0.0149 : 3.5500e- ; 2.2600e- : 5.8200e- 42.9801 : 42.9801 : 3.2000e- 42.9869
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0499 : 0.0675 [ 0.7053 : 1.6500e- : 0.1341 : 1.2200e- | 0.1354 : 0.0356 ; 1.1200e- i 0.0367 133.9843 | 133.9843 | 7.4200e- 134.1401
003 003 003 003
- e ———
Total 0.0668 | 0.2309 | 0.9401 | 2.0900e- | 0.1466 | 3.6800e- | 0.1503 | 0.0391 | 3.3800e- | 0.0425 176.9644 | 176.9644 | 7.7400e- 177.1270
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOX cO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
___ I —
Off-Road 0.6480 7.6930 | 2.7563 i 5.6400e- 0.3430 ¢ 0.3430 0.3155 ! 0.3155 : 0.0000 :577.2380 i 577.2380 : 0.1769 580.9522
003
Total 0.6480 7.6930 | 2.7563 | 5.6400e- 0.3430 | 0.3430 0.3155 | 0.3155 [ 0.0000 |577.2380 | 577.2380 | 0.1769 580.9522
003

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnhaust | PM25 JBio. CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| . CHé N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0169 0.1635 0.2348 | 4.4000e- ! 0.0125 @ 2.4600e- 0.0149 3.5500e- | 2.2600e- | 5.8200e- 42.9801 42.9801 | 3.2000e- 42.9869
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0499 0.0675 0.7053 ! 1.6500e- ! 0.1341 @ 1.2200e- 0.1354 0.0356 1.1200e- 0.0367 133.9843 | 133.9843 | 7.4200e- 134.1401
003 003 003 003
— e~
Total 0.0668 0.2309 0.9401 | 2.0900e- | 0.1466 | 3.6800e- 0.1503 0.0391 3.3800e- 0.0425 176.9644 | 176.9644 | 7.7400e- 177.1270
003 003 003 003
3.5 Structures and Commissioning - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
S— — - — . — _
ROG NOXx CcoO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
S— — - — . — _
ROG NOXx Cco SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor

0.0169

0.1635

0.2348

4.4000e- i 0.0125 @ 2.4600e- 0.0149 3.5500e- | 2.2600e- | 5.8200e- 42.9801 42.9801 | 3.2000e- 42.9869
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0332 0.0450 0.4702 ! 1.1000e- i 0.0894 @ 8.1000e- 0.0902 0.0237 7.5000e- 0.0245 89.3228 89.3228 | 4.9500e- 89.4267
003 004 004 003
?otal 0.0502 0.2084 0.7050 | 1.5400e- | 0.1019 | 3.2700e- 0.1052 0.0273 3.0100e- 0.0303 132.3030 | 132.3030 | 5.2700e- 132.4136
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0169 0.1635 0.2348 { 4.4000e- : 0.0125 : 2.4600e- 0.0149 3.5500e- | 2.2600e- | 5.8200e- 42.9801 42.9801 | 3.2000e- 42.9869
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0332 0.0450 0.4702 ! 1.1000e- ! 0.0894 @ 8.1000e- 0.0902 0.0237 7.5000e- 0.0245 89.3228 89.3228 | 4.9500e- 89.4267
003 004 004 003
?otal 0.0502 0.2084 0.7050 | 1.5400e- | 0.1019 | 3.2700e- 0.1052 0.0273 3.0100e- 0.0303 132.3030 | 132.3030 | 5.2700e- 132.4136
003 003 003 003
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Date: 3/23/2016 11:35 AM

LADWP North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment

Project Construction - Worst-Case Day

. L Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer
1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 6.50 1000sqft 0.31 6,500.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 12 Operational Year 2018
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 979.7 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Land Use - Assumes 0.31 acres disturbed, 2,500 sf storage facility and 4,000 sf UV treatment facility

Construction Phase - Modified with project specifics. Approximately 1-year of construction

Off-road Equipment - Site Prep: assumes Dozer (x1), Front Loader (x1), Roller (x1), Grader (x1), and Tractor/Loader/Backhoe (x1) for worse-case day
Off-road Equipment - Pipe/conduit/concrete: assumes Dozer (x1) and Roller (x1) for worse-case day

Off-road Equipment - Equipment Install: assumes Lattice Crane (x1) for worse-case day

Off-road Equipment - Structures/Commissioning: No equipment needed

Trips and VMT - Modified per applicant input

Grading - 1,213 CY of soil exported

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - No Mitigation Included

?able Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblAreaCoating ﬁeapplicationﬁatePercent 10 0
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tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 80.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 1.00 20.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 20.00
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/16/2017 7/28/2017
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/28/2017 1/30/2017
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 5/20/2017 7/1/2017
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/29/2017 7/31/2017
tblEnergyUse LightingElect 3.55 0.00
tbIEnergyUse NT24E 5.75 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24NG 4.45 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24E 2.75 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24NG 14.36 0.00
tbiGrading AcresOfGrading 10.00 1.00
tbiGrading MaterialExported 0.00 1,213.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.15 0.31
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 255.00 200.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 240.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 255.00 200.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 240.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.40 0.40
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rollers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rollers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
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tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 8.00
tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 1227.89 979.7
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018
tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 8.06 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 152.00 101.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 1.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 5.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 13.00 12.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 30.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 12.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 8.00
tbIVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 0.00
tbIVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 0.00
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 0.00
tbIWater IndoorWaterUseRate 1,503,125.00 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25  JBo. CO2 [NBio- CO?| Total CO2]  CHA N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 3.3182 3-7.2637 16.8467 0.0360 6.3103 1.7347 8.0450 3.3784 1.5959 4.9743 0.0000 :3,631.502°: 3,631.502: 0.9583 0.0000 :3,651.627
7 7 1
?otal 3.3182 37.2637 | 16.8467 | 0.0360 6.3103 1.7347 8.0450 3.3784 1.5959 4.9743 0.0000 |3,631.502] 3,631.502| 0.9583 0.0000 | 3,651.627
7 7 1
Mitigated Construction
- __ __ __ -
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 3.3182 37.2637 | 16.8467 | 0.0360 6.3103 1.7347 8.0450 3.3784 1.5959 4.9743 0.0000 |3,631.502] 3,631.502] 0.9583 0.0000 | 3,651.627
6 6 1
Total 3.3182 37.2637 | 16.8467 | 0.0360 6.3103 1.7347 8.0450 3.3784 1.5959 4.9743 0.0000 |3,631.502]3,631.502| 0.9583 0.0000 |3,651.627
6 6 1
- . __ - -
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio-CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase '-I'ype Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
- e y——~——
1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/1/2017 1/27/2017 5 20
2 Piping, Conduit, Concrete Install {Building Construction 1/30/2017 5/19/2017 5 80
3 Equipment Install Building Construction 7/1/2017 7/128/2017 5 20
4 Structures and Commissioning  (Building Construction 7/31/2017 12/15/2017 5 100

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 1

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Load Eactor

Phase Name Of-froad Equipment ?ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power
IEquipment Install Cranes 1 8.00 226 0.29|
Structures and Commissioning Cranes 0 4.00 226 0.29|
JEquipment Install Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20
Structures and Commissioning Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20}
Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37
JEquipment Install Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
Structures and Commissioning Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 200 0.40|
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Loaders 1 8.00 199 0.36|
Site Preparation Rollers 1 8.00 240 0.38|
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Cranes 0 4.00 226 O.29|
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20|
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 200 0.40|
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IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Rollers 1 8.00 240 O.38|
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipment] Worker Trip | Vendor Trip § Hauling Tripff Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Tripfj Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Class
IEquipment Install 1 12.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT Mix — HHDT
Site Preparation 5 12.00 1.00 101.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Structures and 0 8.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Commissioning.
IPiping, Conduit, 2 30.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
to loctal]
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Clean Paved Roads
3.2 Site Preparation - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CO SO2 ] Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI0 ] Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Blo- CO2 [NBio- COZ Total CO2 | CHA N2O CozZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 6.0820 0.0000 6.0820 3.3170 0.0000 3.3170 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 3.1783 i 35.8229 | 15.0344 ; 0.0302 1.7131 1.7131 1.5761 1.5761 3,093.935 3,093.935; 0.9480 3,113.842
4 4 9
?otal 3.1783 35.8229 | 15.0344 | 0.0302 6.0820 1.7131 7.7951 3.3170 1.5-761 4.8931 3,093.935] 3,093.935 | 0.9480 3,113.842
4 4 9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PMIO | Fugiive | Exnaust | PM25 JBlo. COZ [NBlo: COZ| Total COZ] . CH4 N20 COze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0841 1.3002 0.9626 3.%00(3— 0.0880 0.0192 0.1071 0.0241 0.0176 0.0417 373.9335 | 373.9335 | 2.7600e- 373.9914
003 003
Vendor 7.7000e- 0.0798 0.0955 : 2.2000e- : 6.2400e- : 1.2200e- : 7.4600e- : 1.7800e- | 1.1200e- { 2.9000e- 21.6704 21.6704 : 1.6000e- 21.6737
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0480 0.0608 0.7542 | 1.7400e- | 0.1341 | 1.2200e- 0.1354 0.0356 1.1200e- 0.0367 141.9633 | 141.9633 | 7.4200e- 142.1191
003 003 003 003
?mal 0.1398 1.4408 1.8123 | 5.7300e- | 0.2283 0.0216 0.2499 0.0614 0.0199 0.0813 537.5672 | 537.5672 0.0103 537.7842
003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 6.0820 0.0000 6.0820 3.3170 0.0000 3.3170 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 3.1783 35.8229 | 15.0344 0.0302 1.7131 1.7131 1.5761 1.5761 0.0000 §3,093.935} 3,093.935! 0.9480 3,113.842
4 4 9
?mal 3.1783 35.8229 | 15.0344 0.0302 6.0820 1.7131 7.7951 3.3170 1.5-761 4.8931 0.0000 [3,093.935] 3,093.935| 0.9480 3,113.842
4 4 9
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ . . _ — -
ROG NOXx [e]e) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0841 1.3002 0.9626 3.%006- 0.0880 0.0192 0.1071 0.0241 0.0176 0.0417 3%’:.9335 373.9335 § 2.7600e- 373.9914
003 003
Vendor 7.7000e- 0.0798 0.0955 | 2.2000e- | 6.2400e- | 1.2200e- | 7.4600e- | 1.7800e- | 1.1200e- | 2.9000e- 21.6704 | 21.6704 | 1.6000e- 21.6737
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003 004
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Worker 0.0480 0.0608 0.7542 | 1.7400e- | 0.1341 | 1.2200e- 0.1354 0.0356 1.1200e- 0.0367 141.9633 | 141.9633 | 7.4200e- 142.1191
003 003 003 003
?otal 0.1398 1.4408 1.8123 | 5.7300e- | 0.2283 0.0216 0.2499 0.0614 0.0199 0.0813 537.5672 | 537.5672 | 0.0103 537.7842
003
3.3 Piping, Conduit, Concrete Install - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ - _ _ — -
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.4208 16.9232 5.9392 0.0146 0.7291 0.7291 0.6708 0.6708 1,492.962 | 1,492.962 0.45-74 1,502.568
0 0 2
?otal 1.4208 16.9232 5.9392 0.0146 0.7291 0.7291 0.6708 0.6708 1,492.962] 1,492.962 0.454 1,502.568
0 0 2
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
S— — - — _ — —_
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0385 0.3989 0.4773 | 1.1000e- ! 0.0312 ! 6.0900e- ! 0.0373 | 8.8800e- ; 5.6000e- i 0.0145 108.3520 | 108.3520 ! 7.8000e- 108.3684
003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.1201 0.1521 1.8856 ! 4.3600e- i 0.3353 | 3.0400e- 0.3384 0.0889 2.8000e- 0.0917 354.9083 | 354.9083 0.0186 355.2978
003 003 003
?otal 0.1586 0.5510 2.3628 | 5.4600e- | 0.3665 | 9.1300e- O.Sﬁ 0.0978 8.4000e- 0.1062 463.2602 | 463.2602 0.0193 463.6662
003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnhaust | PM25 B0 CO2 [NBio- COZ| Total CO2|  CHé N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.4208 | 16.9232 | 59392 : 0.0146 0.7291 0.7291 0.6708 0.6708 0.0000 T LA402.062; 1402062 0.4574 1,502.568
0 0 2
Total 1.4208 | 16.9232 | 5.9392 | 0.0146 0.7291 0.7291 0.6708 0.6708 0.0000 | L,402.962] 1,492,062 ] 04574 1,502.568
0 0 2
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
___ __ __ __ ___ __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 { 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 { 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0385 0.3989 : 0.4773 : 1.1000e- i 0.0312 : 6.0900e- i 0.0373 : 8.8800e- ; 5.6000e- | 0.0145 108.3520 | 108.3520 : 7.8000e- 108.3684
003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.1201 0.1521 | 1.8856 : 4.3600e- ;: 0.3353 : 3.0400e- i 0.3384 0.0889  2.8000e- ; 0.0917 354.9083 | 354.9083 ; 0.0186 355.2978
003 003 003
Total 0.1586 0.5510 | 2.3628 | 5.4600e. | 0.3665 ] O.1300. ] 0.3757 0.0978 | 8.4000e- | 0.1062 463.2602 | 463.2602 | 0.0193 463.6662
003 003 003
3.4 Equipment Install - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ . __ _ — __
ROG NOXx Cco SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
___ I I
Off-Road 0.6480 7.6930 | 2.7563 i 5.6400e- 0.3430 § 0.3430 0.3155 0.3155 577.2380 § 577.2380 ; 0.1769 580.9522
003
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I
577.2380

I
577.2380

Total 0.6480 7.6030 | 2.7563 | 5.6400¢- 0.3430 | 0.3430 0.3155 | 0.3155 0.1769 580.9522
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ . __ _ — __
ROG NOX CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 : 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000  0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0154 : 0.1596 { 0.1909 : 4.4000e- : 0.0125 : 2.4400e- : 0.0149 : 3.5500e- ; 2.2400e- : 5.7900e- 43.3408 : 43.3408 : 3.1000e- 43.3474
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0480 : 0.0608 : 0.7542 : 1.7400e- : 0.1341 : 1.2200e- | 0.1354 : 0.0356 ; 1.1200e- i 0.0367 141.9633 | 141.9633 | 7.4200e- 142.1191
003 003 003 003
Total 0.0634 | 0.2204 | 0.9451 | 2.1800e- | 0.1466 | 3.6600e- | 0.1503 | 0.0391 | 3.3600e- | 0.0425 185.3041 | 185.3041 | 7.7300e- 185.4665
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOX cO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
___ I I
Off-Road 0.6480 7.6930 | 2.7563 i 5.6400e- 0.3430 ¢ 0.3430 0.3155 ! 0.3155 : 0.0000 :577.2380 i 577.2380 : 0.1769 580.9522
003
Total 0.6480 7.6930 | 2.7563 | 5.6400e- 0.3430 | 0.3430 0.3155 | 0.3155 [ 0.0000 |577.2380 | 577.2380 | 0.1769 580.9522
003

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnhaust | PM25 JBio. CO2 [NBio- COZ| Total CO2| . CHé N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0154 0.1596 0.1909 | 4.4000e- ! 0.0125 @ 2.4400e- 0.0149 3.5500e- | 2.2400e- | 5.7900e- 43.3408 43.3408 | 3.1000e- 43.3474
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0480 0.0608 0.7542 | 1.7400e- | 0.1341 @ 1.2200e- 0.1354 0.0356 1.1200e- 0.0367 141.9633 | 141.9633 { 7.4200e- 142.1191
003 003 003 003
%otal 0.0634 0.2204 0.9451 | 2.1800e- | 0.1466 | 3.6600e- 0.1503 0.0391 3.3600e- 0.0425 185.3041 | 185.3041 | 7.7300e- 185.4665
003 003 003 003
3.5 Structures and Commissioning - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
S— — - — . — _
ROG NOXx CcoO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
S— — - — . — _
ROG NOXx Cco SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor

0.0154

0.1596

0.1909 : 4.4000e- : 0.0125 : 2.4400e- 0.0149 3.5500e- | 2.2400e- | 5.7900e- 43.3408 43.3408 | 3.1000e- 43.3474
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0320 0.0406 0.5028 ! 1.1600e- ! 0.0894 @ 8.1000e- 0.0902 0.0237 7.5000e- 0.0245 94.6422 94.6422 | 4.9500e- 94.7461
003 004 004 003
?otal 0.0474 0.2001 0.6937 | 1.6000e- | 0.1019 | 3.2500e- 0.1052 0.0273 2.9900e- 0.0303 137.9830 | 137.9830 | 5.2600e- 138.0934
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0154 0.1596 0.1909 : 4.4000e- : 0.0125 : 2.4400e- 0.0149 3.5500e- | 2.2400e- | 5.7900e- 43.3408 43.3408 | 3.1000e- 43.3474
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0320 0.0406 0.5028 ! 1.1600e- ! 0.0894 @ 8.1000e- 0.0902 0.0237 7.5000e- 0.0245 94.6422 94.6422 | 4.9500e- 94.7461
003 004 004 003
?otal 0.0474 0.2001 0.6937 | 1.6000e- | 0.1019 | 3.2500e- 0.1052 0.0273 2.9900e- 0.0303 137.9830 | 137.9830 | 5.2600e- 138.0934
003 003 003 003
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

LADWP North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment

Project Construction - Total Duration
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 3/23/2016 11:51 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses I Size I Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Light Industry 6.50 1000sqft 0.31 6,500.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 12 Operational Year 2018
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
CO2 Intensity 979.7 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Land Use - Assumes 0.31 acres disturbed, 2,500 sf storage facility and 4,000 sf UV treatment facility

Construction Phase - Modified with project specifics. Approximately 1-year of construction

Off-road Equipment - Site Prep: average equipment hours per day based on total equipment list and duration of phase

Off-road Equipment - Pipe/conduit/concrete: average equipment hours per day based on total equipment list and duration of phase

Off-road Equipment - Equipment Install: average equipment hours per day based on total equipment list and duration of phase

Off-road Equipment - Structures/Commissioning: No equipment needed
Trips and VMT - Modified per applicant input

Grading - 1,213 CY of soil exported

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - No Mitigation Included

?able Name Column Name Default Value

New Value

tblAreaCoating ﬁeapplicationRatePercent 10

0
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tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 80.00
tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 1.00 20.00
tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 20.00
tbiConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/16/2017 7/28/2017
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/28/2017 1/30/2017
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 5/20/2017 7/1/2017
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/29/2017 7/31/2017
tblEnergyUse LightingElect 3.55 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24E 5.75 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24NG 4.45 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24E 2.75 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24NG 14.36 0.00
tbiGrading MaterialExported 0.00 1,213.00
tbiLandUse LotAcreage 0.15 0.31
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 255.00 200.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 240.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 255.00 200.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 240.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 85.00 130.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 171.00 85.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 81.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rollers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rollers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Crushing/Proc. Equipment
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Crawler Tractors
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Other Construction Equipment
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Plate Compactors
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps
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tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rollers
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 1.10
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.40
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 2.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tbIProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 1227.89 979.7
tbIProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018
tbISolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 8.06 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 152.00 101.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 1.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 5.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 2.00
tbITripsAndvVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 28.00 12.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 30.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 12.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 8.00
tbIVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 0.00
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tbIVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 0.00
tbIVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 0.00
tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 1,503,125.00 0.00
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2017 0.0296 : 0.2542 : 0.2499 : 5.4000e- ;: 0.0447 : 0.0112 : 0.0559 : 0.0178 : 0.0103 0.0282 : 0.0000 : 44.3817 : 44.3817 : 5.3900e- : 0.0000 : 44.4950
004 003
Total 0.0296 | 0.2542 | 0.2499 | 5.4000e- | 0.0447 | 0.0112 | 0.0559 | 0.0178 | 0.0103 0.0282 [ 0.0000 | 44.3817 | 44.3817 | 5.3900e- | 0.0000 | 44.4950
004 003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOX CO S0z | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PM2.5 JBio. COZ2 [NBlo: COZ| Total CO2| . CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2017 0.0296 : 0.2542 { 0.2499 i 54000e- : 0.0447 : 0.0112 : 0.0559 : 0.0178 : 0.0103 0.0282 : 0.0000 : 44.3817 ; 44.3817 : 5.3900e- : 0.0000 : 44.4950
004 003
Total 0.0296 | 0.2542 | 0.2499 | 5.4000e- | 0.0447 | 0.0112 | 0.0559 | 0.0178 | 0.0103 0.0282 [ 0.0000 | 44.3817 | 44.3817 | 5.3900e- | 0.0000 | 44.4950
004 003
ROG NOX o) SO2 ] Fugitve | Exnaust | PMIO | Fugitve ] Exhaust | PM2.5 JBio- CO2 [NBlo-CO2| Total CO2] . CHA N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
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Percent
Reduction

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase '-I'ype Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
- e y————
1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/1/2017 1/27/2017 5 20
2 Piping, Conduit, Concrete Install {Building Construction 1/30/2017 5/19/2017 5 80
3 Equipment Install Building Construction 7/1/2017 7/28/2017 5 20
4 Structures and Commissioning  (Building Construction 7/31/2017 12/15/2017 5 100

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 1

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment ?ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

IEquipment Install Cranes 1 4.00 226 0.2

Structures and Commissioning Cranes 0 0.00 226 0.29|
JEquipment Install Forklifts 0 0.00 89 O.20|
Structures and Commissioning Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.200
Site Preparation Graders 1 0.40 174 0.41
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 2.00 97 0.37
JEquipment Install Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37
Structures and Commissioning Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 2.80 200 0.4

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Loaders 1 0.40 199 0.36|
Site Preparation Rollers 1 0.80 240 O.38|
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Cranes 1 1.10 226 O.29|
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.20|
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IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Rubber Tired Dozers 1 0.20 200 0.404
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37
JPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Rollers 1 0.20 240 O.38|
Site Preparation Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 0.40 130 O.7BI
Site Preparation Crawler Tractors 1 0.40 208 0.43}
Site Preparation Other Construction Equipment 3 0.40 85 0.42
Site Preparation Plate Compactors 1 0.80 8 O.43|
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Pumps 1 0.60 84 O.74|
IPiping, Conduit, Concrete Install Rollers 2 0.60 81 0.38'
Trips and VMT
— 0 — 0 — a 0 — . — 0 — n 0 — 0 . 0
Phase Name Offroad Equipment] Worker Trip § Vendor Trip § Hauling Trip ] Worker Trip | Vendor Trip fHauling Trip] Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Class|
fEquipment Install 1 12.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT Mix  [HHDT
Site Preparation 11 12.00 1.00 101.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Structures and 0 8.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Commissinning.
IPiping, Conduit, 6 30.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
]
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Clean Paved Roads
3.2 Site Preparation - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ __ __ __ . -
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.0217 0.0000 0.0217 0.0117 0.0000 0.0117 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 6.8700e- 0.0732 0.0328 | 6.0000e- 3.8100e- | 3.8100e- 3.5100e- | 3.5100e- 0.0000 5.5474 5.5474 1.5900e- 0.0000 5.5808
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
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?otal 6.8700e- 0.0732 0.0328 | 6.0000e- | 0.0217 | 3.8100e- 0.0255 0.0117 3.5100e- 0.0152 0.0000 5.5474 5.5474 1.5900e- 0.0000 5.5808
003 005 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
- - __ __ - __ _ — -
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Hauling 8.7000e- 0.0137 0.0109 | 4.0000e- } 8.6000e- : 1.9000e- i 1.0600e- ! 2.4000e- : 1.8000e- ; 4.1000e- 0.0000 3.3889 3.3889 3.0000e- 0.0000 3.3895
004 005 004 004 003 004 004 004 005
Vendor 8.0000e- | 8.3000e- | 1.1200e-| 0.0000 | 6.0000e-| 1.0000e- | 7.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 0.1959 0.1959 0.0000 0.0000 0.1959
005 004 003 005 005 005 005 005 005
Worker 4.7000e- | 6.9000e- : 7.2100e-: 2.0000e- ; 1.3100e- : 1.0000e- : 1.3300e- : 3.5000e- : 1.0000e- : 3.6000e- 0.0000 1.2351 1.2351 7.0000e- 0.0000 1.2365
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
?otal 1.4200e- 0.0152 0.0192 | 6.0000e- | 2.2300e- | 2.1000e- | 2.4600e- | 6.1000e- | 2.0000e- | 8.0000e- 0.0000 4.8199 4.8199 1.0000e- 0.0000 4.8218
003 005 003 004 003 004 004 004 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ - __ _ — -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.0217 0.0000 0.0217 0.0117 0.0000 0.0117 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 6.8700e- 0.0732 0.0328 : 6.0000e- 3.8100e- | 3.8100e- 3.5100e- : 3.5100e- 0.0000 5.5474 5.5474 1.5900e- 0.0000 5.5808
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
?otal 6.8700e- | 0.0732 0.0328 | 6.0000e- | 0.0217 | 3.8100e- | 0.0255 0.0117 | 3.5100e- | 0.0152 0.0000 5.5474 5.5474 | 1.5900e- | 0.0000 5.5808
003 005 003 003 003

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOX CO SO2 ] Fugitive | Exnaust | PMIO | Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25 B0 COZ [NBio: COZ| Total COZ] . CHA N20 COze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Hauling 8.7000e- ¢ 0.0137 : 0.0109 i 4.0000e- i 8.6000e- ; 1.9000e- { 1.0600e- i 2.4000e-  1.8000e-  4.1000e- { 0.0000 : 3.3889 : 3.3889 : 3.0000e-  0.0000 : 3.3895
004 005 004 004 003 004 004 004 005
Vendor 8.0000e- : 8.3000e- : 1.1200e-i 0.0000 : 6.0000e- : 1.0000e- ; 7.0000e- : 2.0000e- ; 1.0000e- ; 3.0000e- : 0.0000 : 0.1959 : 0.1959 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.1959
005 004 003 005 005 005 005 005 005
Worker 4.7000e- | 6.9000e- ; 7.2100e-; 2.0000e- ; 1.3100e- ; 1.0000e- ; 1.3300e- | 3.5000e- ; 1.0000e- : 3.6000e- ; 0.0000 : 1.2351 ; 1.2351 ; 7.0000e- : 0.0000 : 1.2365
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Total 1.4200e- | 0.0152 | 0.0192 | 6.0000e- | 2.2300e- | 2.1000e- | 2.4600e- | 6.1000e- | 2.0000e- | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 | 4.8199 | 4.8199 | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 4.8218
003 005 003 004 003 004 004 004 004
3.3 Piping, Conduit, Concrete Install - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
Off-Road 8.6900e- : 0.0907 : 0.0448 : 8.0000e- 4.8500e- ; 4.8500e- 45300e- { 4.5300e- : 0.0000 i 7.4248 i 7.4248 § 1.9000e- i 0.0000 i 7.4647
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Total 8.6900e- | 0.0907 | 0.0448 | 8.0000e- 4.8500e- | 4.8500e- 45300e- | 4.5300e- | 0.0000 | 7.4248 | 7.4248 | 1.9000e- | 0.0000 | 7.4647
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ - . -
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
Hauling 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Vendor 1.6400e- : 0.0167 : 0.0225 : 4.0000e-  1.2300e- | 2.4000e- | 1.4700e- : 3.5000e- ;| 2.3000e- : 5.8000e- : 0.0000 : 3.9181 : 3.9181 : 3.0000e- : 0.0000 : 3.9187
003 005 003 004 003 004 004 004 005
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Worker 6.9300e- { 0.0721 | 1.7000e- ;{ 0.0132 : 1.2000e- i 0.0133 | 3.4900e- { 1.1000e- ;: 3.6000e- : 0.0000 : 12.3505 | 12.3505 ; 6.7000e- ;| 0.0000 12.3646
003 004 004 003 004 003 004
?otal 6.3300e- | 0.0236 0.0946 | 2.1000e- | 0.0144 | 3.6000e- | 0.0147 3.8400e- | 3.4000e- | 4.1800e- § 0.0000 | 16.2686 | 16.2686 | 7.0000e- | 0.0000 16.2833
003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
e — E— — . — —
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Off-Road 8.6900e- 0.0907 0.0448 ! 8.0000e- 4.8500e- | 4.8500e- 4.5300e- | 4.5300e- 0.0000 7.4248 7.4248 1.9000e- 0.0000 7.4647
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
?otal 8.6900e- | 0.0907 0.0448 | 8.0000e- 4.8500e- | 4.8500e- 4.5300e- | 4.5300e- § 0.0000 7.4248 7.4248 1.9000e- | 0.0000 7.4647
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
e — E— — . — —
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 1.6400e- | 0.0167 0.0225 | 4.0000e- | 1.2300e- | 2.4000e- | 1.4700e- | 3.5000e- | 2.3000e- | 5.8000e- | 0.0000 3.9181 3.9181 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 3.9187
003 005 003 004 003 004 004 004 005
Worker 4.6900e- | 6.9300e- ; 0.0721 : 1.7000e- ;! 0.0132 } 1.2000e- 0.0133 3.4900e- | 1.1000e- ;| 3.6000e- 0.0000 12.3505 12.3505 | 6.7000e- 0.0000 12.3646
003 003 004 004 003 004 003 004
?otal 6.3300e- | 0.0236 0.0946 | 2.1000e- | 0.0144 | 3.6000e- | 0.0147 | 3.8400e- | 3.4000e- | 4.1800e- § 0.0000 | 16.2686 | 16.2686 | 7.0000e- [ 0.0000 16.2833
003 004 004 003 004 003 004

3.4 Equipment Install - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25 JBio. CO2 [NBio- CO?| Total COZ| . CHA N20 CoZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 3.2400e- 0.0385 0.0138 | 3.0000e- 1.7100e- | 1.7100e- 1.5800e- | 1.5800e- 0.0000 2.6183 2.6183 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.6352
003 005 003 003 003 003 004
%otal 3.2400e- 0.0385 0.0138 | 3.0000e- 1.7100e- | 1.7100e- 1.5800e- | 1.5800e- 0.0000 2.6183 2.6183 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.6352
003 005 003 003 003 003 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ __ __ . -
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 1.6000e- : 1.6700e- :2.2500e-: 0.0000 & 1.2000e-: 2.0000e- { 1.5000e- : 4.0000e- : 2.0000e- : 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.3918 0.3918 0.0000 0.0000 0.3919
004 003 003 004 005 004 005 005 005
Worker 4.7000e- | 6.9000e- | 7.2100e-| 2.0000e- | 1.3100e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3300e- | 3.5000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.6000e- 0.0000 1.2351 1.2351 7.0000e- 0.0000 1.2365
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
%otal 6.3000e- | 2.3600e- | 9.4600e-| 2.0000e- | 1.4300e- [ 3.0000e- | 1.4800e- | 3.9000e- | 3.0000e- | 4.2000e- 0.0000 1.6269 1.6269 7.0000e- 0.0000 1.6283
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
S — E— — . — —
ROG NOx CcoO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2]| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Off-Road 3.2400e- 0.0385 0.0138 : 3.0000e- 1.7100e- | 1.7100e- 1.5800e- : 1.5800e- 0.0000 2.6183 2.6183 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.6352
003 005 003 003 003 004
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?otal 3.2400e- 0.0385 0.0138 | 3.0000e- 1.7100e- | 1.7100e- 1.5800e- | 1.5800e- 0.0000 2.6183 2.6183 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.6352
003 005 003 003 003 003 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
S — E— — n — —
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000
Vendor 1.6000e- : 1.6700e- : 2.2500e-: 0.0000 1.2000e- : 2.0000e- i 1.5000e- i 4.0000e- i 2.0000e- i 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.3918 0.3918 0.0000 0.0000 0.3919
004 003 003 004 005 004 005 005 005
Worker 4.7000e- | 6.9000e- : 7.2100e-: 2.0000e- ; 1.3100e- : 1.0000e- i 1.3300e- | 3.5000e- ; 1.0000e- : 3.6000e- : 0.0000 : 1.2351 : 1.2351 ; 7.0000e- : 0.0000 : 1.2365
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
?otal 6.3000e- | 2.3600e- | 9.4600e-| 2.0000e- | 1.4300e- | 3.0000e- | 1.4800e- | 3.9000e- | 3.0000e- | 4.2000e- 0.0000 1.6269 1.6269 7.0000e- 0.0000 1.6283
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.5 Structures and Commissioning - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
Off-Road 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 ¢ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 J§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 12 of 14




ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25 B0 CO2 [NBio- COZ| Total COZ | CHA N20 CoZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 8.2000e- | 8.3400e- ! 0.0113 ! 2.0000e- : 6.1000e- : 1.2000e- | 7.4000e- } 1.8000e- : 1.1000e- ! 2.9000e- 0.0000 1.9590 1.9590 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.9593
004 003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004 005
Worker 1.5600e- | 2.3100e- | 0.0240 | 6.0000e- | 4.3800e- | 4.0000e- | 4.4200e- | 1.1600e- I 4.0000e- | 1.2000e- 0.0000 4.1168 4.1168 2.2000e- 0.0000 4.1215
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
%0tal 2.3800e- 0.0107 0.0353 | 8.0000e- | 4.9900e- | 1.6000e- | 5.1600e- | 1.3400e- | 1.5000e- | 1.4900e- 0.0000 6.07-59 6.0%9 2.3000e- 0.0000 6.0809
003 005 003 004 003 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
- . __ . - -
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2]| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
— — — — . — —
ROG NOx CcoO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2]| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor 8.2000e- | 8.3400e- | 0.0113 : 2.0000e- | 6.1000e- | 1.2000e- | 7.4000e- { 1.8000e- ! 1.1000e- | 2.9000e- ! 0.0000 1.9590 1.9590 1.0000e- i 0.0000 1.9593
004 003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004 005

Worker 1.5600e- | 2.3100e- | 0.0240 | 6.0000e- | 4.3800e- | 4.0000e- | 4.4200e- | 1.1600e- | 4.0000e- | 1.2000e- | 0.0000 4.1168 4.1168 2.2000e- | 0.0000 4.1215
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004

?otal 2.3800e- | 0.0107 0.0353 | 8.0000e- | 4.9900e- | 1.6000e- | 5.1600e- | 1.3400e- | 1.5000e- | 1.4900e- § 0.0000 6.07-59 6.07-59 2.3000e- | 0.0000 6.0809
003 005 003 004 003 003 004 003 004
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Operational Assumptions and
CalEEMod Outputs







LADWP - Effect of 25% RPS, Based on 2007 Baseline Data

2007 Emission Factor® 1,227.89 Ib CO2/MWh

2007 Renewables™? 6%

Without RPS 1306.27 b CO2/MWh

Future Renewables 25% (by Dec 31 2016)
With Future RPS 979.70]|lb CO2/MWh

Reduction from 6% RPS 20.2%

All renewable energy is assumed to be carbon neutral (i.e., no GHG emissions or from biogenic sources).
1. CalEEMod User's Guide, Appendix D, Table 1.2

2. LADWP Power Content Label for Year 2007

3. Tiangco, Valentino. Wheeling Power to Meet the California RPS. January 2011.



LADWP North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project -
Indirect GHG Emissions from Electricity Use (Power Plant Emissions)

Operations Annual Electrical Use: 21,976,810 kWh (kilowatt hours)/year annual average
21,977 mWh (megawatt hours)/year

| Annual | C0O2

Emission Factor’ Project GHGs Equivalent CO2 Equivalent
Indirect GHG gases Ib/mWh Electricity mWh metric tons Factor Emissions (metric tons)
Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 979.7 21,977 9,766.16 1 9,766.16
Nitrous Oxide (N20) 0.00617 21,977 0.0615 310 19.07
Methane (CH4) 0.029 21,977 0.2891 21 6.07

Total Indirect GHG Emissions from Operations Electricity Use = 9,791.30

* Emission factors for CO2, CH4, and N20 are from the CalEEMod software version 2013.2.2 for LADWP.
CO2 adjusted based on 25% RPS by the end of 2016



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Date: 3/28/2016 12:17 PM

LADWP North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project

Operations - On-road and Equipment
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Light Industry 6.50 1000sqft 0.31 6,500.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 12 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
CO2 Intensity 979.7 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Electricity generation GHGs calculated outside of CalEEMod

Land Use - 2,500 sf storage facility and 4,000 sf UV treatment facility

Operational activity emissions modeled using the Construction Module in CalEEMod, based on types of activities and sources

Phase - GAC replacement: 2 days per vessel, 10 vessels. Hydrogen peroxide (1x/month) and Lamp Replacement (1x/16 months)

Off-road Equipment - GAC Replacement: 1x Crane needed

Trips and VMT - GAC Replacement: 4 personnel, 30 one-way truck trips total; Peroxide and Lamps: 2 personnel each, 2-one way truck trips each

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblAreaCoating ReapplicationRatePercent 10 0
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 20.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 1.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 12.00
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tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/31/2022 1/3/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/19/2022 1/18/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/29/2022 1/1/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/4/2022 1/1/2022
tbIEnergyUse LightingElect 3.55 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24E 5.75 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24NG 4.45 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24E 2.75 0.00
tbIEnergyUse T24NG 14.36 0.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.15 0.31
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 8.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 1227.89 979.7
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2022
tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 8.06 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 30.00

Page 2 of 10




tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 8.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 4.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 4.00
tbIVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 0.00
tbIVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 0.00
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 0.00

tbIWater IndoorWaterUseRate 1,503,125.00 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25  JBio. CO2 [NBio- COZ| Total CO2|  CHA N2O Co%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2022 0.5010 5.0653 3.6370 0.0119 0.2747 0.1918 0.4665 0.0737 0.1765 0.2502 0.0000 :1,082.595: 1,082.595 0.18% 0.0000 :1,086.532
3 3 1
?otal 0.5010 5.0653 3.6370 0.0119 0.2747 0.1918 0.4665 0.0737 0.1765 0.2502 0.0000 |1,082.595| 1,082.595 0.18% 0.0000 | 1,086.532
3 3 1
Mitigated Construction
- __ __ __ -
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2022 0.5010 5.0653 3.6370 0.0119 0.2747 0.1918 0.4665 0.0737 0.1765 0.2502 0.0000 §1,082.595! 1,082.595 0.1875 0.0000 | 1,086.532
3 3 1
Total 0.5010 5.0653 3.6370 0.0119 0.2747 0.1918 0.4665 0.0737 0.1765 0.2502 0.0000 [1,082.595] 1,082.595 0.1875 0.0000 | 1,086.532
3 3 1
- . __ - -
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio-CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase '-I'ype Start Date End Date Num Daysf Num Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 GAC Replacement Building Construction 1/1/2022 1/28/2022 5 20

2 Lamp Replacement Building Construction 1/1/2022 1/3/2022 5 1

3 Hydrogen Peroxide Building Construction 1/1/2022 1/18/2022 5 12

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Load Eactor

Phase Name Offroad Equipment ?ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

GAC Replacement Cranes 1 8.00 226 0.29'

GAC Replacement Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.204

GAC Replacement Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37
ILamp Replacement Cranes 0 0.00 226 O.29|
ILamp Replacement Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.204
ILamp Replacement Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37,
IHydrogen Peroxide Cranes 0 0.00 226 0.29
IHydrogen Peroxide Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.20}
IHydrogen Peroxide Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Of-froad Equipment Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling 7rip Worker ?rip Vendor 7rip Hauling 7rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Class

[GAC Replacement 1 8.00 0.00 30.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD. Mix HDT Mix  HHDT
ILamp Replacement 0 4.00 0.00 2.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
IHydrogen Peroxide 0 4.00 0.00 24.00 J|§a7é)3 5 of 106.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT




3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 GAC Replacement - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

__
Exhaust

__
Exhaust

.
NBio- CO2

__
Total CO2

ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Eugitive PM10 Fugitive PM2.5 Bio- CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.3649 4.0937 1.8514 | 5.6500e- 0.1700 0.1700 0.1564 0.1564 546.7345 | 546.7345 0.1768 550.4478
003
?otal 0.3649 4.0937 1.8514 | 5.6500e- 0.1700 0.1700 0.1564 0.1564 546.7345 | 546.7345 0.1768 550.4478
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
S— — - — . — —
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0246 0.2485 0.3131 | 1.1100e- | 0.0261 5.5-5009— 0.0317 7.1600e- | 5.1100e- 0.0123 104.2547 | 104.2547 | 8.7000e- 104.2729
003 003 003 003 004
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0230 0.0303 0.3188 | 1.0900e- | 0.0894 [ 7.5000e- 0.0902 0.0237 7.0000e- 0.0244 76.7969 | 76.7969 | 3.7300e- 76.8751
003 004 004 003
?otal 0.0476 0.2788 0.6319 | 2.2000e- | 0.1156 | 6.3000e- 0.1219 0.0309 5.8100e- 0.0367 181.0515 | 181.0515 | 4.6000e- 181.1480
003 003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnhaust | PM25 B0 CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| . CHé N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.3649 4.0937 | 1.8514 } 5.6500e- 0.1700 0.1700 0.1564 0.1564 0.0000 § 546.7345 | 546.7345 i 0.1768 550.4478
003
Total 0.3649 4.0937 | 1.8514 | 5.6500e- 0.1700 0.1700 0.1564 0.1564 0.0000 | 546.7345 | 546.7345 | 0.1768 550.4478
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ __ ___ __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0246 0.2485 : 0.3131 ; 1.1100e- ; 0.0261 : 5.5500e- i 0.0317 ; 7.1600e- i 5.1100e- ; 0.0123 104.2547 § 104.2547 § 8.7000e- 104.2729
003 003 003 003 004
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0230 0.0303 | 0.3188 : 1.0900e- ;: 0.0894 : 7.5000e- i 0.0902 0.0237 { 7.0000e- { 0.0244 76.7969 i 76.7969 i 3.7300e- 76.8751
003 004 004 003
Total 0.0476 0.2788 | 0.6319 | 2.2000e- | 0.1156 | 6.3000e- [ 0.1219 0.0309 | 5.8100e- | 0.0367 181.0515 | 181.0515 | 4.6000e- 181.1480
003 003 003 003
3.3 Lamp Replacement - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
S— — - — . — _
ROG NOXx Cco SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000  0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Total I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
S— — - — . — —
ROG NOX CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2[ CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0328 T 03313 T O4L75 | LA800e. | 0.0340 © 740006 T 00423 | 055006 | 6.8100e T 00164 139.0062 ; 139.0062 ; 1.1600e- 139.0306
003 003 003 003 003
Vendor 0.0000 : 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0115 : 0.0152 { 0.1594 : 5.5000e- : 0.0447 : 3.8000e- | 0.0451 : 0.0119 ; 3.5000e- i 0.0122 38.3984 | 38.3984 @ 1.8600e- 38.4376
004 004 004 003
- — — I I
Total 0.0443 | 0.3464 | 0.5769 | 2.0300e- | 0.0796 | 7.7800e- | 0.0874 | 0.0214 | 7.1600e- | 0.0286 177.4047 | 177.4047 | 3.0200e- 177.4681
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOX cO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 : 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 ¢ 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 J§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnhaust | PM25 JBio. CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2|  CHé N2O COZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0328 0.3313 0.417-5 1.4800e- : 0.0349 ! 7.4000e- 0.0423 9.5500e- | 6.8100e- 0.0164 139.0062 ; 139.0062 { 1.1600e- 139.0306
003 003 003 003 003
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0115 0.0152 0.1594 ! 5.5000e- ! 0.0447 @ 3.8000e- 0.0451 0.0119 3.5000e- 0.0122 38.3984 | 38.3984 | 1.8600e- 38.4376
004 004 004 003
— I I I ey
Total 0.0443 0.3464 0.5769 | 2.0300e- | 0.0796 | 7.7800e- 0.0874 0.0214 7.1600e- 0.0286 177.4047 | 177.4047 | 3.0200e- 177.4681
003 003 003 003
3.4 Hydrogen Peroxide - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ . . _ — -
ROG NOXx CcoO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?0tal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ . . _ — -
ROG NOXx Cco SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0328 03313 T OAL75 | LAS00c. T 0.0340 © 7.4000e T 00423 T 05500 T 6.81006. T 0.0164 139.0062 { 139.0062 § 1.1600e- 139.0306
003 003 003 083 003
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Vendor 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0115 : 0.0152 | 0.1594 : 5.5000e- ; 0.0447 : 3.8000e- i 0.0451 : 0.0119 ; 3.5000e- i 0.0122 38.3984 ; 38.3984 : 1.8600e- 38.4376
004 004 004 003
- — — I I
Total 0.0443 | 0.3464 | 0.5769 | 2.0300e- | 0.0796 | 7.7800e- | 0.0874 | 0.0214 | 7.1600e- | 0.0286 177.4047 | 177.4047 | 3.0200e- 177.4681
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I _ __ _ I
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 : 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 J§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOX cO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0328 T 03313 T OAL75 § L4800 T 0.0340 T 740006 T 00423 05500 T 681006 T 00164 139.0062 ; 139.0062 : 1.1600e- 139.0306
003 003 003 003 003
Vendor 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0115 : 0.0152 | 0.1594 : 5.5000e- : 0.0447 : 3.8000e- i 0.0451 ; 0.0119 ; 3.5000e- i 0.0122 38.3984 | 38.3984 : 1.8600e- 38.4376
004 004 004 003
- — — — I
Total 0.0443 | 0.3464 | 0.5769 | 2.0300e- | 0.0796 | 7.7800e- | 0.0874 | 0.0214 | 7.1600e- | 0.0286 177.4047 | 177.4047 | 3.0200e- 177.4681
003 003 003 003
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Date: 3/28/2016 12:16 PM

LADWP North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project

Operations - On-road and Equipment
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Light Industry 6.50 1000sqft 0.31 6,500.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 12 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
CO2 Intensity 979.7 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Electricity generation GHGs calculated outside of CalEEMod

Land Use - 2,500 sf storage facility and 4,000 sf UV treatment facility

Operational activity emissions modeled using the Construction Module in CalEEMod, based on types of activities and sources

Phase - GAC replacement: 2 days per vessel, 10 vessels. Hydrogen peroxide (1x/month) and Lamp Replacement (1x/16 months)

Off-road Equipment - GAC Replacement: 1x Crane needed

Trips and VMT - GAC Replacement: 4 personnel, 30 one-way truck trips total; Peroxide and Lamps: 2 personnel each, 2-one way truck trips each

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblAreaCoating ﬁeapplicationﬁatePercent 10 0
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 20.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 1.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 12.00
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tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/31/2022 1/3/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/19/2022 1/18/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/29/2022 1/1/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/4/2022 1/1/2022
tbIEnergyUse LightingElect 3.55 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24E 5.75 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24NG 4.45 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24E 2.75 0.00
tbIEnergyUse T24NG 14.36 0.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.15 0.31
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 8.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 1227.89 979.7
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2022
tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 8.06 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 30.00
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tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 8.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 4.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 4.00
tbIVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 0.00
tbIVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 0.00
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 0.00

tbIWater IndoorWaterUseRate 1,503,125.00 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25  JBio. CO2 [NBio- COZ| Total CO2|  CHA N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2022 0.4959 5.0288 3.5179 0.0120 0.2747 0.1918 0.4665 0.0737 0.1765 0.2501 0.0000 :1,092.708: 1,092.708 : 0.1874 0.0000 :1,096.644
6 6 4
?otal 0.4959 5.0288 3.5179 0.0120 0.2747 0.1918 0.4665 0.0737 0.1765 0.2501 0.0000 |1,092.708] 1,092.708| 0.1874 0.0000 | 1,096.644
6 6 4
Mitigated Construction
- __ __ __ -
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2022 0.4959 5.0288 3.5179 0.0120 0.2747 0.1918 0.4665 0.0737 0.1765 0.2501 0.0000 1,092.70871 1,092.708 1 0.1874 0.0000 | 1,096.644
6 6 4
Total 0.4959 5.0288 3.5179 0.0120 0.2747 0.1918 0.4665 0.0737 0.1765 0.2501 0.0000 |1,092.708] 1,092.708| 0.1874 0.0000 | 1,096.644
6 6 4
- . __ - -
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 JBio- CO2 [NBio-CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase '-I'ype Start Date End Date Num Daysf Num Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 GAC Replacement Building Construction 1/1/2022 1/28/2022 5 20

2 Lamp Replacement Building Construction 1/1/2022 1/3/2022 5 1

3 Hydrogen Peroxide Building Construction 1/1/2022 1/18/2022 5 12

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Load Eactor

Phase Name Offroad Equipment ?ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

GAC Replacement Cranes 1 8.00 226 0.29'

GAC Replacement Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.204

GAC Replacement Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37
ILamp Replacement Cranes 0 0.00 226 O.29|
ILamp Replacement Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.204
ILamp Replacement Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37,
IHydrogen Peroxide Cranes 0 0.00 226 0.29
IHydrogen Peroxide Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.20}
IHydrogen Peroxide Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Of-froad Equipment Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling 7rip Worker ?rip Vendor 7rip Hauling 7rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Class

[GAC Replacement 1 8.00 0.00 30.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD. Mix HDT Mix  HHDT
ILamp Replacement 0 4.00 0.00 2.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
IHydrogen Peroxide 0 4.00 0.00 24.00 J|§a7é)3 5 of 106.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT




3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 GAC Replacement - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

— e
Fugitive

__
Exhaust

__
Exhaust

.
NBio- CO2

__
Total CO2

ROG NOXx CcO SO2 PM10 Fugitive PM2.5 Bio- CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.3649 4.0937 1.8514 | 5.6500e- 0.1700 0.1700 0.1564 0.1564 546.7345 | 546.7345 0.1768 550.4478
003
?otal 0.3649 4.0937 1.8514 | 5.6500e- 0.1700 0.1700 0.1564 0.1564 546.7345 | 546.7345 0.1768 550.4478
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
S— — - — . — —
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0236 0.2401 0.2663 | 1.1100e- | 0.0261 | 5.5400e- 0.0317 7.1600e- | 5.1000e- 0.0123 104.5015 | 104.5015 | 8.6000e- 104.5194
003 003 003 003 004
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0222 0.0274 0.3451 | 1.1600e- | 0.0894 [ 7.5000e- 0.0902 0.0237 7.0000e- 0.0244 81.4011 | 81.4011 | 3.7300e- 81.4793
003 004 004 003
?otal 0.0458 0.267-5 0.6114 | 2.2700e- | 0.1156 | 6.2900e- 0.1219 0.0309 5.8000e- 0.0367 185.9025 | 185.9025 | 4.5900e- 185.9988
003 003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnhaust | PM25 B0 CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| . CHé N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.3649 4.0937 | 1.8514 } 5.6500e- 0.1700 0.1700 0.1564 0.1564 0.0000 § 546.7345 | 546.7345 i 0.1768 550.4478
003
Total 0.3649 4.0937 | 1.8514 | 5.6500e- 0.1700 0.1700 0.1564 0.1564 0.0000 | 546.7345 | 546.7345 | 0.1768 550.4478
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ __ ___ __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0236 0.2401 ; 0.2663 ; 1.1100e- ; 0.0261 : 5.5400e- i 0.0317 ; 7.1600e- i 5.1000e- ; 0.0123 104.5015 § 104.5015 ; 8.6000e- 104.5194
003 003 003 003 004
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0222 0.0274 | 0.3451 | 1.1600e- : 0.0894 : 7.5000e- i 0.0902 0.0237 { 7.0000e- { 0.0244 81.4011 i 81.4011  3.7300e- 81.4793
003 004 004 003
Total 0.0458 0.2675 | O.6114 | 2.2700e. | O.1156 ] 6.2000e. ] 0.1219 0.0309 | 5.8000e- | 0.0367 185.9025 | 185.9025 | 4.5900e- 185.9988
003 003 003 003
3.3 Lamp Replacement - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
S— — - — . — _
ROG NOXx Cco SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000  0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Total I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ . __ _ — __
ROG NOX CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2[ CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0315 : 0.3201 | 0.3550 : 1.4800e- : 0.0349 : 7.3900e- i 0.0422 ; 9.5500e- ; 6.7900e- i 0.0163 139.3353 ; 139.3353 | 1.1400e- 139.3593
003 003 003 003 003
Vendor 0.0000 : 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0111 : 0.0137 { 0.1726 : 5.8000e- : 0.0447 : 3.8000e- | 0.0451 : 0.0119 ; 3.5000e- i 0.0122 40.7005 : 40.7005 : 1.8600e- 40.7397
004 004 004 003
Total 0.0426 | 03338 ] 05276 ] 2.0600e- ] 0.0796 ] 7.7700e- ] 00873 ] 00214 ] 7.1400e ] 00286 180.0358 | 180.0358 | 3.0000e- 180.0989
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOX cO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 : 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 ¢ 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 J§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnhaust | PM25 JBio. CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2|  CHé N2O COZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0315 0.3201 0.3550 | 1.4800e- | 0.0349 [ 7.3900e- 0.0422 9.5500e- | 6.7900e- 0.0163 139.3353 | 139.3353 | 1.1400e- 139.3593
003 003 003 003 003
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0111 0.0137 0.1726 ! 5.8000e- i 0.0447 @ 3.8000e- 0.0451 0.0119 3.5000e- 0.0122 40.7005 | 40.7005 | 1.8600e- 40.7397
004 004 004 003
%otal 0.0426 0.3338 0.5276 | 2.0600e- | 0.0796 7.#009— 0.0873 0.0214 7.1400e- 0.0286 180.0358 | 180.0358 [ 3.0000e- 180.0989
003 003 003 003
3.4 Hydrogen Peroxide - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
S— — - — . — _
ROG NOXx CcoO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ . . _ — -
ROG NOXx Cco SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0315 0.3201 0.3550 : 1.4800e- : 0.0349 @ 7.3900e- 0.0422 9.5-5006- 6.7900e- 0.0163 139.3353 1 139.3353 { 1.1400e- 139.3593
003 003 003 083 003
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Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0111 0.0137 0.1726 ! 5.8000e- i 0.0447 @ 3.8000e- 0.0451 0.0119 3.5000e- 0.0122 40.7005 : 40.7005 | 1.8600e- 40.7397
004 004 004 003
?otal 0.0426 0.3338 0.5276 | 2.0600e- | 0.0796 7.ﬁOOe— 0.0873 0.0214 7.1400e- 0.0286 180.0358 | 180.0358 | 3.0000e- 180.0989
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I — - - _ E——
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0315 0.3201 0.3550 : 1.4800e- : 0.0349 & 7.3900e- 0.0422 9.5500e- | 6.7900e- 0.0163 139.3353 § 139.3353 { 1.1400e- 139.3593
003 003 003 003 003
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0111 0.0137 0.1726 ! 5.8000e- ! 0.0447 @ 3.8000e- 0.0451 0.0119 3.5000e- 0.0122 40.7005 | 40.7005 | 1.8600e- 40.7397
004 004 004 003
?otal 0.0426 0.3338 0.5276 | 2.0600e- | 0.0796 7.#009— 0.0873 0.0214 7.1400e- 0.0286 180.0358 | 180.0358 | 3.0000e- 180.0989
003 003 003 003
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

1.0 Project Characteristics

LADWP North Hollywood West Well Field Water Treatment Project

Operations - On-road and Equipment
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 3/28/2016 12:15 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Light Industry 6.50 1000sqft 0.31 6,500.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
CO2 Intensity CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20O Intensity 0.006

(Ib/MWhr)

(Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

(Ib/MWhr)

Project Characteristics - Electricity generation GHGs calculated outside of CalEEMod

Land Use - 2,500 sf storage facility and 4,000 sf UV treatment facility

Operational activity emissions modeled using the Construction Module in CalEEMod, based on types of activities and sources

Phase - GAC replacement: 2 days per vessel, 10 vessels. Hydrogen peroxide (1x/month) and Lamp Replacement (1x/16 months)

Off-road Equipment - GAC Replacement: 1x Crane needed

Trips and VMT - GAC Replacement: 4 personnel, 30 one-way truck trips total; Peroxide and Lamps: 2 personnel each, 2-one way truck trips each

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblAreaCoating ﬁeapplicationRatePercent 10 0
tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 20.00
tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 1.00
tblConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 12.00
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tbiConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/31/2022 1/3/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/19/2022 1/18/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/29/2022 1/1/2022
tbiConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/4/2022 1/1/2022
tblEnergyUse LightingElect 3.55 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24E 5.75 0.00
tblEnergyUse NT24NG 4.45 0.00
tblEnergyUse T24E 2.75 0.00
tblIEnergyUse T24NG 14.36 0.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.15 0.31
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 8.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tbIProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 1227.89 979.7
tbIProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2022
tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 8.06 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 30.00
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tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 8.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 4.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 4.00
tbIVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 0.00
tbIVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 0.00
tbIVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 0.00

tbIWater IndoorWaterUseRate 1,503,125.00 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exnaust | PM25 [ Bio. CO2 [NBlo- COZ| Total CO2|  CHé N2O Coze
PM10 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2022 230006 T 00461 T 00265 T 000006 § L6400e T LB100e. T 345008 T 2.40006. T L6700e. T 21006 i 00000 T 76650 T 76650 T L6600e. T 00000 T 7.7008
003 005 003 003 003 004 003 003 003
Total 2.3900e. | 0.0461 | 0.0285 | 9.0000e- | 1.6400e- | L.8100e- | 3.4500e- | 4.4000e- | L.6700e- | 2.1100e- § 0.0000 | 7.6659 | 7.6650 | L.6600e. | 0.0000 | 7.7008
003 005 003 003 003 004 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOX CO SO2 ] Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugtive ] Exnaust | PM25 ] Blo- CO2 [NBlo- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O COzZe
PM10 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2022 2.3000e. T 0.0461 T 0.0285 T 0.0000e. : L.6400e T LB100e. T 3.4500e. T 4.4000e. © L6700e. T 2.1100e. i O.0000 T 7.6658 I 7.6658 T L6600e. T 0.0000 T 7.7008
003 005 003 003 003 004 003 003 003
Total 2.3000e. | 0.0461 ] 0.0285 ] 0.0000e- | L.6400e. ]| LB100e- | 3.4500e- | 4.4000e | L.6700e. | 2.1100e. J O.0000 ] 7.6658 | 7.6658 | L6600e. | 0.0000 | 7.7008
003 005 003 003 003 004 003 003 003
ROG NOX o) SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PML0 | Fugitive | Exnaust ] PM2.5 JEBio- CO2 |NBio-CO2] Total CO2] . CHA N20 CO2e
PM10 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 | Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 GAC Replacement Building Construction 1/1/2022 1/28/2022 5 20

2 Lamp Replacement Building Construction 1/1/2022 1/3/2022 5 1

3 Hydrogen Peroxide Building Construction 1/1/2022 1/18/2022 5 12

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Ofm ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Meplacement Cranes 1 8.00 226 0.2

GAC Replacement Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.204

GAC Replacement Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

ILamp Replacement Cranes 0 0.00 226 0.2

ILamp Replacement Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.204

ILamp Replacement Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

IHydrogen Peroxide Cranes 0 0.00 226 O.29|

IHydrogen Peroxide Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.200

IHydrogen Peroxide Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Of-froad Equipment Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Class
IGAC Replacement 1 8.00 0.00 30.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD _Mix HDT Mix  HHDT
ILamp Replacement 0 4.00 0.00 2.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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IHydrogen Peroxide 0 4.00 0.00 24.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 GAC Replacement - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
I I I
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
Off-Road 3.6500e- 0.0409 0.0185 | 6.0000e- 1.7000e- | 1.7000e- 1.5600e- | 1.5600e- 0.0000 4.9599 4.9599 1.6000e- 0.0000 4.9936
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Total 3.6500e- 0.0409 0.0185 | 6.0000e- 1.7000e- | 1.7000e- 1.5600e- | 1.5600e- 0.0000 4.9599 4.9599 1.6000e- 0.0000 4.9936
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ __ __ . -
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
Hauling 2.4000e- | 2.5300e- [3.0200e-] 1.0000e- | 2.6000e- | 6.0000e- | 3.1000e- | 7.0000e- I 5.0000e- | 1.2000e- 0.0000 0.9471 0.9471 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.9473
004 003 003 005 004 005 004 005 005 004 005
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 2.2000e- | 3.1000e- |3.2700e-1 1.0000e- | 8.8000e- | 1.0000e- | 8.8000e- | 2.3000e- I 1.0000e- | 2.4000e- 0.0000 0.7080 0.7080 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.7087
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
%otal 4.6000e- | 2.8400e- [ 6.2900e-| 2.0000e- | 1.1400e- | 7.0000e- | 1.1900e- | 3.0000e- | 6.0000e- | 3.6000e- 0.0000 1.6551 1.6551 4.0000e- 0.0000 1.6559
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25 B0 CO2 [NBio- COZ| Total COZ| . CHA N20 CoZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 3.6500e- 0.0409 0.0185 | 6.0000e- 1.7000e- | 1.7000e- 1.5600e- | 1.5600e- 0.0000 4.9599 4.9599 1.6000e- 0.0000 4.9936
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
?otal 3.6500e- 0.0409 0.0185 | 6.0000e- 1.7000e- | 1.7000e- 1.5600e- | 1.5600e- 0.0000 4.9599 4.9599 1.6000e- 0.0000 4.9936
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ __ __ . -
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
Hauling 2.4000e- ;| 2.5300e- }3.0200e-: 1.0000e- | 2.6000e- : 6.0000e- | 3.1000e- ; 7.0000e- : 5.0000e- { 1.2000e- 0.0000 0.9471 0.9471 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.9473
004 003 003 005 004 005 004 005 005 004 005
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 2.2000e- | 3.1000e- | 3.2700e-1 1.0000e- | 8.8000e- | 1.0000e- | 8.8000e- | 2.3000e- I 1.0000e- | 2.4000e- 0.0000 0.7080 0.7080 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.7087
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
?otal 4.6000e- | 2.8400e- [ 6.2900e-| 2.0000e- | 1.1400e- | 7.0000e- | 1.1900e- | 3.0000e- | 6.0000e- | 3.6000e- 0.0000 1.6551 1.6551 4.0000e- 0.0000 1.6559
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.3 Lamp Replacement - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
- - . __ - . _ — -
ROG NOx CcoO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2]| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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?otal I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ . __ __ - __ _ — __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 2.0000e- § 1.7000e- }2.0000e-: 0.0000 : 2.0000e-: 0.0000 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0631 0.0631 0.0000 0.0000 0.0632
005 004 004 005 005 005
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 1.0000e- ;{ 1.0000e- :8.0000e-: 0.0000 : 2.0000e-: 0.0000 2.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0177 0.0177 0.0000 0.0000 0.0177
005 005 005 005 005 005 005
?otal 3.0000e- | 1.8000e- | 2.8000e-| 0.0000 | 4.0000e-| 0.0000 4.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0808 0.0808 0.0000 0.0000 0.0809
005 004 004 005 005 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 8 of 10




ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25 B0 CO2 [NBio- COZ| Total COZ| . CHA N20 CoZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 2.0000e- | 1.7000e- [2.0000e-iI 0.0000 [ 2.0000e-|{ 0.0000 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0631 0.0631 0.0000 0.0000 0.0632
005 004 004 005 005 005
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- |8.0000e-i 0.0000 [ 2.0000e-|{ 0.0000 2.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0177 0.0177 0.0000 0.0000 0.0177
005 005 005 005 005 005 005
%0tal 3.0000e- | 1.8000e- |2.8000e-| 0.0000 | 4.0000e-| 0.0000 4.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0808 0.0808 0.0000 0.0000 0.0809
005 004 004 005 005 005 005
3.4 Hydrogen Peroxide - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
- - . __ - . _ — -
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2]| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
?otal 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
- - . __ - . _ — -
ROG NOx CcoO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2]| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M!I'/yr
I -
Hauling 1.9000e- : 2.0200e- :2.4200e-: 1.0000e- : 2.1000e- : 4.0000e- { 2.5000e- : 6.0000e- : 4.0000e- : 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.7577 0.7577 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.7578
004 003 003 005 004 005 004 005 0 004 005
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Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 6.0000e- | 9.0000e- :9.8000e-: 0.0000 : 2.6000e-: 0.0000 2.7000e- | 7.0000e- 0.0000 7.0000e- 0.0000 0.2124 0.2124 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.2126
005 005 004 004 004 005 005 005
?otal 2.5000e- | 2.1100e- | 3.4000e-| 1.0000e- | 4.7000e- | 4.0000e- | 5.2000e- | 1.3000e- | 4.0000e- | 1.7000e- 0.0000 0.9701 0.9701 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.9704
004 003 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
. I — I
Hauling 1.9000e- : 2.0200e- :2.4200e-: 1.0000e- : 2.1000e- : 4.0000e- i 2.5000e- : 6.0000e- : 4.0000e- : 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.7577 0.7577 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.7578
004 003 003 005 004 005 004 005 005 004 005
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 6.0000e- | 9.0000e- :9.8000e-: 0.0000 : 2.6000e-: 0.0000 2.7000e- | 7.0000e- 0.0000 7.0000e- 0.0000 0.2124 0.2124 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.2126
005 005 004 004 004 005 005 005
?otal 2.5000e- | 2.1100e- | 3.4000e-| 1.0000e- | 4.7000e- | 4.0000e- | 5.2000e- | 1.3000e- | 4.00