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CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Executive Summary for Inland Empire Utilities Agency’s (IEUA) proposed Chino Basin
Program (CBP) Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) summarizes the potential
environmental effects that are forecast to occur from implementation of the proposed project. It
also contains a summary of the Project Background, Project Objectives, and Project Description.
A table summarizing potentially significant environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and
mitigation responsibility is included at the end of this Executive Summary (Table 1.5-1).
Chapter 2, the Introduction to this DPEIR, also provides information that augments this Executive
Summary.

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

IEUA is proposing to develop the CBP, which would provide a regional water resources and
groundwater management program for the Chino Basin. The CBP’s scope is a revolutionary, first-
of-its-kind program designed to help the region move beyond traditional water management
practices and into a new era of water use optimization. The CBP promotes proactive investment
in managing the water quality of the Chino Groundwater Basin and in meeting regional water
supply reliability needs in the face of climate change, while leveraging California’s interregional
plumbing system and the Chino Basin’s future potential for water recycling to produce benefits to
local, State, and federal interest.

The CBP was submitted for Proposition 1 — Water Storage Investment Program (WSIP) funding
and was awarded $206.9M in conditional funding in July 2018. As a result, the CBP has been
developed as a program for which California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance has
been determined to be required in order to implement the proposed conjunctive use program.

Under the WSIP, the CBP is proposed as a 25-year conjunctive use project that would develop
and utilize a new advanced water purification facility (AWPF) to treat and store up to 15,000 acre
feet per year (AFY) of recycled water in the Chino Basin and extract the water during call years,
which will likely be in dry seasons. The CBP would increase additional available groundwater
supplies in the adjudicated Chino Basin through increased water recycling that would result from
operation of a new AWPF and through groundwater storage by operation of new injection wells.
The CBP would thereby enable IEUA to dedicate a commensurate amount of this “new” water
locally generated from the AWPF to remain in the State Water Project system at Lake Oroville in
Northern California that would otherwise be delivered to Southern California. The additional Lake
Oroville water would subsequently be released in the form of pulse flows in the Feather River to
improve habitat conditions for native salmonids and achieve environmental benefits.

IEUA’s partner and the State Water Project Contractor that will facilitate the exchange for the CBP
is Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). The CBP would produce 15,000 AFY
of “new” water supply for a period of 25-years to provide for the State exchange, to be used in
blocks of up to 50,000 AFY in hydrologically drier years when pulse flows in the Feather River
would provide the most ecosystem benefit and other State Water Project (SWP) operations would
not be affected. The exchange would be administered through agreements with the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),
MWD, and other project partners.

Additionally, new water stored in the Chino Basin would also enhance emergency response water
supply availability for IEUA and other participating agencies during crises such as flood or seismic
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events that disrupt imported water infrastructure. The infrastructure included in the CBP is
consistent with infrastructure identified to reduce recycled water salinity for regulatory compliance
as well as water infrastructure that has been identified through IEUA’s Integrated Water
Resources Plan (IRP) effort.

The CBP would rely on water transfer agreements through MWD. For every acre-foot of water
requested for north of the Delta ecosystem benefits, IEUA would pump locally stored groundwater
and deliver it to MWD or use the water locally instead of taking raw imported water from MWD
(referred to as “in lieu™). MWD would then leave behind an equivalent amount of water in Lake
Oroville to be dedicated and released for the requested ecosystem benefit. The CBP can be
operated in a way to provide up to 50,000 AFY of water for up to 7.5 years, with a consecutive
draw of no more than 3 years, of the 25-year program (up to 375,000 AF total) as long as the
groundwater extraction does not exceed the approved borrow amount. This would result in
balancing the PUTs (the components to recharge purified water to the Chino Basin) and TAKEs
(the components to extract groundwater and convey potable water supply) to the Chino Basin at
the end of the 25-year program, i.e., up to 375,000 AF would be recharged over 25 years and the
same amount could be extracted over 25 years. The CBP includes two main categories of
facilities: PUT and TAKE components.

The annual PUT (the components to recharge purified water to the Chino Basin) and periodic
TAKE cycles (the components to extract groundwater and convey potable water supply) would
require the development of various facilities to support the overall CBP. These potential facilities
are separated into four project categories: (1) Project Category 1. Well Development (Injection
wells, extraction wells, etc.); (2) Project Category 2: Conveyance Facilities and Ancillary Facilities;
(3) Project Category 3: Groundwater Storage Increase; and, (4) Project Category 4: Advanced
Water Purification Facility and Other Water Treatment Facilities.

Ultimately, the CBP brings together these components cost-effectively and greatly enhances
flexibility and resiliency to regional and local water operations, particularly during future extended
droughts expected as climate change continues to impact California. The CBP’s proposed AWPF,
new injection and extraction facilities, conveyance facilities, and water system interconnections
will allow more optimal management of local water supplies, including meeting water quality
requirements for the continued use of recycled water within the Chino Basin, improved storage
and recovery operations, as well as redundancies in water delivery infrastructure that will facilitate
future rehabilitation and replacement of existing infrastructure.

Additionally, the proposed CBP requires an increase in the Safe Storage Capacity of the Chino
Basin in order to accommodate an addition of up to 150,000 AF of managed storage above the
existing Safe Storage Capacity (700,000 AF through June 30, 2030, and to 620,000 AF from July
1, 2030 through June 30, 2035). As such, the CBP would contemplate a tiered increase in Safe
Storage Capacity that would accommodate CBP storage requirements as well as Chino Basin
Watermaster (Watermaster) stakeholder storage requirements as follows: the CBP proposes an
increase in Safe Storage Capacity up to 700,000 AF through June 30, 2039, and to 580,000 AF
from July 1, 2039 through June 30, 2048, with the Safe Storage Capacity decreasing to 500,000
AF thereafter. The storage increase would accommodate the CBP during its 25-year planning
horizon, and any future required increase in storage that may be necessary to accommodate the
increased recharge and extraction capacities provided by CBP infrastructure would be addressed
in future CEQA documentation. Overall, the CBP may: reduce dependence on imported water
through development of infrastructure that would provide a new local source of water; improve
water quality by reducing the expected TDS concentration of the AWPF effluent to 100 mg/L; and
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provide a new local water supply for the Basin as a result of the creation of the AWPF that would
enable IEUA to continue treating recycled water to below the regulatory limits set by the Santa
Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) Basin Plan for continued Basin use. This
proposed tiered increase would supersede the Safe Storage Capacity that was approved in March
of 2021 by the IEUA Board and subsequently approved by the Watermaster in May 2021.
Furthermore, as storage space in the Basin is regulated by the Watermaster, a Storage
Agreement will be required in order for this proposed Safe Storage Capacity to be adopted.

As the agency that will facilitate implementation of the CBP, IEUA will serve as the Lead Agency
for purposes of complying with CEQA. IEUA has prepared the CBP DPEIR as the Lead Agency,
in cooperation with the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), the CDFW, State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and MWD as responsible agencies. The California
Water Commission (CWC) is a Responsible Agency, as it is the agency that has conditionally
awarded IEUA with funding to implement the CBP through the Proposition 1 WSIP. Other
agencies that may be Responsible Agencies or Trustee Agencies include IEUA member
agencies, listed under Subsection 3.15 of the Project Description.

Pursuant to Section 15060(d) of California’s Guidelines for CEQA (Title 14 California Code of
Regulations §§ 15000 et seq.” “CEQA Guidelines”), upon finding that the proposed CBP might
have one or more significant effects on the existing project environment and surrounding
environment, IEUA determined that an environmental impact report (EIR) should be prepared to
address potential impacts from the CBP. Thus, the information CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines
require to be included in an EIR is included in this DPEIR, and it addresses each of the 20 topics
identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, as follows: aesthetics, agriculture and forestry
resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, greenhouse
gas emissions/climate change, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land
use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population/housing, public services, recreation,
transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities/service systems, and wildfire.

In accordance with Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, the focus of the analysis provided
herein addresses the forecast effects of the proposed CBP as presented below in Chapter 3,
Project Description. However, it is the combination of authorizations and entitlements requested
for this project that must be recommended for approval by IEUA to allow the CBP to be
implemented.

1.2 INTENDED USE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

As required by Section 21151 of CEQA, this DPEIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA
and the CEQA Guidelines. IEUA is the Lead Agency for the project and has supervised the
preparation of this DPEIR. This DPEIR is an information document which will inform public
agency decision makers and the general public of the potential environmental effects, including
any significant impacts that may be caused by implementing the proposed project. Possible ways
to minimize potential significant effects of the proposed project and reasonable alternatives to the
project are also identified in this DPEIR.

This document assesses the impacts, including unavoidable adverse impacts and cumulative
impacts, related to the construction and operation of the proposed project. This DPEIR is also
intended to support the permitting process of all agencies from which discretionary approvals
must be obtained for particular elements of this project. Other California agency approvals (if
required) for which this environmental document may be utilized include:
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¢ Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) for a NPDES
general construction stormwater discharge permit. This permit is granted by submittal of an
NOI to the SWRCB, but is enforced through a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) that identifies construction best management practices (BMPs) for the site. In the
project area, the RWQCB enforces the BMP requirements described in the NPDES permit by
ensuring construction activities adequately implement a SWPPP. Implementation of the
SWPPP is carried out by the construction contractor, with the RWQCB and county providing
enforcement oversight.

e The project may include the potential discharge of fill into or alterations of “waters of the United
States,” “waters of the State,” and stream beds of the State of California. Regulatory permits
to allow fill and/or alteration activities due to project activities such as pipeline installation are
likely be required from the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), the RWQCB, and California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) over the life of the CBP. A Section 404 permit for
the discharge of fill material into “waters of the United States” may be required from the ACOE;
a Section 401 Water Quality Certification may be required from the RWQCB; a Report of
Waste Discharge may be required from the RWQCB; and a 1600 Streambed Alteration
Agreement may be required from the CDFW.

e The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or CDFW may need to be consulted
regarding threatened and endangered species documented to occur within an area of
potential impact for future individual projects. This could include consultations under the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act.

e Land use permits may be required from local jurisdictions, such as individual cities and the
two counties (Riverside and San Bernardino).

e Air quality permits may be required from the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD).

e Encroachment permits may be required from local jurisdictions, such as individual cities,
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the two counties (Riverside and San

Bernardino), flood control agencies, and private parties such as Southern California Edison,
The Gas Company, or others such as BNSF Railway Company.

e The Watermaster has a separate approval process for determining material physical injury to
the stakeholders within the Chino Basin.

e The SWRCB will be a responsible agency if IEUA requests permits or funding from SWRCB'’s
Clean Water State Revolving Fund program or its Division of Drinking Water.

This is considered to be a partial list of other permitting agencies for future individual CBP projects.
1.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The CBP has identified the following project objectives, which also help address local, State and
Federal objectives as follows:
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e Meet Permit Compliance for the Continued Use of Recycled Water in the Chino
Groundwater Basin.

e Maintain Commitments for Salt Management to Enable Sustainable Use of Recycled
Water in the Basin.

e Develop Infrastructure That Addresses Long Term Supply Vulnerabilities.
Provide a Source of Water for Emergency Response.

o Develop an Integrated Solution to Produce State and Federal Environmental
Benefits.

1.4 PROJECT APPROVALS

This DPEIR will be used as the information source and CEQA compliance document for the
following discretionary actions or recommended approvals by the CEQA lead agency, IEUA.
CEQA requires that the IEUA, as the CEQA Lead Agency, consider the environmental information
in the project record, including this DPEIR, prior to making a decision regarding whether or not to
recommend approval to implement the proposed project. The decision that will be considered by
IEUA is whether to approve the CBP defined in Chapter 3 of this document. The CBP has defined
two main categories of facilities: PUT, the components to recharge purified water to the Chino
Basin, and TAKE, the components to extract groundwater and convey potable water supply. The
PUT and TAKE components have been broken into four project categories as defined above and
within the Project Description. Alternatively, IEUA can recommend denial of the project as
proposed. This DPEIR evaluates the environmental effects as outlined above.

IEUA will serve as the CEQA Lead Agency pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(b)(1).
In all future circumstances, IEUA will remain the Lead Agency for the CBP CEQA document. A
CEQA Responsible Agency—those defined in Chapter 3, the Project Description of this DPEIR—
shall coordinate with IEUA if and when it assumes CEQA Lead Agency status for a future specific
project.

This DPEIR has been prepared by Tom Dodson & Associates (TDA), in conjunction with Rincon
Consultants, Inc. (Rincon), under contract to IEUA. TDA and Rincon were retained to assist IEUA
to perform the independent review of the project required by CEQA before the DPEIR is released.
IEUA has reviewed the contents of this DPEIR and concurs with the conclusions and findings
contained herein.

1.5 IMPACTS

As noted above, IEUA concluded that an EIR should be prepared to address any potential
significant impacts that may result from implementation of the proposed project. Based on data
and analysis provided in this DPEIR, it is concluded that the proposed CBO could result in
potentially significant adverse environmental impacts to the following environmental issues:
Biological Resources, Greenhouse Gas, and Utilities and Service Systems. All other
potential impacts were determined to be less than significant without mitigation or can be reduced
to a less than significant level with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this
DPEIR. Note that the cumulative significant impacts are identified in this DPEIR based on findings
that the project’s contributions to such impacts are considered to be cumulatively considerable
which is the threshold identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. Table 1.5-1 summarizes all
of the environmental impacts and proposed mitigation and monitoring measures identified in this
DPEIR and will be provided to the decision-makers and the public prior to finalizing the DPEIR.
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The following issues evaluated in the DPEIR have been determined to experience less than
significant impacts—either with or without mitigation—based on the facts, analysis and
findings in this DPEIR.

Aesthetics: As described in Subchapter 4.2, all potential aesthetic impacts associated with the
CBP can be mitigated to a less than significant impact level. Mitigation measures would: minimize
impacts to scenic vistas through enforcing future projects to meet local design standards;
minimize impacts to scenic resources through avoidance of such resources, or through
assessment in subsequent CEQA documentation; minimize impacts to scenic resources such as
trees through enforcement of compliance with local jurisdiction tree ordinance(s); minimize
conflicts with regulations governing scenic quality through enforcing compliance with applicable
zoning code and design requirements established by local jurisdictions; and, minimize light and
glare impacts by enforcing local jurisdiction light and glare minimization standards. As a result,
there will not be any unavoidable project specific or cumulative adverse impacts to aesthetics
from implementing the project as proposed.

Agriculture & Forestry Resources: As described in Subchapter 4.3, due to the substantial
agricultural resources located within Chino Basin, installation of future CBP related facilities were
determined to have a potentially significant impact to such resources; however, mitigation was
identified to minimize agricultural and forestry resource impacts below significance thresholds
including those that would: relocate or avoid impacts to important agricultural land; and relocate
or avoid impacts to forest land or offset the loss by purchasing compensatory mitigation in the
form of comparable forest land permanently conserved in either a local or State-approved
important forest land mitigation bank. As described in Subchapter 4.3, no unavoidable significant
impact to agricultural or forestry resources will result from implementing the proposed project.

Air Quality: As described in Subchapter 4.4, with the implementation of mitigation, construction
of the proposed project would reduce impacts for all criteria pollutants below South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) significance thresholds. Additionally, the regional
operational emissions that would result from CBP implementation would be less than significant
without the need for mitigation. Furthermore, the CBP would be consistent with the SCAQMD
2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), and as such would not result in or cause National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS)
violations. Construction- and operation-source emissions would not exceed the applicable
SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds and would be less than significant. Mitigation
measures would: require IEUA’s contractor(s) to use off-road equipment that meets the U.S. EPA
certified Tier 4 Final engines, or engines that are certified to meet or exceed the emission ratings
for U.S. EPA Tier 4 Final or Interim engines, such that average daily nitrogen oxide (NOX)
emissions are verified to be below the SCAQMD regional significance threshold of 100 pounds
per day. As a result, there will not be any unavoidable project specific or cumulative adverse
impacts to air quality from implementing the project as proposed.

Cultural Resources: As described in Subchapter 4.6, the Chino Basin is a large area that may
contain historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources. As such, future CBP projects may
be developed within sites that contain such resources. Since the proposed project is at the
programmatic level, specific locations for most of the proposed CBP projects have not yet been
determined, though a site specific report was prepared to address the potential for resources at
RP-4, at which the AWPF is proposed to be installed. This site specific report determined that no
significant resources are anticipated to be located within this site, and with implementation of
mitigation, impacts to cultural resources at this site would be less than significant. Mitigation has
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been identified to minimize impacts to cultural resources at future CBP facilities, including those
that would: exclude highly disturbed sites from requiring further cultural resource evaluation
except to adhere to procedures pertaining to the treatment of accidental discoveries, unless IEUA
is seeking State funding for the project; ensure that future CBP projects that are located within
undisturbed areas, within a site that will require substantial earthmoving activities and/or
excavation, and/or IEUA is seeking State funding, will require a follow on Phase | Cultural
Resources Investigation and enforce several phases or steps beyond the completion of a Phase |
Cultural Resources Investigation that would cover the identification, evaluation, mitigation, and
monitoring associated with a given project where resources may be located; ensure that a
complete report on the methods, results, and final conclusions of the research procedures is
prepared and submitted to SCCIC, EIC, NHMLAC, and/or SBCM for projects containing cultural
resources; and, set a precedent for future CBP projects that would streamline the design and
completion of future Phase | Cultural Resources Investigations. As described in Subchapter 4.6,
no unavoidable significant impact to cultural resources will result from implementing the proposed
project.

Energy: As discussed in Subchapter 4.7, CBP construction and operation would not result in
inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy and would not conflict with or obstruct
a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. This is because the CBP would
result in an overall net reduction in electricity consumption associated with local water supplies
over the 25-year term of the proposed water transfer agreement. Impacts would be less than
significant without the need for added mitigation. The CBP would replace imported SWP water,
which is energy-intensive, with a local, recycled water source in call years. Furthermore, IEUA
would procure energy to serve CBP facilities from SCE, which has historically achieved the State’s
Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) program and anticipates meeting the RPS of 60 percent
renewable energy by 2030. IEUA would also explore options for using additional on-site
renewable energy, and therefore the CBP would not obstruct the 2017 Scoping Plan. Impacts
would be less than significant. Additionally, the CBP would support the IEUA Climate Change
Action Plan (CCAP) objective to strive for carbon neutrality through implementation of renewable
power generation and beneficial use of resources. With compliance with current federal and State
regulations pertaining to energy conservation, the proposed CBP is anticipated to have a less
than significant impact on energy demand and resources.

Geology and Soils: The Chino Basin contains substantial geological and soils constraints. Due
to these substantial constraints and the installation of future CBP related facilities in locations
where such constraints may occur, a potential for significant geology and soils resources impacts
from implementation of the CBP was identified in Subchapter 4.8. However, several mitigation
measures were identified to minimize geology and soils impacts including those that would:
ensure new facilities are located outside of delineated fault zones through relocation,
implementation of seismic design measures, or subsequent CEQA documentation; reduce
potential impacts from geological hazards through a design level geotechnical investigation with
implementation of specific design recommendations, relocation of the site, or subsequent CEQA
documentation; ensure that the proposed facilities associated with the CBP that are less than one
acre in size would not exacerbate conditions related to erosion associated with runoff from
construction sites through the implementation of BMPs; minimize impacts to paleontological
resources through requiring site-specific studies, where necessary. As described in Subchapter
4.8, no unavoidable significant impact to geology and soils will result from implementing the
proposed project.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The Chino Basin contains substantial hazards and hazardous
materials issue constraints. Due to these substantial constraints and the installation of future CBP
infrastructure facilities in locations where such constraints may exist, a potential for significant
hazards and hazardous materials issue impacts from implementation of the CBP were identified
in Subchapter 4.10. However, several mitigation measures were identified to minimize hazards
and hazardous materials impacts including those that would: ensure that applicable CBP facilities
Business Plans incorporate best management practices designed to minimize the potential for
accidental release of such chemicals; ensure that applicable CBP facilities Business Plans identify
the equipment and response capabilities required to provide immediate containment, control and
collection of any released material; ensure sensitive receptors will not be exposed to significant
health threat by modeling the pathways of release and implementing specific measures that would
minimize potential exposure to acutely hazardous materials; ensure hazardous materials are
disposed of and delivered to licensed facilities; ensure the establishment of and adherence to
specific thresholds of acceptable clean-up of hazardous materials; ensure the preparation of and
adherence to vector management plans; ensure remediation of an accidental spill or discharge of
hazardous material in compliance with State and local regulations; ensure that sites for future
CBP facilities obtain a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and either avoid or remediate a
site that is contaminated; ensure that any unknown contamination is remediated and handled
according to the local CUPA; ensure compliance with the appropriate airport land use plan and
coordination with the appropriate airport management agencies to ensure safety for people
residing or working within the project area; ensure that construction traffic is managed safely; and,
ensure that fire hazard reduction measures are enforced. Therefore, though there will be some
adverse impacts as a result of implementing the project, specific mitigation measures have been
identified to reduce potential project specific and cumulative (direct and indirect) impacts to a less
than significant level for hazards and hazardous material issues. Thus, the project is not forecast
to cause any unavoidable significant adverse hazards or hazardous material impacts.

Hydrology and Water Quality: As described in Subchapter 4.11, the overall hydrology (watershed,
drainage and flood hazards) and water quality impacts that would result from implementation of
the CBP could be significant without the implementation of mitigation measures. As such, several
mitigation measures were identified to minimize impacts related to hydrology and water quality,
such as those that would: ensure that the Watermaster reviews IEUA’s storage and recovery
program application and gathers the appropriate data to (1) determine whether future CBP
projects would result in loss of pumping sustainability, result in potential reduction in net recharge
and impacts to Safe Yield, and/or result in new subsidence, and (2) respond with appropriate
mitigation to minimize the potential adverse hydrological impacts that may occur from a project;
address the plan of response by the Watermaster should Chino Basin conditions vary from the
projections that have been modeled as part of the CBP (and all supporting documentation);
require implementation of BMPs for projects of less than one acre in size that would be
comparable to the requirements of the Construction General Permit and Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan, which are required for larger projects; ensure that drainage is managed through
either runoff collection or development of a drainage plan for a given CBP project; require CBP
projects at existing well sites to remain within disturbed areas wherever feasible to minimize the
potential for further ground disturbance at these sites; require all disturbed areas that are not
covered in hardscape or vegetation to be revegetated or landscaped at future CBP facility sites;
and, ensure that brine generated by water treatment systems would be disposed of in a manner
that would minimize the potential for release of polluted runoff. Therefore, though there will be
some adverse impacts as a result of implementing the project, specific mitigation measures have
been identified to reduce potential project specific and cumulative (direct and indirect) effects to
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a less than significant impact level for hydrology and water quality issues. Thus, the project is not
forecast to cause any unavoidable significant adverse hydrology and water quality impacts.

Land Use and Planning: As described in Subchapter 4.12, impacts related to land use and
planning are minimal; however, mitigation is provided to address the potential for conflicts with
land use from CBP related facilities. This mitigation would ensure that the facilities associated
with the CBP are developed in appropriate areas, and conform with the surrounding land uses or
are developed to minimize conflicts with adjacent land uses. With implementation of this
mitigation measure, the project-related land use and planning impacts can be reduced below a
level of significance, and as such, the proposed project will not cause unavoidable significant land
use and planning impacts.

Mineral Resources: As described in Subchapter 4.13, limited mineral resources occur in the
northern portion of the Chino Basin. As such, there is a nominal potential for future CBP facilities
to be installed within a mineral resource zone. However, mitigation has been identified to minimize
mineral resource impacts that would ensure that the proposed facilities associated with the CBP
would not result in significant loss of mineral resources through either relocation, or compensation
for development proposed to be located within an area containing significant mineral resources.
With implementation of mitigation, project-related mineral resource impacts can be reduced below
a level of significance, and as such, the proposed project will not cause unavoidable significant
mineral resource impacts.

Noise: The Chino Basin contains extensive areas with noise sensitive land uses. Due to these
substantial noise constraints and the installation of future noise-producing CBP facilities in
locations where such noise sensitive uses may exist, a potential exists for significant noise
impacts from implementation of the CBP. However, several mitigation measures were identified
to minimize noise impacts, including those that would: ensure construction noise minimization
practices are in place; ensure that construction noise studies are conducted for specific CBP
projects; ensure that construction noise and vibration reduction measures are implemented where
identified in the site specific noise study, and where project-level construction noise cannot be
reduced below significance thresholds, IEUA shall seek a variance from the local noise ordinance
prior to initiating construction; ensure operational noise studies are conducted for specific CBP
project sites with operational noise reduction measures implemented, where applicable, and
ensure that where operational noise cannot be reduced to below significance thresholds at a
specific site, an alternative location is selected or subsequent CEQA documentation shall be
performed; ensure that vibration generating equipment operate outside of the minimum distances
from sensitive receivers; ensure that minimal-vibration-producing equipment is used near historic
structures; and, where construction must occur outside of the specified buffer distance intended
to minimize construction related vibration, mitigation is implemented, where vibration levels
cannot be reduced to below significance thresholds, an alternative location is selected or
subsequent CEQA documentation shall be performed. With implementation of these mitigation
measures, the project-related noise impacts can be reduced to a less than significant impact level.

Population and Housing: As described in Subchapter 4.15, implementation of the CBP would not
significantly induce growth within the Chino Basin; however, mitigation is provided to address the
potential for CBP related facilities to displace housing and/or persons. This mitigation would
ensure that the facilities associated with the CBP that are located on parcels containing housing
would be minimized through the provision of short- and long-term housing of comparable quality,
thereby minimizing impacts below significance thresholds. With implementation of this mitigation
measure, the project-related population and housing impacts can be reduced below significance
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thresholds, and as such, the proposed project will not cause unavoidable significant population
and housing impacts.

Public_Services: As described in Subchapter 4.16, implementation of the CBP would not
significantly impact fire protection, police protection schools, recreation/parks or other public
facilities. However, several mitigation measures were identified to minimize impacts to police
protection and recreation/parks including those that would: minimize the potential for trespass
that could exacerbate demand for police protection services; and, minimize the potential for loss
of park or recreational facilities as a result of CBP projects through relocation or provision of
supplemental parkland or recreation facilities. With implementation of these mitigation measure,
the project-related police protection and park/recreation impacts can be reduced to a less than
significant impact level.

Recreation: As described in Subchapter 4.17, implementation of the CBP would not significantly
impact recreation. However, mitigation identified under Public Services that would minimize the
potential for loss of park or recreational facilities as a result of CBP projects would minimize
impacts under this issue as well. Furthermore, mitigation is provided to ensure that, should
construction of recreation or park facilities be required as a part of the CBP, a subsequent CEQA
determination will be prepared to ensure that impacts are appropriately assessed and mitigated.
With implementation of this mitigation measure, the project-related recreation impacts can be
reduced below the level of significance, and as such, the proposed project will not cause
unavoidable significant recreation impacts.

Transportation: Since transportation system facilities occur throughout much of the Chino Basin
and the installation of future water infrastructure facilities can directly impact roadways or traffic
on such roadways, a potential for significant transportation/traffic impacts from implementation of
the CBP was identified in Subchapter 4.18. Mitigation was identified to minimize impacts to
transportation that would reduce the project’s potential construction traffic impacts by requiring all
construction activities to be conducted in accordance with an approved construction traffic
management plan. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the project-related
transportation impacts can be reduced below the level of significance, and as such, the proposed
project will not cause unavoidable significant recreation impacts.

Tribal Cultural Resources: As described in Subchapter 4.19 of this DPEIR, the San Manuel Band
of Mission Indians requested continued participation with this project's CEQA process and future
project implemented under the CBP. Concerns expressed include the following: accidental
exposure of subsurface cultural resources and proper management of such resources; concerns
over exposure of human remains and proper management; and presence of Native American
monitors during future ground disturbing activities. Through incorporation of mitigation measures,
impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources are considered less that significant. The mitigation measures
provide a hierarchy from which to approach future CBP projects, involving (1) notification to the
three tribes at project sites that have been totally disturbed; (2) at undisturbed project sites, AB 52
consultation will be initiated and a records search shall be performed as part of a site specific
Phase | evaluation, and the site shall be surveyed; and (3) further site-specific study of large scale
projects, tribal and archaeological monitoring, and , and specific treatment requirements for buried
Tribal Cultural Resources that may be uncovered during construction of future projects. Thus,
with implementation of mitigation to protect tribal cultural resources, the project would not cause
significant unavoidable adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources.
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Wildfire: The location of CBP facilities would likely not be located in designated very high fire
hazard severity zones, but since many of the proposed CBP facilities sites have not yet been
identified, it is possible that one or more future facilities could be required to locate within such
areas. Mitigation was identified to minimize impacts to wildfire (gathered from other sections of
the IS) that would: reduce the project’s potential traffic conflicts that could be exacerbating in high
fire hazard zones by requiring all construction activities to be conducted in accordance with an
approved construction traffic control plan; and, ensure fire hazard reduction measures are
incorporated into a fire management plan/fuel modification plan for the proposed facility. Thus,
with implementation of mitigation to minimize wildfire impacts, the project would not cause
significant unavoidable adverse impacts under wildfire.

The proposed project could result in significant impacts to the following environmental
issues: Biological Resources, Greenhouse Gas, and Utilities and Service Systems, based
on the facts, analysis and findings in this DPEIR.

Biological Resources: As described in Subchapter 4.3, development of the CBP, because the
specific locations for future CBP projects are not presently known, there is a potential that a future
CBP facility may be developed in an area containing significant biological resources that cannot
be avoided. Substantial mitigation is provided to minimize impacts such that, a future CBP facility
would not be developed in an area containing significant biological resources that cannot be
avoided. However, it has been determined that even with the implementation of substantial
mitigation measures to avoid contributing to cumulatively considerable impacts to covered
species and supporting habitat, which can be mitigated by implementing the HCP, impacts to one
species cannot be completely avoided. The proposed CBP project operations may result in a
reduction in surface flows in the Santa Ana River and into Prado Basin. In addition, Low Impact
Development ordnances, local policies, and municipal storm water detention regulations will
encourage water conservation and flow detention, resulting in a cumulative reduction in surface
flows reaching Prado Basin. Thus, the proposed project is forecast to cause significant
unavoidable adverse impact to biological resources, specifically implementation of the CBP will
contribute cumulatively to potential significant impacts to the Santa Ana Sucker due to the
reduction in cumulative flows to the Santa Ana River.

Greenhouse Gas: As described in Subchapter 4.9, implementation of the proposed CBP is
projected to result in a net decrease of approximately 15,753 MT of CO-e in call years, while
under a non-call year scenario the CBP would emit an estimated 6,435 MT of COe. In total,
operation of the CBP would result in a net reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of
approximately 5,535 MT of CO-e (including the reduction from offsetting SWP imports) over the
25-year term of the proposed water transfer agreements. As a result of the uncertainty
surrounding the future power mix and energy demands of the proposed CBP, the CBP would
potentially fail to procure its electricity from carbon-neutral electricity sources by 2045. Therefore,
the long-term, indirect impacts of the CBP’s operational GHG emissions would be potentially
significant in both call and non-call years. Implementation of mitigation that would ensure that
IEUA implement all feasible GHG reduction measures during operations is required, but does not
reduce operations-related emissions below significance thresholds. Additionally, construction-
related GHG emissions associated with the CBP would exceed the approximated SCAQMD
threshold for 2030 of 6,000 MT of COze per year during the most intensive year of construction
activities (2027), and therefore would potentially hinder the statewide GHG emission reduction
target for 2030. As such, while mitigation ensuring IEUA implements all feasible GHG reduction
measures during operations would minimize impacts to the greatest extent feasible, construction-
related impacts from implementation of the proposed CBP would be potentially significant. Thus,
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exceedances of applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds are considered significant and
unavoidable, and the construction and operation of the proposed project could create a significant
cumulative impact to global climate change.

Utilities and Service Systems: Subchapter 4.20 concluded that implementation of the CBP would
not significantly impact stormwater drainage, energy, natural gas telecommunications, or solid
waste. Additionally, mitigation is required to minimize impacts related to stormwater through
implementation of a drainage plan to reduce downstream flows for future CBP projects. Mitigation
is required to address potential impacts related to solid waste including those that would: ensure
that construction and demolition materials that are salvageable are recycled, and thereby diverted
from the local landfill, which will minimize the potential for CBP projects to generate waste in
excess of local landfill capacities; and ensure that soils that would generally be exported from a
given construction site are salvaged where possible for recycling and ultimately reuse, thereby
diverting this waste stream from the local landfill. The construction of infrastructure related to
energy and natural gas was analyzed and determined to be less than significant with the
implementation of mitigation. This mitigation would ensure that CBP projects not located in an
area containing adjacent access to electricity and natural gas infrastructure would require
subsequent CEQA documentation. With implementation of this mitigation the proposed project
will not cause unavoidable significant adverse impacts to energy or natural gas. The construction
of infrastructure related to telecommunications was determined to be less than significant with the
implementation of mitigation. This mitigation would ensure that CBP projects not located in an
area containing adjacent access to telecommunication infrastructure would require subsequent
CEQA documentation. With implementation of this mitigation the proposed project will not cause
unavoidable significant adverse impacts to telecommunications.

Based on the facts and findings presented in the DPEIR analysis, the proposed project will not
cause unavoidable significant adverse impacts to stormwater drainage, energy, natural gas,
telecommunications, or solid waste.

The topic of water and wastewater infrastructure were also discussed in Subchapter 4.20. The
extension of water and wastewater related infrastructure was determined to be potentially
significant. However, the provision of sufficient water supply within the Chino Basin was
determined to be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation that would minimize
impacts related to loss of pumping sustainability, result in potential reduction in net recharge and
impacts to Safe Yield, and/or result in new subsidence. These mitigation measures will ensure
that sufficient water supplies are available to serve the Parties® within the Chino Basin. The
mitigation is extracted from Subchapter 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality (discussed above)
and would create a hierarchy of checks and balances as part of the sustainable management of
the Basin through continuous monitoring of known issues within the Basin and a comparable
mitigative response to ensure that these issues do not result in a significant impact. Additionally,
the provision of sufficient wastewater treatment capacity at area wastewater treatment plants
would be ensured through mitigation that would ensure subsequent CEQA documentation is
required where the overall CBP would require greater brine conveyance capacity than area brine
disposal facilities can accommodate. As such, impacts related to wastewater treatment capacities
at area and regional facilities would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation.

1 The Chino Basin Watermaster functions as a unique entity that has been created by the court. Basin Watermaster is
composed of a Board that consists of member agencies from three groups: an Appropriative Pool, Non-Appropriative
Pool, and Agricultural Pool, and four other public agencies (see below), effectively the water producers in the Chino
Basin. These entities are collectively known as the Chino Basin Parties or stakeholders.
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However, as discussed under Subchapter 4.20 of this DPEIR, the proposed CBP could result in
significant impacts related to construction-related GHG emissions that would exceed the
approximated SCAQMD threshold for 2030 of 6,000 MT of COze per year during the most
intensive year of construction activities (2027), and therefore would potentially hinder the
statewide GHG emission reduction target for 2030 that would result from the extension of water-
and wastewater-related infrastructure. Such construction of the CBP has the potential to hinder
statewide GHG emissions targets, and therefore the proposed CBP could result in significant and
unavoidable GHG impacts related to construction of new or expansion or modifications to existing
water and wastewater facilities.

The Executive Summary of potential project impacts is presented in Table 1.5-1.
1.6 ALTERNATIVES

The CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require an evaluation of alternatives to the proposed action.
Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that the “discussion of alternatives shall focus
on alternatives capable of eliminating any significant adverse environmental effects or reducing
them to a level of not significant....” The CEQA Guidelines also state that “a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project ... which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project” and
that “[t]he range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by ‘rule of reason’ that requires the
EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” The detailed
analyses of the alternatives evaluated are provided in Chapter 5 of this DPEIR and addresses
those alternatives for feasibility and a range of alternatives required to permit decision-makers
and the public a reasoned choice among the alternatives. Referto Table 1.6-1 below for a tabular
comparison of alternatives.

The proposed project’s objectives are to meet permit compliance for the continued use of recycled
water in the Chino Basin, maintain commitments for salt management to enable sustainable use
of recycled water in the Basin, develop infrastructure that addresses long term supply
vulnerabilities, provide a source of water for emergency response, and develop an integrated
solution to produce State and federal environmental benefits. In this instance the DPEIR analysis
in Chapter 4 has reached a finding that there are three issues—Biological Resources,
Greenhouse Gas, and Utilities and Service Systems—with unavoidable significant adverse
effects from implementing the project as proposed in Chapter 3, the Project Description.

The “No Project Alternative” that CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require to be included in every
EIR is not environmentally superior to the proposed CBP. In an effort to reduce the proposed
project impacts to a less than significant level, the two alternatives brought forward for further
close evaluation in this DPEIR besides the No Project Alternative are the “Baseline Compliance
Plan Alternative” and the “Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan Alternative.”

1.6.1 No Project Alternative

One of the alternatives that must be evaluated in an EIR is the “no project alternative,” regardless
of whether it is a feasible alternative to the proposed project, i.e., would meet any, some, or all of
the project’s objectives or requirements. In this case, this Subsection evaluates a No Project
Alternative that reflects a “no action” alternative that makes salient the potential impacts and
practical results redounding from IEUA not approving the CBP and taking no actions to resolve
regulatory compliance issues within the Basin from continued recycled water use.
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Under this alternative, the environmental impacts that would occur if the CBP facilities and
programs are not implemented are evaluated. Under this No Project Alternative, there would be
no expansion of existing recycled water systems or groundwater by member agencies of IEUA.
Anticipated future growth would generally be served with imported potable water and local
agencies would need to increase their water purchases or implement more restrictive
conservation programs to satisfy potable water demand.

Analysis performed to date indicates that IEUA could exceed the NPDES TDS permit limits for
recycled water within the next 10 years, and possibly the groundwater recharge permit limit in the
near future if no actions are taken. Maintaining permit compliance is critical for IEUA. There are
strict consequences associated with non-compliance with the maximum benefit commitments
(i.e., failure to develop the required mitigation plans when the action limits are triggered) that could
lead to recycled water and groundwater recharge program interruption and/or retroactive
activities. If the NPDES permit limit is exceeded, IEUA will be in violation of its NPDES permit
and if a plan to address it is not submitted to the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) in a timely manner, this could result in the halting of all use of recycled water.
Consequently, all effluent from IEUA’s water recycling facilities will need to be discharged to the
Santa Ana River. Discharge to the Santa Ana River above 550 mg/L will also be above the
discharge limitation, which is also 550 mg/L. The Basin Plan also states that “The Regional Board
will also require mitigation of any adverse effects on water quality downstream of the Chino Basin
that result from failure to implement the ‘maximum benefit’ commitments.” Non-compliance could
result in permit modification with more stringent recycled water and groundwater recharge limits,
severely impacting both the operability of the programs as well as the costs.

Unmitigated use and recharge of recycled water in the Chino Basin is contingent upon compliance
with the maximum benefit objectives established by the RWQCB and agreed to by IEUA. If
compliance is not demonstrated, lower, more stringent limits consistent with the State and federal
anti-degradation objectives would apply. These lower limits effectively prohibit use of recycled
water at worst or require a combination of purchase of dedicated State Water Project (SWP)
supplies with low TDS from MWD and treatment to reduce TDS concentrations at best. TDS
management within Chino Basin is thus critical to ensure continued use of recycled water and
reduce reliance on imported water within IEUA’s service area.

During 2019, recycled water used for groundwater recharge exceeded the 1,2,3-Trichloropropane
(1,2,3-TCP) maximum contaminant level and perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) Notification Level
and went into an accelerated monitoring schedule for 16 consecutive weeks. Corrective action
reports were submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board’s Division of Drinking Water
and RWQCB in February 2020. Source evaluation for both compounds is ongoing.

Advanced treatment may be required to address impending/future regulations for 1,2,3-TCP and
perfluorooctanoic acid PFOA. There are other contaminants of emerging concern, such as
microplastics, that are likely to emerge over the next 10 years and could also require advanced
treatment to continue recharge of recycled water. Even if these facilities are not required to
maintain compliance with the Basin Plan, they may be needed to treat recycled water to continue
current and for future groundwater recharge.

There is little flexibility to respond and manage changes in TDS concentration due to drought
conditions, and the timeframe by which drought conditions can impact recycled water TDS
concentration is short. Expected recycled water TDS concentration is 500 mg/L, considering
contributions from household use and treatment processes and imported water. In periods of

ToM DODSON & ASSOCIATES 1-14



Chino Basin Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

drought, recycled water TDS concentration is susceptible to increases, with imported water TDS
concentration reaching up to 400 mg/L, and the desalter operating at 350 mg/L. Although
statistical models considered long-term trends based on data sets of 20+ years and historical
drought patterns, significant potential drivers, such as climate change, are not evaluated in these
projections. These potential drivers further support the need for salinity management within the
next 10 years.

If the ambient water quality in the Chino Basin is not maintained per the RWQCB’s TDS limit,
there will be greater dependence on imported water and local stormwater supplies, which are
highly volatile and impacted by climate change. Since the Basin only receives imported water
from one regional pipeline that is owned and operated by MWD, an unplanned or catastrophic
occurrence could cut off 25 percent of the Basin’s water supply. The No Project Alternative’s no
action approach would result in the Basin being out of regulatory compliance, threaten water
supply, and does not meet IEUA’s objectives.

As such, and as required by CEQA, a second, reduced development, alternative that also meets
the requirements of analyzing a “no project” alternative is provided below as the Baseline
Compliance Plan Alternative. The reason for distinguishing these two alternatives is that for IEUA
to take “no action” towards maintaining regulatory compliance means that at some point it will be
out of compliance and ultimately, in order for IEUA to continue its operations, an advanced water
purification facility would be required in order to comply with its RWQCB permits. As such, the
following alternatives discussion reflects the environmental consequences of a true “no action”
alternative—henceforth called the No Project Alternative or NPA—while the Baseline Compliance
Plan Alternative or BCPA, identified below as Alternative 1, would meet the provisions of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (B), which requires the “no project” alternative to
proceed as applicable to a given project as follows:

(A) When the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing
operation, the “no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy or
operation into the future. Typically, this is a situation where other projects initiated under
the existing plan will continue while the new plan is developed. Thus, the projected impacts
of the proposed plan or alternative plans would be compared to the impacts that would
occur under the existing plan.

(B) ... However, where the failure to proceed with the project will not result in preservation of
existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the
project’s non-approval... .”

As such, given that it is reasonably foreseeable that without implementation of the CBP, actions
will need to be taken to ensure that IEUA remain in regulatory compliance through their continued
operations, the Baseline Compliance Plan Alternative (Alternative 1), is provided to address this
requirement.

1.6.2 Alternative 1: Baseline Compliance Plan Alternative

Issues of rising TDS concentrations in recycled water nearing compliance levels and other
regulatory challenges associated with contaminants of emerging concern puts the region at great
risk. IEUA and its partners have invested significant time and money in identifying solutions to
address these challenges. Though there are a number of solutions that IEUA could implement to
address the groundwater recharge challenges associated with TDS and contaminants of
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emerging concern, none are as optimal as the implementation of advanced water purification.
The Baseline Compliance Plan Alternative (BCPA) would address TDS levels for both direct use
of recycled water and groundwater recharge and could also help address the challenges
associated with Title 22 regulations. The BCPA considers a centrally located advanced water
purification system can be linked with the existing distribution system providing greater flexibility
for use of the advanced treated water, providing greater benefit to the region as an available
supply and solutions for brine discharge that are more economically feasible. Also, it has the
potential to be integrated in the future as direct potable reuse when such regulations are adopted.

As discussed above under Subsection 5.3, the reduced development BCPA has been included
in this DPEIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (B). Given that
it is reasonably foreseeable that, without the implementation of the CBP, actions will need to be
taken to ensure that IEUA remains in regulatory compliance through its continued operations, the
BCPA (Alternative 1), is provided to address this foreseeable result.

Under Alternative 1, the BCPA, centrally located advanced water purification facilities will be used
with IEUA’s existing conveyance system to help address the region’s regulatory compliance
challenges. The expected effluent TDS concentration from the AWPF is 100 mg/L. The AWPF
would have a capacity comparable to that which is proposed by the CBP, and similarly, would be
located at RP-4. This low-TDS recycled water could be used to meet discharge obligations to the
Santa Ana River, or for blending into IEUA’s existing recycled water distribution system using
existing conveyance, significantly reducing recycled water TDS concentrations. Once blended
into IEUA’s recycled water distribution system, the augmented recycled water supply could be
used for groundwater recharge or for indirect potable use.

The BCPA would include a 15,000 AFY AWPF, a new 1,500 horsepower (HP) pump station at
RP-4, and 1,400 lineal feet (LF) of 8-inch brine pipeline. These facilities would be phased with
9,000 AFY online by 2030 and the remaining 6,000 AFY by 2040. TAKE facilities are those that
are associated with the extraction of groundwater from the Chino Basin and the conveyance of
potable water supply. Alternative 1 does not include any TAKE facilities. Alternative 1 is only
designed to meet water quality related regulatory challenges and does not include infrastructure
to enhance regional water supply. As a result, Alternative 1 provides water quality benefits to
IEUA and the region, but no water supply, ecosystem, or emergency supply benefits are realized
through Alternative 1.

1.6.3 Alternative 2: Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan Alternative

Alternative 2, the Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan, builds upon the Baseline
Compliance Plan Alternative to address regional water quality and water supply challenges. PUT
facilities for the Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan Alternative include an AWPF, injection
wells, purified water conveyance facilities, and brine conveyance. The Regional Water Quality
and Reliability Plan Alternative includes the same AWPF, pump station, 6,000 AFY of additional
external supplies, and brine conveyance pipelines as the Baseline Compliance Plan Alternative.
These facilities would not be phased, and the full 15,000 AFY capacity would be on-line by 2030.
Additionally, the Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan Alternative would introduce purified
water pipelines, and groundwater injection facilities, including 16 injection wells.

The Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan would require TAKE facilities, including extraction
wells, groundwater treatment facilities, pipelines, and connections that are integrated with the
AWPF and injection well system. These facilities would collectively provide an extraction capacity
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of 15,000 AFY to support a delivered water capacity used to help address water supply challenges
in the region. The extraction wells needed to support this capacity are assumed to be comparable
to the extraction wells identified for the CBP designed to recharge up to 50,000 AFY.
Furthermore, this alternative does not require connections to MWD’s water distribution system as
is the case for the proposed CBP project.

The Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan would collectively treat and store up to 15,000
AFY of recycled water in the Chino Groundwater Basin, creating a new local water supply. This
water will be available for local use for the 50-year project life of the alternative, therefore reducing
dependence on imported water, improving water quality, and providing a new local water supply
for the Basin. The Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan would include a network of regional
pipelines that would provide the ability for IEUA and its member agencies to access stored water
in the Chino Groundwater Basin, connecting these new potable water supplies for use in lieu of
planned water deliveries from MWD. These new water conveyance and water system
interconnections also provide an important alternative source of water supply to IEUA and its
member agencies during any required shutdown of MWD’s major pipelines delivering water to the
region, such as the Rialto Pipeline, which is planned for rehabilitation as part of a larger
rehabilitation plan of MWD’s pipelines within its service area.

The production of high-quality water in the Chino Groundwater Basin will deliver regional benefits
in the form of enhanced water quality. The Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan will also
deliver regional benefits in the form of local water supply benefits available annually to offset the
cost of imported water from MWD as well as to reduce the economic impact of supply shortages
when MWD is unable to deliver full water supplies.

In addition, the Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan provides local emergency supply
benefits in years when planned or unplanned service disruptions occur.

1.6.4 Discussion

The “no action” No Project Alternative (NPA) analyzed above would ultimately not be a feasible
as it would lead to IEUA having to take actions in order to comply with mandatory regulatory
requirements in order to continue operating as usual. As such, the NPA analyzed above would
neither be feasible nor would it meet the fundamental project objectives outlined in the CBP
Project Description. Specifically, the NPA would not meet permit compliance for continued use of
recycled water in the Basin, nor would it maintain commitments for salt management to enable
sustainable use of recycled water in the Basin. Neither would it address long-term supply
vulnerabilities or provide a source of water for emergency response. The NPA generally has
lessened environmental impacts for all of the resource issues except for hydrology and water
guality issues. The NPA would reduce significant biological resource and greenhouse gas impacts
from a significant impact under the CBP to a level of less than significant. The NPA is forecast to
result in a new significant unavoidable adverse impacts to hydrology and water quality, and would
cause greater significant unavoidable adverse impacts under utilities and service systems than
the CBP. Further, although the NPA would reduce potentially significant impacts identified in this
DPEIR as compared to the proposed CBP, it would lead to greater impacts in some other areas,
including hydrology and water quality and utilities and service systems. This is because the NPA
would result in the Chino Basin being out of regulatory compliance and would threaten water
supply. In the final analysis, the NPA clearly cannot be considered the environmentally superior
alternative to the proposed project from a total environmental standpoint, because the
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environmental damage from implementing it is forecast to cause a significant adverse impact
when compared to implementing CBP.

Finally, under the NPA, the ability to attain the goals and objectives as described under Chapter 3,
Project Description, and listed in the paragraph above, would be virtually eliminated. The No
Project Alternative would not obtain the Project’s basic objectives, and furthermore, although the
NPA would reduce potentially significant impacts identified in this DPEIR as compared to the
proposed Project, it would lead to greater impacts in some other areas, including hydrology and
water quality and utilities and service systems. It should also be noted that the NPA would
eliminate significant environmental benefits that would result from the CBP. As discussed in
Chapter 3 of this DPEIR, the CBP would provide environmental benefit in call years, which will
likely be in dry seasons, to improve Feather River habitat conditions and enable salmonid species
greater chance for survival. The NPA would not only forgo this environmental benefit, but it would
also result in a threat to the reliability of water supply in the Chino Basin.

In sum the NPA cannot be considered an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed
CBP project from a total environmental standpoint because the environmental downsides of the
NPA are overall more consequential than those that could result from implementing CBP.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), indicates that a range of reasonable alternatives must be
developed and considered by the lead agency. Elimination of potential environmental impacts of
the proposed project should be considered when developing potential alternatives. As evaluated
in Chapter 2 of this EIR, the potentially significant impacts of the Proposed Project are: Biological
Resources, Greenhouse Gas, and Utilities and Service Systems.

The practical result of IEUA not approving the CBP would be IEUA at some point having to build
a reduced development project like the Baseline Compliance Plan Alternative (BCPA; Alternative
1), as a way to provide the facilities required in order for the use of recycled water in the Chino
Basin to continue under current permits and regulations. The reduced development BCPA, which
as noted above is basically a “practical result” no project alternative, would lessen environmental
impacts in all categories to a level of less than significant, though it could continue to contribute
to potentially significant operational Greenhouse Gas emissions. This is because, while it is likely
that electricity would be procured from carbon-neutral electricity sources by 2045, because of the
uncertainty surrounding the future power mix and energy demands, this assumption is not
guaranteed, and therefore, it is possible that a significant operations-related GHG impact could
occur should the future power mix fail to meet the carbon-neutral electricity requirement by 2045.
The BCPA would not require as intensive construction as the CBP as it does not propose the
same intensity of facilities proposed by the CBP. As such, the BCPA would not create any new
significant impacts beyond those identified by the CBP and result in lessened environmental
impacts compared to the CBP. The BCPA would also avoid Biological Resources and Ultilities
and Service Systems significant impacts, although potentially significant operations related
Greenhouse Gas impacts could still occur under it. As such, the BCPA is considered an
environmentally superior alternative to the CBP.

However, the BCPA would not achieve several of the CBP’s basic objectives. While the BCPA
would meet permit compliance for the continued use of recycled water in the Chino Basin and
would maintain commitments for salt management to enable sustainable use of recycled water in
the Basin, the BCPA would not develop infrastructure that addresses long term supply
vulnerabilities, provide a source of water for emergency response, or develop an integrated
solution to produce State and federal environmental benefits.
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The Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan Alternative (Alternative 2) is comparable to the
CBP in terms of environmental impacts. Because Alternative 2 would result in the development
of nearly identical facilities to the CBP, excepting those which the CBP requires in order to connect
to MWD’s water distribution system, most of the impacts related to Alternative 2 are the same as
those identified under the CBP. It is possible that, due to reduction in pipeline lengths and turnouts
required under Alternative 2 when compared to the CBP, the construction related GHG emissions
impact would be eliminated, but given the comparable construction scenarios, the elimination of
this construction related GHG impact is not guaranteed. However, because Alternative 2 would
not result in offset electricity consumption that would redound from the water exchange with the
SWP created by the CBP, it is likely the Alternative 2 would result in greater GHG emissions than
would the CBP, and as such would not eliminate operations related GHG impact. Note that
Alternative 2 would ultimately reduce reliance on imported water; thus, some of the energy related
GHG emissions that may result from operation of Alternative 2 facilities would ultimately be offset
by reducing reliance on the energy intensive imported water source. Regardless, Alternative 2
would result in a significant operations-related GHG emissions impact. Furthermore, Alternative 2
would not eliminate significant Biological Resources or Utilities and Service Systems impacts. As
such, while Alternative 2 would lessen significant impacts under GHG, it would not eliminate
significant impacts under any of the categories for which significant impacts have been identified
under the CBP. Therefore, Alternative 2 cannot be considered an environmentally superior
alternative to the CBP.

Furthermore, while Alternative 2 would meet nearly all of the CBP’s objectives, it would not meet
one of the IEUA’s basic objectives, which is to develop an integrated solution to produce State
and federal environmental benefits. As such, under Alternative 2, the improvement of habitat
conditions enabling Feather River salmonid species greater chance for survival would be
eliminated, thus failing to meet this project objective.

A summary of impacts of the alternatives compared to the Proposed Project is included in
Table 1.6-1 below, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).

1.7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

1. Unused recycled water supplies
2. Regional benefits vs benefits of participating agencies (cost related)
3. Groundwater storage/storage and recovery program

Unused Recycled Water Supplies

In FY 2020/2021, an average of 56,150 AFY of recycled water supply was produced at IEUA’s
water recycling plants, of which, 19,534 AFY was used as recycled water direct use and 16,253
AFY was used through surface spreading for groundwater recharge. The remaining supply of
20,364 AFY was discharged as effluent to the Chino Creek and Cucamonga Creek, which
eventually reaches the Santa Ana River. IEUA recycled water is used by its Regional Contract
Agencies (RCAs) as direct use and they are allocated pro-rata shares of the recycled water that
is recharged. Some of the RCAs do not utilize all the available recycled water supply for direct
use due to a lack of potential customer uses, facilities, and funding opportunities. This unused
recycled water supply makes up the plant effluent that is discharged. With the CBP, a portion of
the unused recycled water supply that is currently discharged would be dedicated by participating
RCAs as the source water for the advanced water purification facility (AWPF). As the interest in
maximizing the use of available recycled water continues to grow, there are issues of concern as
to how the remaining available supplies are put to use.
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Regional and Participating Agency Benefits

The CBP offers both regional benefits and participating agency benefits through the operation of
the CBP facilities. Regionally, the construction of the AWPF by 2028 reduces the risk of salinity
non-compliance, which will allow for the continued use of recycled water for direct use and surface
spreading recharge within the Chino Basin. As drought conditions occur, advanced treatment of
recycled water will ensure permit compliance. For the participating agency benefits, the CBP
facilities will create new local water supplies, diversify their water portfolio, and provide resilience
during imported water supply interruptions. The investments by the participating agencies in the
water supply reliability provides indirect benefits to the rest of the water agencies within the Chino
Basin in developing their enhanced local supply and reducing demands on imported water during
periods of shortages and/or outages. The allocation of the costs to the regional benefits that
would result from CBP implementation and to participating agencies remains a topic that
continues to evolve.

Groundwater Storage/Storage and Recovery Program

With the CBP facilities, groundwater storage of advanced treated recycled water will be achieved
through injection wells. Storage capacity in the Chino Basin will be acquired through a Storage
and Recovery Program application administered by the Watermaster. The amount of storage
anticipated for the CBP is 105,000 AF. This amount of storage will exceed the current approved
storage capacity of 700,000 AF and accommodates both CBP storage requirements as well as
the Watermaster stakeholder storage requirements. The Storage and Recovery Application for
the CBP will identify mitigation measures that would protect the Basin from Material Physical
Injury (MPI), and would ensure that hydraulic control is maintained. IEUA will be required to
adhere to these mitigations in order to carry out CBP operations within the Basin. Allocation of
storage within the Basin remains a topic of concern, as storage and recovery programs by IEUA,
as well as other Watermaster stakeholders are desired because groundwater storage has
become an important resource for long term supply planning within the Basin.

1.8 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND
MITIGATION MEASURES DISCUSSED IN THIS DRAFT EIR

Table 1.5-1 provides a summary of all impacts and mitigation measures identified in the detailed
environmental evaluation presented in Chapter 4 of this DPEIR. This summary is meant to
provide a quick reference to the proposed CBP project’s impacts, but the reader is referred to
Chapter 4 to understand the assumptions, methods of impact analysis, and rationale for the
findings and conclusions from which it is derived. Table 1.6-1 provides a checklist comparison of
the CBP project to the NPA, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, but the reader is referred to Chapter 5
for an in-depth discussion of each alternative.
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Table 1.5-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION MEASURES DIISCUSSED IN THIS DRAFT EIR

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency
AESTHETICS
AES-1  Proposed facilities shall be designed in accordance with local design standards and integrated with local surroundings. Inland Empire Utilities
Landscaping shall be installed in conformance with local landscaping design guidelines as appropriate to screen views Agency (IEUA)

of new facilities and to integrate facilities with surrounding areas.

AES-2 Future CBP facilities at unknown locations shall either (1) be located outside of scenic viewsheds identified in the
General Plan or Municipal Code corresponding to a proposed location for a future facility; (2) be unobtrusive to scenic
vistas due to height or other mitigating factors as confirmed by a visual simulation that demonstrates this; or (3) where IEUA
(1) or (2) are not possible, undergo subsequent CEQA documentation to assess potential aesthetic impacts a future
CBP facility may have upon contain scenic resources.

AES-3 Should the removal of trees be required for a specific project, IEUA shall comply with the local jurisdiction’s tree
ordinance, municipal code, or other local regulations. If no tree ordinance exists within the local jurisdiction, and a
project will remove healthy trees as defined by a qualified arborist, (1) the IEUA shall replace all trees removed at a

1:1 ratio, and (2) the specific location selected for a CBP facility shall avoid rock outcroppings and other scenic IEUA
resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. If this cannot be accomplished a second tier CEQA evaluation
shall be completed.
AES-4 Future proposed facilities defined within the CBP at unknown locations shall either (1) be located within sites that
avoid rock outcroppings and other scenic resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, or (2) undergo IEUA

subsequent CEQA documentation to assess potential impacts from locating a future facility in an area that may
contain scenic resources.

AES-5 CBP facility implementation will conform with design requirements established in the local jurisdiction planning
documents, including but not limited to the applicable zoning code, except where such compliance is not required by IEUA
California law.

AES-6 When CBP above ground facilities are constructed in the future, the local agency design guidelines for the project site
shall be followed to the extent that they do not conflict with the engineering and budget constraints established for the IEUA
facility and except where such compliance is not required by California law.

AES-7 Future CBP projects shall implement at least the following measures, unless they conflict with the local jurisdiction’s
light requirements, in which case the local jurisdiction’s requirements shall be enforced:

e Use of low-pressure sodium lights where security needs require such lighting to minimize impacts of glare; Projects
within a 45-mile radius of the Mount Palomar Observatory and located within Riverside County must adhere to
special standards set by the County of Riverside relating to the use of low-pressure sodium lights.

¢ The height of lighting fixtures shall be lowered to the lowest level consistent with the purpose of the lighting to IEUA
reduce unwanted illumination.

o Directing light and shielding shall be used to minimize off-site illumination.

« No light shall be allowed to intrude into sensitive light receptor areas.

¢ Non-reflective materials and/or coatings shall be used on the exterior of all water storage reservoirs if constructed
in a publicly visible location.
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Impact Description

The existing visual setting of the proposed program area will be permanently
altered. The intensification of development greater than that which presently
occurs within the Chino Basin will change the visual setting. Given that the
locations for most future Chino Basin Program (CBP) facilities are presently
unknown, the impacts to visual resources in the area including scenic
resources, trees, rock outcroppings, etc. and from new sources of light and
glare were determined to be significant without mitigation. As such, mitigation
is required to reduce impacts under this issue.

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
AGF-1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.2, all potential aesthetic impacts associated with
the CBP can be mitigated to a less than significant impact level. Mitigation
measures would: minimize impacts to scenic vistas through enforcing future
projects to meet local design standards; minimize impacts to scenic resources
through avoidance of such resources, or through assessment in subsequent
CEQA documentation; minimize impacts to scenic resources such as trees
through enforcement of compliance with local jurisdiction tree ordinance(s);
minimize conflicts with regulations governing scenic quality through enforcing
compliance with applicable zoning code and design requirements established
by local jurisdictions; and, minimize light and glare impacts by enforcing local
jurisdiction light and glare minimization standards. As a result, there will not
be any unavoidable project specific or cumulative adverse impacts to
aesthetics from implementing the project as proposed.

Responsible Agency

For all proposed facilities in the southern portion of the Chino Basin (south of SR 60), the California Department of

Conservation: California Important Farmland Finder shall be consulted to determine whether a project would be

installed within a site designated as Important Farmland (Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of

Statewide Importance). If designated important farmland cannot be avoided, the IEUA shall conduct a California Land --
Evaluation and Assessment (LESA) model evaluation. If the evaluation determines the loss of important farmland will

occur, IEUA shall either (1) relocate and avoid the site, or alternatively IEUA shall (2) where relocation is not possible,

undergo subsequent CEQA documentation to assess potential impacts that a future CBP facility may have upon

agricultural resources.
AGF-2

For all proposed facilities that may impact riparian woodland/forest land in the portion of the Chino Basin (SR 60), the

potential for impacts to riparian woodland/forest land shall be determined prior to final site election. If important forest
land cannot be avoided and permanently will exceed 5 acres in area, IEUA shall relocate and avoid the site, or
alternatively IEUA shall conduct an evaluation to determine if it qualifies with the State definition of “forest land.” If the
evaluation determines the permanent loss of important forestland will occur, IEUA shall provide compensatory
mitigation in the form of comparable forest land permanently conserved in either a local or State-approved important
forest land mitigation bank at a mitigation ratio of 1:1. Alternatively, IEUA may carry out a forest land creation
program at a 1:1 ratio for comparable woodland. The acquisition or creation of this compensatory mitigation shall be
completed/initiated within one year of initiating construction of the proposed facility and verification shall be

documented by IEUA.
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Impact Description

Due to the substantial agricultural resources located within Chino Basin,
installation of future CBP related facilities were determined to have a
potentially significant impact to such resources. Proposed facilities could
potentially be constructed on land designated as Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Construction and operation
of ancillary facilities could convert this land to non-agricultural use. Therefore,
impacts would be potentially significant requiring mitigation outlined to
minimize impacts to a level of less than significant. Furthermore, the
southernmost portion of the Chino Basin overlaps with riparian woodland
areas along the Santa Ana River, Chino Creek, and Mill Creek, and in the
Prado Basin. Certain areas of these riparian woodlands may qualify as forest
land based on the definition cited at the beginning of this subchapter. Other
than these specific areas, no contiguous area of forest land occurs in the
Chino Basin and no jurisdictions have designated areas within their jurisdiction
with zoning designations for forest land. The Chino Basin area borders the
San Bernardino National Forest, but this forest does not overlap with the Basin
itself. Given that there is minimal potential for the CBP facilities to impact lands
that might qualify as forest land, mitigation is required to reduce impacts to a
level of less than significant.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

AIR QUALITY
AQ-1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.3, installation of future CBP related facilities
were determined to have a potentially significant impact to forestry and
agricultural resources; however, mitigation was identified to minimize
agricultural and forestry resource impacts below significance thresholds
including those that would: relocate or avoid impacts to important agricultural
land; and relocate or avoid impacts to forest land or offset the loss by
purchasing compensatory mitigation in the form of comparable forest land
permanently conserved in either a local or State-approved important forest
land mitigation bank. As described in Subchapter 4.3, no unavoidable
significant impact to agricultural or forestry resources will result from
implementing the proposed project.

Responsible Agency

IEUA shall require its contractor(s) to use off-road equipment that meets the U.S. EPA certified Tier 4 Final engines or
engines that are certified to meet or exceed the emission ratings for U.S. EPA Tier 4 Final or Interim engines such that

IEUA

average daily nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions are verified to be below the SCAQMD regional significance threshold of

100 pounds per day.
Impact Description

The Project-specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding
analysis demonstrates that construction of the proposed CBP would result in
an exceedance of thresholds for a criteria pollutant: NOx. Maximum daily NOx
emissions would exceed the SCAQMD regional significance threshold
throughout the entire duration of project construction. Operational electricity
consumption would not result in direct project emissions of criteria air
pollutants. Only direct emissions of criteria pollutants from energy sources that
combust on-site, such as natural gas, are attributed to individual projects.
None of the individual projects implemented under the proposed CBP would
result in the combustion of natural gas on-site. Criteria pollutant emissions
from the power plants that would provide electricity to CBP facilities are
associated with the power plants themselves, which are stationary sources
permitted by air districts and/or the U.S. EPA, and are subject to local, state
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Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.4, with the implementation of mitigation,
construction of the proposed project would reduce impacts for all criteria
pollutants below South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
significance thresholds. Mitigation measures would: require IEUA’s
contractor(s) to use off-road equipment that meets the U.S. EPA certified
Tier 4 Final engines, or engines that are certified to meet or exceed the
emission ratings for U.S. EPA Tier 4 Final or Interim engines, such that
average daily nitrogen oxide (NOX) emissions are verified to be below the
SCAQMD regional significance threshold of 100 pounds per day. As a result,
there will not be any unavoidable project specific or cumulative adverse
impacts to air quality from implementing the project as proposed.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

and federal control measures. Thus, emissions of criteria pollutants related to
electricity consumption are not attributable to individual projects.

Furthermore, the CBP would be consistent with the SCAQMD 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP), and as such would not result in or cause National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS) violations. Construction- and operation-source emissions
would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds
and would be less than significant. Mitigation is required to reduce the
project’s contribution to significant air quality emissions.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency
BloLOGICAL RESOURCES

BIO-1  All future CBP Infrastructure projects shall be required to consult with a qualified professional to determine the need for
site-specific biological surveys. Where a site has been determined to require a site-specific survey by a qualified
professional, in any case in which a future CBP Infrastructure project will affect undeveloped land, or in which IEUA
seeks State Funding, site surveys shall be conducted in accordance with appropriate standards by a qualified
biologist/ecologist, except where such surveys have already been conducted (i.e. at RP-4). If sensitive species are
identified as a result of the survey for which mitigation/compensation must be provided in accordance with regulatory
requirements, the CNDDB will be notified and the following subsequent mitigation actions will be taken:

a. The project proponent shall provide compensation for sensitive habitat acreage lost by acquiring and protecting in
perpetuity (through property or mitigation bank credit acquisition) habitat for the sensitive species at a ratio of not
less than 1:1 for habitat lost. The property acquisition shall include the presence of at least one animal or plant per
animal or plant lost at the development site to compensate for the loss of individual sensitive species. IEUA

b. The final mitigation may differ from the above values based on negotiations between the project proponent and
USFWS and CDFW for any incidental take permits for listed species. IEUA shall retain a copy of the incidental
take permit as verification that the mitigation of significant biological resource impacts at a project site with
sensitive biological resources has been accomplished.

c. Preconstruction botanical surveys for special-status plant communities and special-status plant species will be
conducted in areas that were not previously surveyed because of access or timing issues or project design
changes; pre-construction surveys for special-status plant communities and special-status plant species will be
conducted before the start of ground-disturbing activities during the appropriate blooming period(s) for the species.
If special-status plants or plant communities are identified, the following hierarchy of actions shall be taken: a) find
an alternative site; b) avoid the plants and maintain them onsite after completing the project; or c) provide
compensatory mitigation offsite.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

BIO-2  Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMP): During final design and prior to issuance of construction permits, a
BRMP will be prepared to assemble the biological resources mitigation measures for each specific infrastructure
improvement in the future. The BRMP will include terms and conditions from applicable permits and agreements and
make provisions for monitoring assignments, scheduling, and responsibility. The BRMP will also discuss habitat
replacement and revegetation, protection during ground-disturbing activities, performance (growth) standards,
maintenance criteria, and monitoring requirements for temporary and permanent native plant community impacts. The
parameters of the BRMP will be formed with the mitigation measures from subsequent CEQA documentation, including
terms and conditions as applicable from the USFWS, USACE, SWRCB/RWQCB, and CDFW.

BIO-3  Prior to discharge of fill or streambed alteration of state or federal water jurisdictional areas, IEUA shall obtain
regulatory permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, local Regional Water Quality Control Board and the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife as required. Any future project that must discharge fill into a channel or
otherwise alter a streambed shall be minimized to the extent feasible, and any discharge of fill not avoidable shall be
mitigated through compensatory mitigation. Mitigation can be provided by restoration of temporary impacts,
enhancement of existing resources, or purchasing into any authorized mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program; by
selecting a site of comparable acreage near the site and enhancing it with a native riparian habitat or invasive species
removal in accordance with a habitat mitigation plan approved by regulatory agencies; or by acquiring sufficient
compensatory habitat to meet regulatory agency requirements. Typically, regulatory agencies require mitigation for
jurisdictional waters without any riparian or wetland habitat to be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio. For loss of any riparian or
other wetland areas, the mitigation ratio will begin at 2:1 and the ratio will rise based on the type of habitat, habitat
quality, and presence of sensitive or listed plants or animals in the affected area. A Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring
Proposal shall be prepared and reviewed and approved by the appropriate regulatory agencies. IEUA will also obtain
permits from the regulatory agencies (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, CDFW
and any other applicable regulatory agency with jurisdiction over the proposed facility improvement) if any impacts to
jurisdictional areas will occur. These agencies can impose greater mitigation requirements in their permits, but IEUA
will utilize the ratios outlined above as the minimum required to offset or compensate for impacts to jurisdictional
waters, riparian areas or other wetlands.

IEUA

IEUA

BIO-4  Jurisdictional Water Preconstruction Surveys: A federal and state jurisdictional water preconstruction survey will be
conducted at least three months before the start of ground-disturbing activities to identify and map all jurisdictional
waters in the project footprint and up to a 250-foot buffer around the project footprint, subject to legal property access
restrictions. The purpose of this survey is to confirm the extent of jurisdictional waters within the project footprint and
adjacent up to 250-foot buffer. If possible, surveys would be performed during the spring, when plant species are in
bloom and hydrological indicators are most readily identifiable. These results would then be used to calculate impact
acreages and determine the amount of compensatory mitigation required to offset the loss of wetland functions and
values.

IEUA
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BIO-5 To avoid an illegal take of active bird nests, any grubbing, brushing or tree removal will be conducted outside of the
State identified nesting season (nesting season is approximately from February 15 through September 1 of a given
calendar year). Alternatively, a nesting bird survey that demonstrates that no bird nests will be disturbed during project
construction can be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 14 days prior to initiation of ground disturbance;
construction may only commence once a qualified biologist has demonstrated that no nesting birds are present at a IEUA
given site. IEUA shall coordinate with the CDFW to identify the appropriate nesting bird survey protocol. The results of
the nesting bird survey will be documented in a report submitted by the avian biologist to IEUA. IEUA, in coordination
with CDFW and USFWS (as appropriate), may designate nest buffers outside of which construction activities may be
allowed to proceed.

BIO-6  All future CBP Infrastructure projects shall be required to consult with a qualified professional to determine the need for
site-specific protocol burrowing owl surveys. Prior to commencement of construction activity where a site has been
determined to require a protocol burrowing owl survey by a qualified professional, or in locations that are not fully
developed, a protocol burrowing owl survey will be conducted using the 2012 survey protocol methodology identified in
the “Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, State of California, Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and
Game, March 7, 2012, or the most recent CDFW survey protocol available. Protocol surveys shall be conducted by a IEUA
qualified biologist to determine if any burrowing owl burrows are located within the potential area of impact. If occupied
burrows may be impacted, an impact minimization plan shall be developed in coordination with CDFW and submitted to
IEUA that will protect the burrow in place or provide for passive relocation to an alternate burrow within the vicinity but
outside of the project footprint in accordance with current CDFW guidelines. Active nests must be avoided with a
250-foot buffer until all nestlings have fledged.

BIO-7  Prior to commencement of construction activity on a project facility within a MSHCP/HCP plan area, consistency with
that plan, or take authorization through that plan, shall be obtained. Through avoidance, compensation or a IEUA
comparable mitigation alternative, each project shall be shown to be consistent with a MSHCP/HCP.

BIO-8  During the design phase of future CBP Infrastructure projects, IEUA shall place primary emphasis on the preservation
of large, unbroken blocks of natural open space and wildlife habitat area, and protect the integrity of habitat linkages.
As part of this emphasis, IEUA shall facilitate programs for purchase of lands, clustering of development to increase the IEUA
amount of preserved open space, and assurances that the construction of facilities or infrastructure improvements meet
standards identical to the environmental protection policies applicable to the specific facilities improvement.

BIO-9  Require facility designs and maintenance activities to be planned to protect habitat values and to preserve significant,
viable habitat areas and habitat connection in their natural conditions. A qualified biologist shall be retained to
determine the scope of the following for a given project site:

a. Within designated habitat areas of rare, threatened or endangered species, prohibit disturbance of protected biotic
resources.

b. Within riparian areas and wetlands subject to state or federal regulations, riparian woodlands, oak and walnut IEUA
woodland, and habitat linkages, require that the vegetative resources which contribute to habitat carrying capacity
(vegetative diversity, faunal resting sites, foraging areas, and food sources) are preserved in place or replaced so
as not to result in a measurable reduction in the reproductive capacity of sensitive biotic resources.
c. Within habitats of plants listed by the CNDDB or CNPS as “special” or “of concern,” require that new facilities do
not result in a reduction in the number of these plants, if they are present.
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BIO- 11

BIO-12

BIO-13

BIO-14

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Maximize the preservation of individual oak, sycamore and walnut trees within proposed CBP Infrastructure sites.
Preservation is defined within this measure as follows: existing oak, sycamore and walnut trees within a given Project
site shall be retained within the site to the maximum extent feasible except where their preservation would interfere with
functional and reasonable project design. Where the preservation of individual trees is not possible, IEUA shall comply
with the local jurisdiction’s tree ordinance, municipal code, or other local regulations. If no tree ordinance exists within
the local jurisdiction, and a project will remove healthy trees as defined by a qualified arborist, (1) IEUA shall replace all
trees removed at a 1:1 ratio, and (2) the specific location selected for a well shall avoid rock outcroppings and other
scenic resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. If this cannot be accomplished a second tier CEQA
evaluation shall be completed.

Require the establishment of buffer zones adjacent to areas of biological resources as recommended and defined by
the site biologist. Such buffer zones shall be of adequate width to protect biological resources from grading and
construction activities, as well as from the long-term use of adjacent lands. Permitted land modification activities with
preservation and buffer areas are to be limited to those that are consistent with the maintenance of the reproductive
capacity of the identified resources. The land uses and design of project facilities adjacent to a vegetative preservation
area, as well as activities within the designated buffer area are not to be permitted to disturb natural drainage patterns
to the point that vegetative resources receive too much or too little water to permit their ongoing health. In addition,
landscape adjacent to areas of preserved biological resources shall be designed so as to avoid invasive species which
could negatively impact the value of the preserved resource.

As part of completion of the final site development, after ground disturbance has occurred within or adjacent to any
natural area, the disturbed areas shall be revegetated using a plant mix of native plant species that are suitable for long
term vegetation management at the specific site, which shall be implemented in cooperation with regulatory agencies
and with oversight from a qualified biologist. The seeds mix shall be verified to contain the minimum amount of
invasive plant species seeds reasonably available for the project area.

Clean Construction Equipment. During construction, equipment will be washed before entering the project footprint to
reduce potential indirect impacts from inadvertent introduction of nonnative invasive plant species. Mud and plant
materials will be removed from construction equipment when working in native plant communities, near special-status
plant communities, or in areas where special-status plant species have been identified.

Contractor Education and Environmental Training.

Personnel who work onsite will attend a Contractor Education and Environmental Training session conducted by a
qualified biologist. The environmental training will cover general and specific biological information on the special-status
plant species that may be present near the construction site, including the distribution of the resources, the recovery
efforts, the legal status of the resources, and the penalties for violation of project permits and laws.

The Contractor Education and Environmental Training sessions will be given before the initiation of construction
activities and repeated, as needed, when new personnel begin work within the project limits. Daily updates and
synopsis of the training will be performed during the daily safety (“tailgate”) meeting. All personnel who attend the
training will be required to sign an attendance list stating that they have received the Contractor Education and
Environmental Training, and such tracking sheets shall be maintained for inspection by IEUA.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Responsible Agency

IEUA

IEUA

IEUA

IEUA

IEUA

1-27



Chino Basin Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

BIO-15

BIO-16

BIO-17

BIO-18

BIO-19

BIO-20

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Biological Monitor to Be Present during Construction Activities in areas where impacts to Riparian, Riverine, Wetland,
Endangered Species or Endangered Species critical habitat occurs. A biological monitor (or monitors) will be present
onsite during construction activities that could result in direct or indirect impacts on sensitive biological resources
(including listed species) and to oversee permit compliance and monitoring efforts for all special-status resources.

A biological monitor (qualified biologist) is any person who has a bachelor’s degree in biological sciences, zoology,
botany, ecology, or a closely related field and/or has demonstrated field experience in and knowledge about the
identification and life history of the special-status species or jurisdictional waters that could be affected by project
activities. The biological monitor(s) will be responsible for monitoring the construction contractor to ensure compliance
with the Section 404 Individual Permit, Section 401 Water Quality Certification and the Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement. Activities to ensure compliance would include performing construction-monitoring activities, including
monitoring environmental fencing, identifying areas where special-status plant species are or may be present, and
advising the Contractor of methods that may minimize or avoid impacts on these resources. Biological monitor(s) will
be required to be present in all areas during ground disturbance activities and for all construction activities conducted
within or adjacent to identified Environmentally Sensitive Areas, Wildlife Exclusion Fencing, and Non-Disturbance
Zones as defined by the project biologist.

Food and Trash: All food-related trash items (e.g., wrappers, cans, bottles, food scraps) will be disposed of in closed
containers and removed at least once a week from the construction site.

Rodenticides and Herbicides: Use of rodenticides and herbicides in the project footprint will be restricted at the direction
of the project biologist. This measure is necessary to prevent poisoning of special-status species and the potential
reduction or depletion of the prey populations of special-status wildlife species. Where pesticides must be used, they
must be used in full accordance with use instructions for the particular chemical and at the direction of the project
biologist.

Wildlife Exclusion Fencing: Exclusion barriers (e.qg., silt fences) will be installed at the edge of the construction footprint
and along the outer perimeter of Environmentally Sensitive Areas and Environmentally Restricted Areas as defined by
the project biologist prior to the commencement of construction activities to restrict special-status species from entering
the construction area during construction. The design specifications of the exclusion fencing will be determined through
consultation with the USFWS and/or CDFW, as appropriate. Clearance surveys will be conducted for special-status
species after the exclusion fence is installed in compliance with USFWS and/or CDFW requirements. The project
biologist shall determine the frequency in which clearance surveys will be conducted to determine the efficacy of the
exclusion fencing.

Equipment Staging Areas: Prior to the commencement of construction, the Project Proponent shall identify staging
areas for construction equipment to be utilized during construction that will be located outside sensitive biological
resources areas, including habitat for special-status species, jurisdictional waters, and wildlife movement corridors.

Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion-control matting) or similar material will not be used in erosion control materials to
prevent potential harm to wildlife. Materials such as coconut coir matting or tackified hydroseeding compounds will be
used as substitutes.
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BIO-21 Vehicle Traffic: During ground-disturbing activities, project-related vehicle traffic will be restricted within the
construction area to established roads, construction areas, and other designated areas to prevent avoidable impacts. IEUA
Access routes will be clearly flagged, to ensure traffic outside of the designated areas will be prohibited.

BIO-22 Entrapment Prevention: All excavated, steep-sided holes or trenches more than 8 inches deep will be covered at the
close of each working day with plywood or similar materials, or a minimum of one escape ramp constructed of earth fill
for every 10 feet of trenching will be provided to prevent the entrapment of wildlife. Before such holes or trenches are
filled, they will be thoroughly inspected for trapped animals. All culverts or similar enclosed structures with a diameter IEUA
of 4 inches or greater will be covered, screened, or stored more than 1 foot off the ground to prevent use by wildlife.
Stored material will be cleared for common and special-status wildlife species before the pipe is subsequently used or
moved.

BIO-23 Weed Control Plan: Prior to the commencement of construction, a Weed Control Plan will be developed for IEUA by
the project biologist to minimize or avoid the spread of weeds during ground-disturbing activities. In the Weed Control
Plan, the following topics will be addressed:

e A schedule for noxious weed surveys shall be addressed.

e Weed control treatments shall be addressed and ultimately implemented by IEUA, including permitted herbicides,
and manual and mechanical methods for application; herbicide application will be restricted in Environmentally IEUA
Sensitive Areas (as defined by the project biologist).

e The timing of the weed control treatment for each plant species shall be addressed.
e Fire prevention measures shall be addressed.

IEUA shall maintain records demonstrating implementation of the Weed Control Plan, and shall make those records
available to inspection by regulatory agency upon request.

BIO-24 Dewatering/Water Diversion Plan: If construction is planned to occur where there is open or flowing water, prior to the
commencement of construction IEUA shall submit the Dewatering Plan prepared in coordination with the resource
agencies (e.g., USACE, SWRCB/RWQCB, and CDFW, as appropriate). The Dewatering Plan shall identify how open
or flowing water will be routed around construction areas, such as through the creation of cofferdams. If cofferdams are
constructed, implementation of the following cofferdam or water diversion measures shall be implemented to avoid and
lessen impacts on jurisdictional waters during construction:

e The cofferdams, filter fabric, and corrugated steel pipe are to be removed from the creek bed after completion of

the project. IEUA

e The timing of work within all channelized waters is to be coordinated with the regulatory agencies.

e The cofferdam is to be placed upstream of the work area to direct base flows through an appropriately sized
diversion pipe. The diversion pipe will extend through the Contractor's work area, where possible, and outlet
through a sandbag dam at the downstream end.

e Sediment-catch basins immediately below the construction site are to be constructed when performing in-channel
construction to prevent silt- and sediment-laden water from entering the main stream flow. Accumulated
sediments shall be periodically removed from the catch basins.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Responsible Agency

BIO-25 Permanent Water Diversion Projects: IEUA shall continue to support preparation of the annual Prado Basin Habitat
Sustainability Monitoring Program. IEUA shall conduct a second-tier CEQA evaluation for a proposed water diversion

project associated with the CBP. The potential impacts to Prado Basin and sensitive habitat (for example riparian,

IEUA

wetland, or critical habitat) from implementation of such diversion projects shall receive public review, including

pertinent wildlife management agencies and interested parties.
BIO-26

water demand.
Impact Description

Development of the CBP, because the specific locations for future CBP
projects are not presently known, there is a potential that a future CBP facility
may be developed in an area containing significant biological resources that
cannot be avoided. Future CBP facilities may be installed within sites that
contain significant biological resources that may be impacted without
mitigation. These impacts may include direct impacts such as the removal or
modification of local hydrology, the redirection of flow, and the placement of fill
material. Potential indirect impacts on jurisdictional waters include a number of
water-quality-related impacts: erosion and transport of fine sediments or fill
downstream of construction to unintentional release of contaminants into
jurisdictional waters that are outside of the project footprint. Temporary
impacts on jurisdictional waters include the placement of temporary fill during
construction in both man-made and natural jurisdictional waters. Temporary fill
could be placed during the construction of access roads and staging/equip-
ment storage areas. The temporary fill would result in a temporary loss of
jurisdictional waters and could potentially increase erosion and sediment
transport into adjacent areas. In the case of man-made features, these
impacts would remove or disrupt the limited biological functions that these
features provide. In natural areas, these activities would remove or disrupt the
hydrology, vegetation, wildlife use, water quality conditions, and other
biological functions provided by the resources. Furthermore, the CBP
operations may result in a reduction in surface flows in the Santa Ana River
and into Prado Basin. cumulative flow reductions may result in reduced
acreage of healthy riparian forest that supports sensitive species such as least
Bell’s vireo as well as aquatic species such as Santa Ana sucker and Southern
California arroyo chub.
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Landscaping at Future CBP Infrastructure Sites: IEUA shall require that any landscaping at future CBP Infrastructure
sites shall be landscaped with water-wise or xeric landscape plants (native plants where feasible) to minimize future

IEUA

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.5, because the specific locations for future CBP
projects are not presently known, there is a potential that a future CBP facility
may be developed in an area containing significant biological resources that
cannot be avoided. Substantial mitigation is provided to minimize impacts
such that, a future CBP facility would not be developed in an area containing
significant biological resources that cannot be avoided. However, it has been
determined that even with the implementation of substantial mitigation
measures to avoid contributing to cumulatively considerable impacts to
covered species and supporting habitat, which can be mitigated by
implementing the HCP, impacts to one species cannot be completely avoided.
The proposed CBP project operations may result in a reduction in surface
flows in the Santa Ana River and into Prado Basin. In addition, Low Impact
Development ordnances, local policies, and municipal storm water detention
regulations will encourage water conservation and flow detention, resulting in
a cumulative reduction in surface flows reaching Prado Basin. Thus, the
proposed project is forecast to cause significant unavoidable adverse impact
to biological resources, specifically implementation of the CBP will contribute
cumulatively to potential significant impacts to the Santa Ana Sucker due to
the reduction in cumulative flows to the Santa Ana River.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

CUL-1 Where a future discretionary project requiring additional CEQA review is proposed within an existing facility that has
been totally disturbed due to it undergoing past engineered site preparation (such as a well site or water treatment
facility site), the agency implementing the CBP project will not be required to complete a follow on cultural resources
report (Phase | Cultural Resources Investigation) unless IEUA is seeking additional State or federal funding, in which
case |IEUA shall prepare a Phase | Cultural Resources Investigation to satisfy State CEQA-plus or federal agency
requirements.

Where a Phase | Cultural Resources Investigation is not required or has already been completed (such as at RP-4), IEUA

the following shall be required to minimize impacts to any accidentally exposed cultural resource materials:

* Should any subsurface cultural resources be encountered during construction of these facilities, earthmoving or
grading activities in the immediate area of the finds shall be halted and an onsite inspection shall be performed
immediately by a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of Interior Standards for Archaeology.
Responsibility for making this determination shall be with IEUA’s trained onsite inspector. An archaeological
professional shall assess the find, determine its significance, and make recommendations for appropriate
mitigation measures in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines.

CUL-2  Where a future discretionary project requiring additional CEQA review is proposed within an undisturbed site and/or a
site that will require substantial earthmoving activities and/or excavation, and/or IEUA is seeking State or federal
funding, IEUA shall complete a follow-on cultural resources report (Phase | Cultural Resources Investigation)
regardless of whether IEUA is seeking State or federal funding.

Where a Phase | Cultural Resources Investigation is required, the following phases of identification, evaluation,
mitigation, and monitoring shall be followed for a given CBP Infrastructure facility:

1. Phase | (Identification): A Phase | Investigation to identify historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources in
a project site shall include the following research procedures, as appropriate:

e Focused historical/archaeological resources records searches at SCCIC and/or EIC, depending on the project
location, and paleontological resources records searches by NHMLAC, SBCM, and/or the Western Science
Center in Hemet; IEUA

e Historical background research, geoarchaeological profile analysis, and paleontological literature review;

e Consultation with the State of California Native American Heritage Commission, Native American tribes in the
surrounding area in accordance with AB52, pertinent local government agencies, and local historic
preservation groups;

e Field survey of the project area by qualified professionals of the pertinent discipline and at the appropriate
level of intensity as determined on the basis of sensitivity assessment and site conditions;

e Field recordation of any cultural resources encountered during the survey and proper documentation of the
resources for incorporation into the appropriate inventories or databases.

2. Phase Il (Evaluation): If cultural resources are encountered in a project site and cannot be avoided, a Phase Il
investigation shall be required to evaluate the potential significance of the resources in accordance with the
statutory/regulatory framework outlined above. A typical Phase Il study consists of the following research
procedures:
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Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

e Preparation of a research design to discuss the specific goals and objectives of the study in the context of
important scientific questions that may be addressed with the findings and the significance criteria to be used
for the evaluation, and to formulate the proper methodology to accomplish such goals;

e In-depth exploration of historical, archaeological, or paleontological literature, archival records, as well as oral
historical accounts for information pertaining to the cultural resources under evaluation;

e Fieldwork to ascertain the nature and extent of the archaeological/paleontological remains or resource-
sensitive sediments identified during the Phase | study, such as surface collection of artifacts, controlled
excavation of units, trenches, and/or shovel test pits, and collection of soil samples;

e Laboratory processing and analyses of the cultural artifacts, fossil specimens, and/or soil samples for the
proper recovery, identification, recordation, and cataloguing of the materials collected during the fieldwork and
to prepare the assemblage for permanent curation, if warranted.

Phase Il (Mitigation/Data Recovery): For resources that prove to be significant under the appropriate criteria,

mitigation of potential project impact is required. The first option is avoidance by selecting and implementing a

CBP Infrastructure facility at an alternative site without significant cultural or paleontological resources. Depending

on the characteristics of each resource type and the unique aspects of significance for each individual resource,

mitigation may be accomplished through a variety of different methods, which shall be determined by a qualified
archaeologist, paleontologist, historian, or other applicable professional in the “cultural resources” field. Typical
mitigation for historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources, however, may focus on the following
procedures, aimed mainly at the preservation of physical and/or archival data about a significant cultural resource
that would be impacted by the project:

e Data recovery through further excavation at an archaeological site or a paleontological locality to collect a
representative sample of the identified remains, followed by laboratory processing and analysis as well as
preparation for permanent curation;

¢ Comprehensive documentation of architectural and historical data about a significant building, structure, or
object using methods comparable to the appropriate level of the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)
and the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) for permanent curation at a repository or repositories
that provides access to the public;

e Adjustments to project plans to minimize potential impact on the significance and integrity of the resource(s) in
guestion.

Phase IV (Monitoring): At locations that are considered sensitive for subsurface deposits of undetected

archaeological or paleontological remains, all earth-moving operations shall be monitored continuously or

periodically, as warranted, by qualified professional practitioners. Archaeological monitoring programs shall be
coordinated with the nearest Native American groups, who may wish to participate, as put forth in mitigation
measures TCR-1 through TCR-3.

After each phase of the studies required by mitigation measure CUL-2 has been completed, where required, a complete
report on the methods, results, and final conclusions of the research procedures shall be prepared and submitted to
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), Eastern Information Center (EIC), Natural History Museum of Los
Angeles County (NHMLAC), and/or San Bernardino County Museum (SBCM), as appropriate and in addition to IEUA
for the project, for permanent documentation and easy references by future researchers.
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CUL-4  Prior to commencement of construction of CBP Infrastructure facilities (excluding those facilities that have undergone

site specific Cultural Resources Investigations, such as at RP-4), IEUA shall confer with the CBP project stakeholders
to establish a programmatic agreement with SHPO that will stipulate a set of mutually accepted guidelines that address
research procedures and the types of potential cultural resources that may be excluded from further consideration
before CBP Infrastructure facilities are implemented, such as common infrastructure features that are more than 50
years of age, but have a low potential to be considered historically significant, such as existing roadways and minor,
utilitarian structures serving as pumphouses or reservoirs, as well as numerous historic-period buildings that are IEUA
adjacent to the project boundaries but are unlikely to receive any direct or indirect impact. Once this agreement has
been made with SHPO, IEUA shall retain the agreement in the Project file, and shall ensure that any CBP partner
agencies are given copies of the agreement for reference on future CBP Infrastructure facilities. For CBP projects that
are in development prior to an agreement with SHPO, all types of cultural resources shall be considered by the
professionals assessing historical resources within the project footprint; regardless, the steps provided in mitigation
measure CUL-2 shall be followed to assess and minimize impacts to sensitive cultural resources within a given site.

Impact Description Impact After Mitigation
As described in Subchapter 4.6, the Chino Basin is a large expanse of area As described in Subchapter 4.6, mitigation measures required to reduce
that may contain historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources. As cultural resource impacts would: exclude highly disturbed sites from requiring
such, future CBP projects may be developed within sites that contain such further cultural resource evaluation except to adhere to procedures pertaining
resources. Since the proposed project is at the programmatic level, specific to the treatment of accidental discoveries, unless IEUA is seeking State
locations for many of the proposed CBP projects have not yet been funding for the project; ensure that future CBP projects that are located within
determined. As such, substantive mitigation has been identified to minimize undisturbed areas, within a site that will require substantial earthmoving
potentially significant impacts to cultural resources. activities and/or excavation, and/or IEUA is seeking State funding, will require

a follow on Phase | Cultural Resources Investigation and enforce several
phases or steps beyond the completion of a Phase | Cultural Resources
Investigation that would cover the identification, evaluation, mitigation, and
monitoring associated with a given project where resources may be located;
ensure that a complete report on the methods, results, and final conclusions
of the research procedures is prepared and submitted to SCCIC, EIC,
NHMLAC, and/or SBCM for projects containing cultural resources; and, set a
precedent for future CBP projects that would streamline the design and
completion of future Phase | Cultural Resources Investigations. As described
in Subchapter 4.6, no unavoidable significant impact to cultural resources will
result from implementing the proposed Project.
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ENERGY
No Mitigation Required.

Impact Description Impact After Mitigation

As discussed in Subchapter 4.7, CBP construction and operation would not No mitigation is required. Impacts are less than significant.
result in inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy and would
not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency. This is because the CBP would result in an overall net
reduction in electricity consumption associated with local water supplies over
the 25-year term of the proposed water transfer agreement. Impacts would be
less than significant without the need for added mitigation. The CBP would
replace imported SWP water, which is energy-intensive, with a local, recycled
water source in call years. Furthermore, IEUA would procure energy to serve
CBP facilities from SCE, which has historically achieved the State’s
Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) program and anticipates meeting the
RPS of 60 percent renewable energy by 2030. IEUA would also explore
options for using additional on-site renewable energy, and therefore the CBP
would not obstruct the 2017 Scoping Plan. Impacts would be less than
significant. Additionally, the CBP would support the IEUA Climate Change
Action Plan (CCAP) objective to strive for carbon neutrality through
implementation of renewable power generation and beneficial use of
resources. With compliance with current federal and State regulations
pertaining to energy conservation, the proposed CBP is anticipated to have a
less than significant impact on energy demand and resources.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

GEO-1 Prior to construction of each improvement, a design-level geotechnical investigation, including collection of site-specific
subsurface data if appropriate, shall be completed. The geotechnical evaluation shall identify all potential seismic
hazards including fault rupture, and characterize the soil profiles, including liquefaction potential, expansive soil
potential, subsidence, and landslide potential. The geotechnical investigation shall recommend site specific design IEUA
criteria to mitigate for seismic and non-seismic hazards, such as special foundations and structural setbacks, and these
recommendations shall be incorporated into the design of individual proposed projects. If the project specific
geotechnical study cannot mitigate potential seismic related impacts, then the facility shall be relocated. If relocation is
not possible a second tier CEQA evaluation shall be completed.
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GEO-2 For each well development or other CBP project that is less than one acre in size requiring ground disturbing activities

GEO-3

such as grading, IEUA shall identify and implement best management practices (BMPs, such as hay bales, wattles,
detention basins, silt fences, coir rolls, etc.) to ensure that the discharge of the storm runoff from the construction site
does not cause erosion downstream of the discharge point. If any substantial erosion or sedimentation occurs as a
result of discharging storm water from a project construction site, any erosion or sedimentation damage shall be
restored to pre-discharge conditions.

IEUA

For project-level development involving ground disturbance, a qualified paleontologist shall be retained to determine the
necessity of conducting a study of the project area(s) based on the potential sensitivity of the project site for
paleontological resources. If deemed necessary, the paleontologist shall conduct a paleontological resources inventory
designed to identify potentially significant resources. The paleontological resources inventory would consist of: a
paleontological resource records search to be conducted at the San Bernardino County Museum and/or other
appropriate facilities; a field survey or monitoring where deemed appropriate by the paleontologist; and recordation of
all identified paleontological resources. Treatment of any discovered paleontological resources shall follow the phasing
and corresponding actions identified under MM CUL-2.

IEUA

Impact Description Impact After Mitigation

The Chino Basin contains substantial geological and soils constraints. Due to  Significant geology and soils impacts can be reduced through the implemen-
these substantial constraints and the installation of future CBP related facilities  tation of mitigation. Several mitigation measures were identified to minimize

in locations where such constraints may occur, a potential for significant geology and soils impacts including those that would: ensure new facilities are
geology and soils resources impacts from implementation of the CBP was located outside of delineated fault zones through relocation, implementation of
identified. seismic design measures, or subsequent CEQA documentation; reduce

potential impacts from geological hazards through a design level geotechnical
investigation with implementation of specific design recommendations,
relocation of the site, or subsequent CEQA documentation; ensure that the
proposed facilities associated with the CBP that are less than one acre in size
would not exacerbate conditions related to erosion associated with runoff from
construction sites through the implementation of BMPs; minimize impacts to
paleontological resources through requiring site-specific studies, where
necessary. As described in Subchapter 4.8, no unavoidable significant impact
to geology and soils will result from implementing the proposed project.
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Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

GREENHOUSE GASES

GHG-1 |EUA shall implement all feasible GHG reduction measures during construction. These may include, but should not be

limited to, the following measures identified in the CAPCOA 2010 report, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation

Measures:

e Use alternative fuels for construction equipment IEUA

e Use electric and hybrid construction equipment

e Limit construction equipment idling beyond regulation requirements

e Institute a heavy-duty off-road vehicle plan

e Implement a construction vehicle inventory tracking system
GHG-2 |IEUA shall implement all feasible GHG reduction measures during operations. These may include, but should not be

limited to, the following measures identified in the CAPCOA 2010 report, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation

Measures:

e Exceed Title 24 Building energy efficiency standards

e Procure 100 percent renewable electricity from Southern California Edison, a community choice aggregation IEUA

program, and/or other on-site and off-site renewable energy systems
e Utilize electric or hybrid vehicles and/or encourage operations and maintenance employees to carpool or otherwise
commute using a method other than a single-occupancy fossil-fuel powered vehicle
Impact Description Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.9, implementation of the proposed CBP is Implementation of mitigation that would ensure that IEUA implement all
projected to result in a net decrease of approximately 15,753 MT of COze in feasible GHG reduction measures during operations is required, but does not
call years, while under a non-call year scenario the CBP would emit an reduce operations-related emissions below significance thresholds.
estimated 6,435 MT of COze. In total, operation of the CBP would result in a Additionally, construction-related GHG emissions associated with the CBP

net reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of approximately 5,535 MT  would exceed the approximated SCAQMD threshold for 2030 of 6,000 MT of

of COze (including the reduction from offsetting SWP imports) over the 25-year COze per year during the most intensive year of construction activities (2027),
term of the proposed water transfer agreements. As a result of the uncertainty  and therefore would potentially hinder the statewide GHG emission reduction

surrounding the future power mix and energy demands of the proposed CBP, target for 2030. As such, while mitigation ensuring IEUA implements all

the CBP would potentially fail to procure its electricity from carbon-neutral feasible GHG reduction measures during operations would minimize impacts
electricity sources by 2045. Therefore, the long-term, indirect impacts of the to the greatest extent feasible, construction-related impacts from

CBP’s operational GHG emissions would be potentially significant in both call implementation of the proposed CBP would be potentially significant. Thus,
and non-call years. exceedances of applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds are considered

significant and unavoidable, and the construction and operation of the proposed
project could create a significant cumulative impact to global climate change.
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

HAZ-1

HAZ-2

HAZ-3

HAZ-4

HAZ-5

HAZ-6

HAZ-7

HAZ-8

For CBP facilities that handle hazardous materials or generate hazardous waste, the Hazardous Materials Business
Plan prepared and submitted to the Certified Unified Program Agency shall incorporate best management practices
designed to minimize the potential for accidental release of such chemicals and shall meet the standards required by
California law for Hazardous Materials Business Plans. The facility managers shall implement these measures to
reduce the potential for accidental releases of hazardous materials or wastes. The Hazardous Materials Business Plan
shall be approved prior to operation of the given facility.

The Hazardous Materials Business Plan shall assess the potential accidental release scenarios and identify the
equipment and response capabilities required to provide immediate containment, control, and collection of any released
hazardous material. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, each facility shall ensure that necessary
equipment has been installed and training of personnel has occurred to obtain sufficient resources to control and
prevent the spread of any accidentally released hazardous or toxic materials

Prior to occupancy of any site for which storage of any acutely hazardous material will be required, such as chlorine
gas, modeling of pathways of release and potential exposure of the public to any released hazardous material shall be
completed and specific measures, such as secondary containment, shall be implemented to ensure that sensitive
receptors will not be exposed to significant health threats based on the toxic substance involved.

All hazardous materials during both operation and construction of CBP Facilities shall be delivered to a licensed
treatment, disposal, or recycling facility and be disposed of in accordance with State and federal law.

Before determining that an area contaminated as a result of an accidental release during project operation or
construction is fully remediated, specific thresholds of acceptable clean-up shall be established and sufficient samples
shall be taken and tested within the contaminated area to verify that these clean-up thresholds have been met in
compliance with State and federal law.

All accidental spills or discharge of hazardous material during construction activities shall be reported to the Certified
Unified Program Agency and shall be remediated in compliance with applicable federal, State, and local regulations
regarding cleanup and disposal of the contaminant released. The contaminated waste shall be collected and disposed
of at a licensed disposal or treatment facility. This measure shall be incorporated into the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared or each future facility developed under the CBP. Prior to accepting the site as
remediated, the area contaminated shall be tested to verify that any residual concentrations meet the standard for
future residential or public use of the site.

Prior to final site selection for future CBP facilities, IEUA shall obtain a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
for the selected site. If a site contains contamination, the agency shall either avoid the site by selecting an alternative
location or shall remove any contamination at the site (remediate) to a level of concentration that eliminates hazard to
employees working at the site and that will not conflict with the installation and future operation of the facility. For sites
located on agricultural land, this can include soil contaminated with unacceptable concentrations of pesticides or
herbicides that shall be remediated through removal or blending to reduce concentrations below thresholds of
significance established for the particular pesticide or herbicide in compliance with State and federal law.

Should an unknown contaminated site be encountered during construction of CBP facilities, all work in the immediate
area shall cease; the type of contamination and its extent shall be determined; and the local Certified Unified Program
Agency or other regulatory agencies (such as the DTSC or Regional Board) shall be notified. Based on investigations
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IEUA

IEUA

IEUA

IEUA

IEUA

IEUA

IEUA

IEUA
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Responsible Agency

of the contamination, the site may be closed and avoided or the contaminant(s) shall be remediated to a threshold
acceptable to the Certified Unified Program Agency or other regulatory agency threshold and any contaminated soil or
other material shall be delivered to an authorized treatment or disposal site.

HAZ-9

Prior to finalizing site selection of a CBP facility within an airport safety zone, input from the affected airport manage-

ment entity shall be solicited. For projects within airport safety zones, facility design shall follow the guidelines of the

appropriate airport land use compatibility plan. If a potential conflict with an airport land use compatibility plan is
identified, IEUA shall relocate the facility outside the area of conflict, or if the site is deemed essential, IEUA shall

IEUA

propose an alternative design that reduces any conflict to a less than significant level of conflict. As an example, a
pump station or reservoir could be installed below ground instead of above ground.

Impact Description

The Chino Basin contains substantial hazards and hazardous materials issue
constraints. Due to these substantial constraints and the installation of future
CBP infrastructure facilities in locations where such constraints may exist, a
potential for significant hazards and hazardous materials issue impacts from
implementation of the CBP were identified in Subchapter 4.10.
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Impact After Mitigation

The hazards and hazardous materials evaluation in the DPEIR concluded that
the identified hazards on the project site can be adequately mitigated to a
level of impact that is less significant. Several mitigation measures were
identified to minimize hazards and hazardous materials impacts including
those that would: ensure that applicable CBP facilities Business Plans
incorporate best management practices designed to minimize the potential for
accidental release of such chemicals; ensure that applicable CBP facilities
Business Plans identify the equipment and response capabilities required to
provide immediate containment, control and collection of any released
material; ensure sensitive receptors will not be exposed to significant health
threat by modeling the pathways of release and implementing specific
measures that would minimize potential exposure to acutely hazardous
materials; ensure hazardous materials are disposed of and delivered to
licensed facilities; ensure the establishment of and adherence to specific
thresholds of acceptable clean-up of hazardous materials; ensure the
preparation of and adherence to vector management plans; ensure
remediation of an accidental spill or discharge of hazardous material in
compliance with State and local regulations; ensure that sites for future CBP
facilities obtain a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and either avoid or
remediate a site that is contaminated; ensure that any unknown contamination
is remediated and handled according to the local CUPA; ensure compliance
with the appropriate airport land use plan and coordination with the
appropriate airport management agencies to ensure safety for people residing
or working within the project area; ensure that construction traffic is managed
safely; and, ensure that fire hazard reduction measures are enforced.
Therefore, though there will be some adverse impacts as a result of
implementing the project, specific mitigation measures have been identified to
reduce potential project specific and cumulative (direct and indirect) impacts to
a less than significant level for hazards and hazardous material issues. Thus,
the project is not forecast to cause any unavoidable significant adverse
hazards or hazardous material impacts.
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

HYD-1 Watermaster shall review the IEUA’s Storage and Recovery Program application for the CBP and estimate the surface
and ground water systems’ response (estimate the potential for new pumping sustainability challenges). Watermaster
shall then prepare a report that describes the response and potential Material Physical Injury (MPI) to the Chino Basin IEUA
and shall develop mitigation requirements pursuant to MM HYD-2 to mitigate MPI caused by the CBP. The IEUA shall
develop mitigation measures pursuant to these requirements established by the Watermaster; these measures shall be
incorporated into its Storage and Recovery Program application. Upon approval by Watermaster, these mitigation
measures shall be incorporated into the CBP storage agreement.

HYD-2 To mitigate MPI caused by the IEUA’s proposed Storage and Recovery Program application (as described above under
HYD-1), the data gathered through Watermaster’'s comprehensive groundwater-level monitoring shall be used to
identify potential impacts on pumping sustainability and to develop mitigation requirements to mitigate for these
impacts. Potential mitigation includes, but is not limited to: (1) modifying the PUT operations and/or TAKE cycles to
minimize impacts to pumping sustainability, (2) strategically increasing supplemental water recharge to mitigate loss of
pumping sustainability, (3) modifying a party’s affected well (lowering pump bowls), (4) providing an alternate supply to
the affected party to ensure it can meet its demands, (5) a combination of (1) through (4), and (6) the implementation of
a monitoring program to verify the effectiveness of the mitigation actions.

HYD-3 Watermaster shall review the IEUA’s Storage and Recovery Program application for the CBP and estimate the surface
and ground water systems’ response (estimate the potential for new land subsidence). Watermaster shall then prepare
a report that describes the response and potential MPI to the Chino Basin and shall develop mitigation requirements to
mitigate MPI caused by the proposed CBP. The IEUA shall develop mitigation measures pursuant to these IEUA
requirements pursuant to MM HYD-4 established by the Watermaster; these measures shall be incorporated into its
Storage and Recovery Program application. Upon approval by Watermaster, these mitigation measures will be
incorporated into the CBP storage agreement.

HYD-4 To mitigate the potential for new land subsidence caused by the IEUA’s proposed Storage and Recovery Program
application (as described above under HYD-3), the data gathered through Watermaster's comprehensive groundwater-
level and ground-level monitoring shall be used to identify the potential for new land subsidence and to develop
mitigation requirements to mitigate for these impacts. Potential mitigation includes, but is not limited to: (1) modifying
the PUT operations and/or TAKE cycles to ensure the CBP does not contribute to the lowering of groundwater-levels
below the new land subsidence metric, (2) providing an alternate supply to MZ-1 producers to maintain groundwater-
levels above the new land subsidence metric, to the extent that the CBP affects them, (3) a combination of (1) and (2)
above, and (4) the implementation of a monitoring program to verify the effectiveness of the mitigation actions.

IEUA

IEUA

HYD-5 Watermaster shall estimate the reduction in net recharge and Safe Yield for the CBP and deduct it from water stored in
the CBP storage account, which will compensate for its impact on net recharge and Safe Yield. Watermaster shall
review these impacts and develop mitigation requirements for the CBP. The IEUA shall develop mitigation measures
pursuant to the requirements suggested in MM HYD-6 and established by Watermaster; these measures shall be
incorporated into the IEUA’s Storage and Recovery Program application. Upon approval by Watermaster, these
mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the CBP storage agreement.

HYD-6 To mitigate reduction in net recharge and Safe Yield caused by the CBP (as described above under HYD-5), the
Watermaster’s comprehensive monitoring and modeling that estimates net recharge of the Chino Basin shall be used to
identify potential and actual losses of net recharge and to develop mitigation requirements to mitigate impacts thereof.
Potential mitigation includes, but is not limited to: (1) modifying the PUT operations and/or TAKE cycles to minimize

IEUA

IEUA
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reductions in net recharge, (2) deducting the reduction in net recharge from the IEUA’s Storage and Recovery account,
(3) recharge additional water to mitigate reductions in net recharge, (4) construct facilities in the southern part of the
Basin to eliminate the reduction of net recharge due the CBP, (5) a combination of (1) through (4), and (6) the
implementation of a monitoring program to verify the effectiveness of the mitigation actions.

HYD-7 Watermaster shall periodically review current and projected Basin conditions and shall compare this information to the
projected Basin conditions assumed in the evaluation of the CBP Storage and Recovery Program application process,
compare the projected CBP operations to actual operations. The Watermaster shall then make findings regarding the
efficacy of the mitigation program and requirements required herein and by the CBP storage agreement. Based on
Watermaster’s review and subsequent findings, where applicable, Watermaster shall require changes and/or
modifications in the CBP storage agreement that will adequately mitigate MPI and related adverse impacts including
but not limited to pumping sustainability, net recharge and safe yield, subsidence, hydraulic control, and groundwater
quality.

HYD-8  Prior to the commencement of construction of any CBP project that will disturb less than one acre (i.e., that is not subject
to the California Construction Stormwater General Permit), IEUA shall require implementation of and construction
contractor(s) shall select best management practices (BMPs) to achieve a reduction in pollutants from stormwater
discharge to the maximum extent practicable during the construction of each CBP facility, and to control urban runoff
after each CBP facility is constructed and is in operation. Examples of BMP(s) that would achieve a reduction in pollutants
include, but are not limited to:

The use of silt fences or coir rolls;

The use of temporary stormwater desilting or retention basins;

The use of water bars to reduce the velocity of stormwater runoff;

The use of wheel washers on construction equipment leaving the site;

The washing of silt from public roads at the access point to the site to prevent the tracking of silt and other pollutants
from the site onto public roads;

The storage of excavated material shall be kept to the minimum necessary to efficiently perform the construction
activities required. Excavated or stockpiled material shall not be stored in water courses or other areas subject to
the flow of surface water; and

Where feasible, stockpiled material shall be covered with waterproof material during rain events to control erosion of
soil from the stockpiles.

HYD-9 Prior to commencement of construction of project facilities, IEUA shall be required to either:

@

@

Prepare a No Net Discharge Report demonstrating that within each facility surface runoff shall be collected and
retained (for use onsite) or detained and percolated into the ground on the site such that site development results in
no net increase in offsite stormwater flows. Detainment shall be achieved through Low Impact Development
techniques whenever feasible, and shall include techniques that remove the majority of urban storm runoff pollutants,
such as petroleum products and sediment. The purpose of this measure is to remove the onsite contribution to
cumulative urban storm runoff and ensure the discharge from the sites is treated to reduce contributions of urban
pollutants to downstream flows and to groundwater; or, where it is not feasible to eliminate stormwater flows off of a
site or where otherwise appropriate, the Watermaster and/or Implementing Agency shall:

Prepare a grading and drainage plan that identifies anticipated changes in flow that would occur on site and
minimizes any potential increases in discharge, erosion, or sedimentation potential in accordance with applicable
regulations and requirements for the County and/or the City in which the facility would be located. In addition, all new
drainage facilities shall be designed in accordance with standards and regulations. The plan shall identify and
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Responsible Agency

implement retention basins, best management practices, and other measures to ensure that potential increases in
storm water flows and erosion would be minimized, in accordance with local requirements.
HYD-10 To minimize potential ground disturbances associated with installation and maintenance of wellhead treatment at

existing wells, the equipment and treatment facilities shall be installed within or along existing disturbed easements or
rights-of-way or otherwise disturbed areas, including access roads and pipeline or existing utility easements, whenever

feasible.

IEUA

HYD-11 For long-term mitigation of site disturbances at CBP facility locations, all areas not covered by structures shall be
covered with hardscape (concrete, asphalt, gravel, etc.), native vegetation and/or man-made landscape areas (for

example, grass). Revegetated or landscaped areas shall provide sufficient cover to ensure that, after a two-year

IEUA

period, erosion will not occur from concentrated flows (rills, gully, etc.) and sediment transport will be minimal as part of

sheet flows.

HYD-12 All new and expanded water treatment facilities associated with the CBP shall ensure that any brine generated from the
water treatment process that cannot be otherwise treated on-site is disposed of in accordance with state and local

regulations—such as through disposal to a brine line (Non-Reclaimable Wastewater System, Etiwanda Wastewater

IEUA

Line, and Inland Empire Brine Line, etc.)—to prevent brine from being discharged into the local stormwater collection

system.

HYD-13 IEUA shall verify that any given CBP facility (excepting those located at existing facilities [wells, water treatment plants,
etc.] and pipelines and turnouts located belowground) is located outside of the 100-year floodplain by utilizing the
FEMA FIRM panels for the selected area prior to project implementation. If a given project is located outside of the

100-year floodplain, then no subsequent CEQA documentation specific to floodplains are required. However, if a

IEUA

project is located within the 100-year floodplain either (1) a new location outside of the 100-year floodplain shall be
selected, or (2) a second tier CEQA evaluation shall be completed that would address the given project’s location within

the 100-year floodplain.
Impact Description

As described in Subchapter 4.11, the overall hydrology (watershed, drainage
and flood hazards) and water quality impacts that would result from
implementation of the CBP could be significant without the implementation of
substantive mitigation measures. As such, several mitigation measures were
identified to minimize impacts related to hydrology and water quality.
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Impact After Mitigation

With implementation of the required mitigation, the hydrology and water
quality analysis in the DEIR concluded that the project can be development
without causing significant adverse effects on hydrology and water quality
resource issues. Several mitigation measures were identified to minimize
impacts related to hydrology and water quality, such as those that would:
ensure that the Watermaster reviews IEUA’s storage and recovery program
application and gathers the appropriate data to (1) determine whether future
CBP projects would result in loss of pumping sustainability, result in potential
reduction in net recharge and impacts to Safe Yield, and/or result in new
subsidence, and (2) respond with appropriate mitigation to minimize the
potential adverse hydrological impacts that may occur from a project; address
the plan of response by the Watermaster should Chino Basin conditions vary
from the projections that have been modeled as part of the CBP (and all
supporting documentation); require implementation of BMPs for projects of
less than one acre in size that would be comparable to the requirements of the
Construction General Permit and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, which
are required for larger projects; ensure that drainage is managed through
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LAND USE / PLANNING
LU-1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Responsible Agency

either runoff collection or development of a drainage plan for a given CBP
project; require CBP projects at existing well sites to remain within disturbed
areas wherever feasible to minimize the potential for further ground
disturbance at these sites; require all disturbed areas that are not covered in
hardscape or vegetation to be revegetated or landscaped at future CBP facility
sites; and, ensure that brine generated by water treatment systems would be
disposed of in a manner that would minimize the potential for release of
polluted runoff. Therefore, though there will be some adverse impacts as a
result of implementing the project, specific mitigation measures have been
identified to reduce potential project specific and cumulative (direct and
indirect) effects to a less than significant impact level for hydrology and water
quality issues. Thus, the project is not forecast to cause any unavoidable
significant adverse hydrology and water quality impacts.

Responsible Agency

Following selection of sites for future CBP-related facilities, each site and associated facility shall be evaluated for
potential incompatibility with adjacent existing or proposed land uses. Where future facility operations can create

significant incompatibilities (lighting, noise, use of hazardous materials, traffic, etc.) with adjacent uses, an alternative
site shall be selected, or subsequent CEQA documentation shall be prepared that identifies the specific project design
features or mitigation measures that will be utilized to reduce potential incompatible activities or effects to below
significance thresholds established in the general plan for the jurisdiction where the facility will be located.

Impact Description

As described in Subchapter 4.12, the project does not propose any action that
could physically divide an established community. The CBP would not conflict
with the goals and policies of the applicable General Plans. In addition, IEUA
would coordinate directly with local agencies with jurisdiction to ensure
compatibility with existing adjacent land uses. However, a potential conflict
could result from future CBP facilities being developed in locations that are
incompatible (as a result of lighting, noise, use of hazardous materials, traffic,
etc.) with adjacent uses. As such, mitigation is required to reduce potentially
significant land use and planning impacts.
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Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.12, impacts related to land use and planning are
minimal; however, mitigation is provided to address the potential for conflicts
with land use from CBP related facilities. This mitigation would ensure that the
facilities associated with the CBP are developed in appropriate areas, and
conform with the surrounding land uses or are developed to minimize conflicts
with adjacent land uses. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the
project-related land use and planning impacts can be reduced below a level of
significance, and as such, the proposed project will not cause unavoidable
significant land use and planning impacts.
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MINERAL RESOURCES

MR-1  IEUA shall locate each facility proposed under the CBP outside of sites designated for the extraction of or as containing
significant mineral resources (such as, located within MRZ-2 zones) or otherwise identified by the local jurisdiction as
containing important mineral resources (such as, designated by the local general plan as being located within a mineral -
extraction related land use). Where it is not feasible to locate such facilities outside of sites designated for mineral
resources, subsequent CEQA documentation shall be prepared to identify specific measures to mitigate the loss of
mineral resources.

Impact Description Impact After Mitigation
As described in Subchapter 4.13, limited mineral resources occur in the As described in Subchapter 4.13, limited mineral resources occur in the
northern portion of the Chino Basin. As such, there is a nominal potential for northern portion of the Chino Basin. As such, there is a nominal potential for
future CBP facilities to be installed within a mineral resource zone. Given that future CBP facilities to be installed within a mineral resource zone. However,
the locations for future CBP facilities are not presently known, the mitigation has been identified to minimize mineral resource impacts that would
development of future CBP facilities could result in a significant impacts to ensure that the proposed facilities associated with the CBP would not result in
mineral resources. significant loss of mineral resources through either relocation, or

compensation for development proposed to be located within an area
containing significant mineral resources. With implementation of mitigation,
project-related mineral resource impacts can be reduced below a level of
significance, and as such, the proposed project will not cause unavoidable
significant mineral resource impacts.

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency
NoIsSE
NOI-1  The following construction noise control practices shall be implemented at all CBP construction sites:

e  Construction staging and activities shall be located in areas as far as practicable from sensitive receivers or in
areas where receivers can be shielded from construction noise.

e Whenever practicable, construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of
equipment simultaneously. IEUA

e All heavy-duty stationary construction equipment shall be placed so that emitted noise is directed away from the
nearest sensitive receivers.

e |EUA shall provide a non-automated telephone number for local residents to call to submit complaints associated
with construction noise during all phases of construction. IEUA shall maintain a log of complaints and shall address
complaints to minimize noise issues for neighbors.
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NOI-3

NOI-4

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Project-level construction noise studies shall be conducted for the following project activities that would exceed the

screening criteria for a less than significant impact:

e All projects under Project Category 1, if the center of the construction site would be located within 225 feet of
residential land uses and/or within 50 feet of commercial land uses

e All projects under Project Category 2, if the center of the construction site would be located within 100 feet of
residential and/or commercial land uses

o Wellhead treatment projects under Project Category 4, if the center of the construction site would be located within
100 feet of residential land uses and/or within 50 feet of commercial land uses

Such noise studies shall identify the existing ambient noise levels, characterize the nearest sensitive receivers, estimate
the noise levels receivers will experience during construction of individual projects, compare estimated noise levels to
the daytime and/or nighttime construction noise criteria in the FTA (2018) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual, outline measures that may be used to reduce noise levels, and determine the amount of noise
reduction that would occur with implementation of these measures. If the individual project would be constructed
concurrently with development projects located within a 0.5-mile radius of the individual project location, the noise study
shall also consider the cumulative impact of construction noise on sensitive receivers. If the project-level noise study
concludes that noise reduction measures are required, Mitigation Measure NOI-3 shall be implemented.

If the results of the project-level construction noise study prepared under Mitigation Measure NOI-2 determine noise
reduction measures are required, noise reduction measures shall be implemented to reduce noise levels to at or below
the daytime and/or nighttime construction noise criteria in the FTA (2018) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual. Construction noise reduction measures may include, but would not be limited to, the use of
mufflers, sound blankets/barriers, and/or enclosures; scheduling construction activities to minimize simultaneous
operation of noise-producing equipment; and/or temporary accommodations for affected residents. If applicable,
construction noise reduction measures shall be implemented to reduce cumulative noise levels to local jurisdiction or
FTA (2018) construction noise criteria. If project-level construction noise cannot be reduced to at or below the local
jurisdiction acceptable noise levels or daytime and/or nighttime construction noise criteria in the FTA (2018) Transit
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, IEUA shall seek a variance from the local noise ordinance prior to
initiating construction.

Prior to the commencement of construction activities for individual projects with noise-generating components (i.e.,
extraction wells, pump stations, and wellhead treatment facilities) where sensitive receivers are located within 1,000 feet
of the individual project sites, project-level operational noise studies shall be conducted. Such noise studies shall
identify the ambient noise levels, characterize the nearest sensitive receivers, estimate the noise levels receivers will
experience during operation of individual projects during the operational period, and compare estimated noise levels to
the noise level standards of the applicable jurisdiction. If one or more other individual CBP projects with noise-
generating components are proposed to be located within 1,000 feet of the individual project under evaluation, the
operational noise study shall also evaluate the combined operational noise levels generated by all CBP projects within
1,000 feet of the individual project site. The operational noise study shall also outline measures that shall be
implemented to reduce noise levels below the local jurisdiction’s noise standards and demonstrate how implementation
of these noise reduction measures would reduce noise levels below the applicable standards. Noise reduction
measures may include, but would not be limited to, alternative site design, alternative orientation of noise sources,
alternative equipment selection, use of sound enclosures, and construction of berms and/or barriers. Noise reduction
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measures shall be implemented to reduce noise levels to the noise level standards of the applicable jurisdiction. If
project-level operational noise cannot be reduced to at or below the local jurisdiction acceptable noise levels, IEUA shall
either (1) select an alternative site location that avoids exceeding the noise level standards of the applicable jurisdiction
at the nearest sensitive receptor, or (2) undergo subsequent CEQA documentation to assess potential site-specific

noise impacts from locating a future facility in close proximity to sensitive receptors.

NOI-5  Whenever practicable, vibration-generating equipment including bull dozers, loaded trucks, drill rigs, vibratory rollers,
and jackhammers shall operate outside the minimum distances specified in Table 4.14-25 of the draft PEIR for historic
sites, other structures, and vibration-sensitive receivers during CBP construction activities. Furthermore, whenever
practicable, vibration-generating equipment including bull dozers, loaded trucks, drill rigs, vibratory rollers, and
jackhammers shall not be operated concurrently with vibration-generating equipment associated with cumulative
development projects located within 600 feet of CBP construction sites.

(copied here to accompany this measure)

Equipment

Large Bull
Dozer

Small Bull
Dozer

Loaded Truck
Drill Rig5

Vibratory
Roller

Jackhammer

NOI-6  Whenever practicable at CBP construction sites within 120 feet of historic sites, other structures, and vibration-sensitive
receivers during CBP construction activities, non-vibratory rollers and small bull dozers shall be utilized instead of
vibratory rollers and large bull dozers.
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Table 4.14-25
VIBRATION LEVEL CONTOURS DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Minimum Distance to Receiving Land Use for a Less Than Significant

Historic
Sites

20

20
20

40

10

All Other
Structures

15

10
15

30

Impact (feet)
Daytime Vibration-
Sensitive
Land Uses

10

10
15

25

Nighttime
Vibration-Sensitive
Land Uses

55
5

35
55

110

25

IEUA

IEUA

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Responsible Agency
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Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

NOI-7  If operation of construction equipment outside the specified buffer distances in Table 4.14-25 of the draft PEIR (copied
and provided under NOI-5) is not practicable, a detailed study of vibration impacts shall be conducted prior to the
commencement of construction for that project. Such vibration studies shall characterize the nearest historic sites,
structures, and/or sensitive receivers; estimate the vibration levels receivers will experience during construction of
individual projects; compare estimated vibration levels to applicable FTA (2018) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual and Caltrans (2020) Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual (CT-HWANP-RT-
20-365.01.01); standards for vibration impacts related to structural damage and human annoyance; outline any
measures that may be used to reduce vibration levels; and determine the amount of vibration reduction that would occur
with implementation of these measures. Vibration reduction measures may include, but would not be limited to, the use
of non-vibratory equipment, vibration monitoring, repair of structural damage, the installation of wave barriers,
maximization of the distance between vibratory equipment and receivers, restriction of vibration-generating activities to
daytime hours, and/or temporary relocation of affected residents. Construction vibration reduction measures shall be
implemented to reduce vibration levels to FTA (2018) and Caltrans (2020) construction vibration thresholds. If project-
level construction vibration cannot be reduced to at or below the FTA (2018) and Caltrans (2020) construction vibration
thresholds, IEUA shall either (1) select an alternative site location that avoids exceeding the FTA (2018) and Caltrans
(2020) construction vibration thresholds at the nearest historic sites, structures, and/or sensitive receivers, or (2)
undergo subsequent CEQA documentation to assess potential site-specific vibration impacts from locating a future
facility in close proximity to historic sites, structures, and/or sensitive receivers.

IEUA
If the individual project would be constructed concurrently with cumulative development projects located within a 600-
foot radius of the individual project construction site, the vibration study shall also consider the cumulative impact of
combined vibration levels at the nearest sensitive receivers by estimating the combined vibration levels receivers will
experience during construction of individual projects and cumulative development; compare estimated vibration levels to
applicable standards for vibration impacts related to structural damage and human annoyance identified by Caltrans
(2020) and the FTA (2018); identify whether the individual project’s contribution to any identified cumulative impact
would be cumulatively considerable; outline any measures that may be used to reduce the project’s contribution to
combined vibration levels; and determine the amount of vibration reduction that would occur with implementation of
these measures. Such measures may include, but are not limited to, the use of non-vibratory equipment, vibration
monitoring, repair of structural damage, the installation of wave barriers, maximization of the distance between vibratory
equipment and receivers, restriction of vibration-generating activities to daytime hours, and/or temporary relocation of
affected residents. Construction vibration reduction measures shall be implemented to reduce cumulative vibration
levels to Caltrans and FTA construction vibration thresholds. If cumulative construction vibration cannot be reduced to
at or below the FTA (2018) and Caltrans (2020) construction vibration thresholds, IEUA shall either (1) select alternative
site locations that avoid exceeding the FTA (2018) and Caltrans (2020) construction vibration thresholds at the nearest
historic sites, structures, and/or sensitive receivers, or (2) undergo subsequent CEQA documentation to assess
potential site-specific vibration impacts from locating a future facility in close proximity to historic sites, structures, and/or
sensitive receivers.
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Impact Description

The Chino Basin contains extensive areas with noise sensitive land uses. Due
to these substantial noise constraints and the installation of future noise-
producing CBP facilities in locations where such noise sensitive uses may exist,
a potential exists for significant noise impacts from implementation of the CBP.
Noise conditions will be unavoidably altered by implementation of the proposed
project, in both the short- and long-term, but this change in noise condition is
not forecast to result in significant adverse impacts with implementation of
mitigation measures listed above.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.14, several mitigation measures were identified
to minimize noise impacts, including those that would: ensure construction
noise minimization practices are in place; ensure that construction noise
studies are conducted for specific CBP projects; ensure that construction
noise and vibration reduction measures are implemented where identified in
the site specific noise study, and where project-level construction noise
cannot be reduced below significance thresholds, IEUA shall seek a variance
from the local noise ordinance prior to initiating construction; ensure
operational noise studies are conducted for specific CBP project sites with
operational noise reduction measures implemented, where applicable, and
ensure that where operational noise cannot be reduced to below significance
thresholds at a specific site, an alternative location is selected or subsequent
CEQA documentation shall be performed; ensure that vibration generating
equipment operate outside of the minimum distances from sensitive
receivers; ensure that minimal-vibration-producing equipment is used near
historic structures; and, where construction must occur outside of the
specified buffer distance intended to minimize construction related vibration,
mitigation is implemented, where vibration levels cannot be reduced to below
significance thresholds, an alternative location is selected or subsequent
CEQA documentation shall be performed. With implementation of these
mitigation measures, the project-related noise impacts can be reduced to a
less than significant impact level.

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

PoOPULATION AND HOUSING

POP-1  If future CBP facilities must be located on parcels occupied by existing housing and displaces that housing as a result,
IEUA will assist with a relocation plan in conformance with Section 7260 et seq. of the California Government Code IEUA
(“California Relocation Assistance Law” or the “Act”) to ensure that short- and long-term housing of comparable quality
and value are made available to the occupant(s) prior to initiating construction of the facility.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES
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Impact Description

As described in Subchapter 4.15, the proposed project would not induce
population growth beyond that which has been planned for in the City and
County General Plans or SCAG planning documents. The proposed project is
growth accommodating, but it does not in and of itself create opportunities for
additional people to move to the region, nor to construct additional housing
beyond those previously under consideration to accommodate the population
envisioned within the applicable General Plans at buildout within each city and
county located in the Chino Basin area. However, given that the locations of
the proposed wells are presently unknown, it is remotely possible that the
development of specific facilities could adversely impact existing housing.
Mitigation is required to reduce this impact to a level of less than significant.

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

PuBLIC SERVICES — FIRE PROTECTION
PS-1
such as construction sites.

PS-2

CBP facilities shall be fenced or otherwise have access controlled to prevent illegal trespass to attractive nuisances,

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.15, implementation of the CBP would not
significantly induce growth within the Chino Basin; however, mitigation is
provided to address the potential for CBP related facilities to displace housing
and/or persons. This mitigation would ensure that the facilities associated with
the CBP that are located on parcels containing housing would be minimized
through the provision of short- and long-term housing of comparable quality,
thereby minimizing impacts below significance thresholds. With implementa-
tion of this mitigation measure, the project-related population and housing
impacts can be reduced below significance thresholds, and as such, the
proposed project will not cause unavoidable significant population and
housing impacts.

Responsible Agency

IEUA

CBP facilities proposed to be located within vacant parkland or CBP facilities proposed to be located within existing

park or recreation facilities that would require more than one acre of disturbance shall be either (1) relocated to avoid
significant impacts to parkland or (2) shall provide supplemental parkland within the corresponding jurisdiction equal or
greater to the amount of parkland or recreation facilities lost as a result of implementation of the CBP facility.

Impact Description

Due to the limited population increase that would occur as a result of
implementation of the CBP, the demand for public services (fire, sheriff,
schools, libraries, etc.) would be minimal. However, it is anticipated that all

sites containing facilities associated with the proposed project would be fenced

in and contain security lighting, which would minimize the future need for
police protection from trespass. Though a significant demand for police
protection services is not anticipated, mitigation is proposed to address
trespass issues. Additionally, construction and staging areas may result in the
temporary closure of parks or portions of parks. However, several parks in the
Chino Basin area would be available for use. This increased use of other
parks would be temporary, during construction only. Once construction is
completed, parks would return to serve their original purpose, with only slightly
less parkland area available for use due to the development of a CBP facility
within the existing park. Additionally, there is a potential for wells or other CBP
facilities to be developed within a vacant site designated for park use, which
would effectively minimize available designated parkland within the Chino
Basin. As such mitigation is required to reduce this impact to a level of less
than significant.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.16, implementation of the CBP would not
significantly impact fire protection, police protection schools, recreation/parks
or other public facilities. However, several mitigation measures were identified
to minimize impacts to police protection and recreation/parks including those
that would: minimize the potential for trespass that could exacerbate demand
for police protection services; and, minimize the potential for loss of park or
recreational facilities as a result of CBP projects through relocation or
provision of supplemental parkland or recreation facilities. With
implementation of these mitigation measure, the project-related police
protection and park/recreation impacts can be reduced to a less than
significant impact level.
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Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

RECREATION
REC-1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Responsible Agency

IEUA shall prepare subsequent CEQA documentation for any Park or Recreation facilities required to be developed as

part of implementation of mitigation measure PS-2—i.e., in the event a CBP Facility would be result in loss of parkland

or recreation facilities.
Impact Description

Under the proposed WVWRP, no recreational facilities are proposed. As
stated under Public Facilities, the development of CBP facilities may be
located within parks or facilities designated for parks and/or recreation use.
Construction and staging areas within parks and/or recreation facilities at
which CBP facilities may be installed may result in the temporary closure of
such facilities or portions of such facilities. However, several park and
recreation facilities in the Chino Basin area would be available for use. This
increased use of other park and recreation facilities would be temporary,
during construction only. Once construction is completed, park and recreation
facilities would return to serve their original purpose, with only slightly less land
area available for such uses. In addition to CBP facility development within
existing park and recreation facilities, there is a potential for CBP facilities to
be developed within a vacant site designated for park use, which would
effectively minimize available designated parkland within the Chino Basin. As
such, mitigation is required to reduce this impact to a level of less than
significant. Additionally, depending on the area required for the given CBP
facility, an individual project could result in the removal of all or a portion of a
park or recreational facility. As such, mitigation is required to ensure that,
should loss of recreation or park facilities occur, replacement occurs resulting
in impacts to recreational facilities are minimized.

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC

TRAN-1 Prepare and Implement Construction Transportation Management Plan

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.17, implementation of the CBP would not
significantly impact recreation. However, mitigation identified under Public
Services that would minimize the potential for loss of park or recreational
facilities as a result of CBP projects would minimize impacts under this issue
as well. Furthermore, mitigation is provided to ensure that, should construction
of recreation or park facilities be required as a part of the CBP, a subsequent
CEQA determination will be prepared to ensure that impacts are appropriately
assessed and mitigated. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the
project-related recreation impacts can be reduced below the level of
significance, and as such, the proposed project will not cause unavoidable
significant recreation impacts.

Responsible Agency

A construction Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be developed and implemented by IEUA in coordination
with the respective jurisdictions, SBCTA, and/or other relevant parties during construction of the proposed project. The
TMP shall conform to Caltrans’ Transportation Management Plan Guidelines and shall include but is not limited to:

IEUA

Construction Traffic Routes and Staging Locations: The TMP shall identify construction staging site locations and
potential road closures, alternate routes for detours, and planned truck routes for construction-related vehicle trips,
including but not limited to haul trucks, material delivery trucks, and equipment delivery trucks. It shall also identify
alternative safe routes and policies to maintain safety along bicycle and pedestrian routes during construction.
Construction vehicle routes shall avoid local residential streets and avoid peak morning and evening commute hours to

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES

1-49



Chino Basin Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

the maximum extent practicable. Staging locations, alternate detour routes, and construction vehicle routes shall avoid
other active construction projects within 0.25 mile of the project construction sites to the maximum extent practicable.

Damage Repair: The TMP shall include the following requirements to minimize damage to the existing roadway

network:

o Alist of precautionary measures to protect the existing roadway network, including but not limited to pavements,
curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and drainage structures, shall be outlined. The construction contractor(s) shall be
required to implement these measures throughout the duration of construction of the water conveyance pipelines.

e The roadway network along the proposed water distribution alignment(s) shall be surveyed prior to the start of
project construction activities, and existing roadway conditions shall be summarized in a brief report.

¢ Any damage to the roadway network that occurs as a result of project construction activities shall be noted, and
IEUA or its contractors shall repair all damage.

Coordination with Emergency Services: The TMP shall include requirements to notify local emergency response
providers, including relevant police and sheriff departments, ambulance services, and paramedic services at least one
week prior to the start of work within public rights-of-way if lane and/or road closures are required. To the extent
practicable, the duration of disruptions/closures to roadways and critical access points for emergency services shall be
minimized.

Coordination with Active Transportation Facilities: The TMP shall require coordination with owners/operators of any
affected active transportation facilities to minimize the duration of disruptions/closures to bike paths, pedestrian trails,
and adjacent access points.

Coordination with SBCTA: If the proposed project affects access to existing transit stops, the TMP shall also include
temporary, alternative transit stops and directional signage, as determined in coordination with SBCTA and Metrolink.

Coordination with Caltrans: If the proposed project requires lane and/or road closures of State highways or State
highway ramps, the TMP shall require coordination with Caltrans to ensure the TMP conforms with Caltrans’
Transportation Management Plan Guidelines.

Coordination with Nearby Construction Sites: The TMP shall identify all active construction projects within 0.25 mile of

project construction sites and require coordination with the applicants and/or contractors of these projects during all

phases of construction regarding the following:

e All temporary lane and/or roadway closures shall be coordinated to limit overlap of roadway closures

e All major deliveries and haul truck trips shall be coordinated to limit the occurrence of simultaneous deliveries and
haul truck trips

e |EUA, its contractor(s), or its representative(s) shall meet on a regular basis with the applicant(s), contractor(s) or
their representative(s) of active construction projects within 0.25 mile of the project construction sites during
construction to address any outstanding issues related to construction vehicles.
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Transportation Control and Safety: The TMP shall provide for roadway vehicle control measures including flag persons,
warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, and/or detour routes to provide safe passage of vehicular, bicycle, and
pedestrian circulation and access by emergency responders.

Plan Approval: The TMP shall be submitted to SBCTA and the respective city community development departments for
review and approval.

Impact Description Impact After Mitigation

Since transportation system facilities occur throughout much of the Chino Impacts to nearby roadways during construction can be mitigated through
Basin and the installation of future water infrastructure facilities can directly implementation of mitigation to ensure that a TMP is put in place. This
impact roadways or traffic on such roadways, a potential for significant mitigation would minimize impacts to transportation from construction by
transportation/traffic impacts from implementation of the CBP was identified in  requiring all construction activities to be conducted in accordance with an
Subchapter 4.18. Construction requires mitigation to implement approved construction traffic management plan. With implementation of this
Transportation Management Plan (TMP). In the long-term, operation of the mitigation measure, the project-related transportation impacts can be reduced
CBP will generate minimal traffic. Ultimately, operation of the CBP would not below the level of significance, and as such, the proposed project will not
generate a significant traffic impact and no operational mitigation is required. cause unavoidable significant recreation impacts.

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

TCR-1 Where a future discretionary project requiring additional CEQA review occurs within an existing facility that has been
totally disturbed due to it undergoing past engineered site preparation (such as a well site, water treatment facility, or IEUA
wastewater treatment plant site), IEUA shall notify the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, but will point out that the
project falls under the CBP evaluation and that the site is fully developed. No further cultural resources or TCR
investigation will be conducted unless the Tribe identifies specific TCR resources/values at such site(s).

TCR-2  Where a future discretionary project requiring additional CEQA review occurs at an undisturbed site, IEUA shall notify
the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) to provide the Tribe with an opportunity to consult on the project. The IEUA
provisions of CUL-2 through CUL-4, as well as TCR-3 shall then be followed through.

TCR-3 If the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) request to consult, the terms of the Mitigation Measures provided
by the Tribe shall be applied to the project, where applicable, and as follows:

SM-CUL-1

Archaeological Monitoring and Testing

At least one archaeologist with at least 3 years of regional experience in archaeology and a Tribal monitor representing IEUA
the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians shall conduct subsurface archaeological testing on the project site via the

employ of a number of subsurface investigative methods, including shovel test probes, remote sensing, and/or deep

testing via controlled units or trenching of appropriate landscapes, with a sample size of at least 25% of the area of

concern dug and dry-sifted through 1/8-inch mesh screens, prior to any ground-disturbing activity. A Testing Plan shall

be created by the archaeologist and submitted to the SMBMI and IEUA for review at least 10 business days prior to

implementation, so as to provide time to review/modify the Plan, if needed. The Plan shall outline the protocol of
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presence/absence testing and contain a Treatment Plan detailing that 1) no collection of artifacts or excavation of
features shall occur during testing, and 2) all discovered resources shall be properly recorded and reburied in situ.

If the results of testing, as approved by SMBMI, are positive, then SMBMI and IEUA shall, in good faith, consult
concerning appropriate treatment of the finding(s), guidance for which is outlined in SM-TCR-1.

If the results of testing, as approved by SMBMI, are negative, then SMBMI will conclude consultation unless any
discoveries are made during project implementation. Any and all discoveries made during project implementation shall
be subject to the Treatment Plan outlined within the Testing Plan developed as described above and the guidelines
contained in SM-TCR-1.

If resources are identified during testing as described above, an archaeological monitor and a Tribal monitor from
SMBMI with at least 3 years of regional experience in archaeology shall be present for all ground-disturbing activities
that occur within the proposed project area (which includes, but is not limited to, tree/shrub removal and planting,
clearing/grubbing, grading, excavation, trenching, compaction, fence/gate removal and installation, drainage and
irrigation removal and installation, hardscape installation [benches, signage, boulders, walls, seat walls, fountains, etc.],
and archaeological work). A sufficient number of monitors shall be present each work day to ensure that simultaneously
occurring ground disturbing activities receive thorough levels of monitoring coverage. A Monitoring and Treatment Plan
that is reflective of the project mitigation (“Cultural Resources” and “Tribal Cultural Resources”) shall be completed by
the archaeologist and submitted to the IEUA for dissemination to the SMBMI. Once all parties review and approve the
plan, it shall be adopted by the IEUA — the plan must be adopted prior to permitting for the project. Any and all findings
will be subject to the protocol detailed within the Monitoring and Treatment Plan.

SM-TCR-1

Treatment of Cultural Resources

If a pre-contact cultural resource is discovered during archaeological presence/absence testing, the discovery shall be
properly recorded and then reburied in situ. A research design shall be developed by the archaeologist that shall
include a plan to evaluate the resource for significance under CEQA criteria. Representatives from the San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians Cultural Resources Department (SMBMI), the archaeologist, and the IEUA shall confer
regarding the research design, as well as any testing efforts needed to delineate the resource boundary. Following the
completion of evaluation efforts, all parties shall confer regarding the archaeological significance of the resource, its
potential as a Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR), avoidance (or other appropriate treatment) of the discovered resource,
and the potential need for construction monitoring during project implementation. Should any significant resource
and/or TCR not be a candidate for avoidance or preservation in place, and the removal of the resource(s) is necessary
to mitigate impacts, the research design shall include a comprehensive discussion of sampling strategies, resource
processing, analysis, and reporting protocols/obligations. Removal of any cultural resource(s) shall be conducted with
the presence of a Tribal monitor representing the Tribe, unless otherwise decided by SMBMI. All plans for analysis shall
be reviewed and approved by IEUA and SMBMI prior to implementation, and all removed material shall be temporarily
curated on-site. It is the preference of SMBMI that removed cultural material be reburied as close to the original find
location as possible. However, should reburial within/near the original find location during project implementation not be
feasible, then a reburial location for future reburial shall be decided upon by SMBMI and the IEUA, and all finds shall be
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reburied within this location. Additionally, in this case, reburial shall not occur until all ground-disturbing activities
associated with the project have been completed, all monitoring has ceased, all cataloguing and basic recordation of
cultural resources have been completed, and a final monitoring report has been issued to IEUA, CHRIS, and SMBMI.
All reburials are subject to a reburial agreement that shall be developed between the landowner and SMBMI outlining
the determined reburial process/location, and shall include measures and provisions to protect the reburial area from
any future impacts (vis a vis project plans, conservation/preservation easements, etc.).

Should it occur that avoidance, preservation in place, and on-site reburial are not an option for treatment, the landowner
shall relinquish all ownership and rights to this material and confer with SMBMI to identify an American Association of
Museums (AAM)-accredited facility within the County that can accession the materials into their permanent collections
and provide for the proper care of these objects in accordance with the 1993 CA Curation Guidelines. A curation
agreement with an appropriate qualified repository shall be developed between the landowner and museum that legally
and physically transfers the collections and associated records to the facility. This agreement shall stipulate the
payment of fees necessary for permanent curation of the collections and associated records and the obligation of the
Lead Agency/Developing Agency to pay for those fees.

All draft records/reports containing the significance and treatment findings and data recovery results shall be prepared
by the archaeologist and submitted to the IEUA and SMBMI for their review and comment. After approval from all
parties, the final reports and site/isolate records are to be submitted to the local CHRIS Information Center, the IEUA,
and SMBMI.

SM-TCR-2

Inadvertent Discoveries of Human Remains/Funerary Objects

In the event that any human remains are discovered within the project area, ground disturbing activities shall be
suspended 100 feet around the resource(s) and an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) physical demarcation/barrier
constructed. The on-site lead/foreman shall then immediately who shall notify SMBMI and the IEUA. The IEUA shall
then immediately contact the County Coroner regarding the discovery. If the Coroner recognizes the human remains to
be those of a Native American, or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, the Coroner shall
ensure that notification is provided to the NAHC within twenty-four (24) hours of the determination, as required by
California Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 (c). The NAHC-identified Most Likely Descendant (MLD), shall be allowed,
under California Public Resources Code § 5097.98 (a), to (1) inspect the site of the discovery and (2) make
determinations as to how the human remains and funerary objects shall be treated and disposed of with appropriate
dignity. The MLD, and IEUA to discuss in good faith what constitutes "appropriate dignity" as that term is used in the
applicable statutes. The MLD shall complete its inspection and make recommendations within forty-eight (48) hours of
the site visit, as required by California Public Resources Code § 5097.98.

Reburial of human remains and/or funerary objects (those artifacts associated with any human remains or funerary
rites) shall be accomplished in compliance with the California Public Resources Code § 5097.98 (a) and (b). The MLD
in consultation with the landowner, shall make the final discretionary determination regarding the appropriate
disposition and treatment of human remains and funerary objects. All parties are aware that the MLD may wish to
rebury the human remains and associated funerary objects on or near the site of their discovery, in an area that shall
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Responsible Agency

not be subject to future subsurface disturbances. The IEUA should accommodate on-site reburial in a location mutually

agreed upon by the Parties.

It is understood by all Parties that unless otherwise required by law, the site of any reburial of Native American human
remains or cultural artifacts shall not be disclosed and shall not be governed by public disclosure requirements of the

California Public Records Act. The Coroner, parties, and IEUA, will be asked to withhold public disclosure information
related to such reburial, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California Government Code § 6254 (r).

Impact Description

As described in Subchapter 4.19 of this DPEIR, the San Manuel Band of
Mission Indians requested continued participation with this project's CEQA
process and future project implemented under the CBP. Concerns expressed
include the following: accidental exposure of subsurface cultural resources and
proper management of such resources; concerns over exposure of human
remains and proper management; and presence of Native American monitors
during future ground disturbing activities. Through incorporation of mitigation
measures, impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources are considered less that
significant.

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
UTIL-1

Impact After Mitigation

Through incorporation of mitigation measures, impacts to Tribal Cultural
Resources are considered less that significant. The mitigation measures
provide a hierarchy from which to approach future CBP projects, involving (1)
notification to the three tribes at project sites that have been totally disturbed,;
(2) at undisturbed project sites, AB 52 consultation will be initiated and a
records search shall be performed as part of a site specific Phase |
evaluation, and the site shall be surveyed; and (3) further site-specific study of
large scale projects, tribal and archaeological monitoring, and , and specific
treatment requirements for buried Tribal Cultural Resources that may be
uncovered during construction of future projects. Thus, with implementation of
mitigation to protect tribal cultural resources, the project would not cause
significant unavoidable adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources

Responsible Agency

Implementation of a Drainage Plan to Reduce Downstream Flows. Prior to issuance of permits for construction of
project facilities, IEUA shall prepare a drainage plan that includes design features to reduce stormwater peak

IEUA

concentration flows exiting the above ground facility sites (consistent with MS4 requirements) so that the capacities of
the existing downstream drainage facilities are not exceeded. These design features could include bio-retention, sand
infiltration, return of stormwater for treatment within the treatment plant, and/or detention facilities.

UTIL-2

For future CBP projects that do not have access to electrical or natural gas connections in the immediate vicinity

(defined here as a 1,000-foot buffer from a given project site), and will require either extension of infrastructure or

creation of new infrastructure to meet electricity and/or natural gas needs at a future CBP facility site, subsequent

IEUA

CEQA documentation shall be prepared that fully analyzes the impacts that would result from extension or development

of electrical or natural gas infrastructure.
UTIL-3

For future CBP projects that do not have access to telecommunication connections in the immediate vicinity (defined

here as a 1,000-foot buffer from a given project site), and will require either extension of infrastructure or creation of

new infrastructure to meet telecommunication needs at a future CBP facility site, subsequent CEQA documentation

IEUA

shall be prepared that fully analyzes the impacts that would result from extension or development of electrical or natural

gas infrastructure.
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UTIL-4

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Responsible Agency

Should the agencies operating the brine disposal systems (Orange County Sanitation District [OCSD]and Los Angeles

County Sanitation District [LACSD]) determine that the capacity requested on behalf of CBP operations is greater than
that which can be accommodated with existing treatment capacities, subsequent CEQA documentation addressing the

required facility expansions shall be prepared. l.e., should the CBP require access to greater capacity from an existing
brine disposal system (including the IEBL, the NRWS, or the Etiwanda Wastewater Line [EWL]) beyond that which can

IEUA

be accommodated by existing facilities--excluding pipeline connections required to connect CBP facilities to these brine
disposal systems (such as the 8,200 LF proposed to be installed as part of the CBP)—subsequent CEQA

documentation shall be prepared.
UTIL-5

The contract with demolition and construction contractors for a given CBP project shall include the requirement that all
materials that can feasibly be recycled shall be salvaged and recycled. This includes but is not limited to wood, metals,
concrete, road base and asphalt. The contractors for a given CBP project shall submit a recycling plan to IEUA for review

IEUA

and approval prior to issuance of permits for the construction of demolition/construction activities.

UTIL-6

shall be reused on site to balance soil import/export.
Impact Description

Subchapter 4.20 concluded that implementation of the CBP could significantly
impact stormwater drainage, energy, natural gas telecommunications, or solid
waste as a result of requiring the construction or extension of such utilities as a
result of development of the CBP. This is because the proposed CBP may be
developed within sites that would require extension of or that may impact
existing utility service systems. The provision of sufficient water supply within
the Chino Basin could be impacted significantly by the development of the
CBP without the implementation of mitigation. Additionally, the CBP could
impact wastewater system capacities as a result of demand on brine
conveyance and treatment systems that are required in order to support the
project. The CBP could also generate solid waste that could be in excess of
landfill capacities or could conflict with the applicable regulations pertaining to
the disposal of solid waste. Mitigation is required in order to ensure significant
solid waste impacts do not occur. Furthermore, as discussed under
Subchapter 4.20 of this DPEIR, the proposed CBP could result in significant
impacts related to construction-related GHG emissions that would exceed the
approximated SCAQMD thresholds for construction activities, thus the
extension and construction of new water and wastewater facilities would result
in a potentially significant impact.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES

The contract with demolition and construction contractors for a given CBP project shall include the requirement that all
soils that are planned to be exported from the site that can be recycled shall be recycled for re-use; alternatively, soils

IEUA

Impact After Mitigation

Subchapter 4.20 concluded that implementation of the CBP would not
significantly impact stormwater drainage, energy, natural gas telecom-
munications, or solid waste. Additionally, mitigation is required to minimize
impacts related to stormwater through implementation of a drainage plan to
reduce downstream flows for future CBP projects. Mitigation is required to
address potential impacts related to solid waste including those that would:
ensure that construction and demolition materials that are salvageable are
recycled, and thereby diverted from the local landfill, which will minimize the
potential for CBP projects to generate waste in excess of local landfill
capacities; and ensure that soils that would generally be exported from a
given construction site are salvaged where possible for recycling and
ultimately reuse, thereby diverting this waste stream from the local landfill.
The construction of infrastructure related to energy and natural gas was
analyzed and determined to be less than significant with the implementation of
mitigation. This mitigation would ensure that CBP projects not located in an
area containing adjacent access to electricity and natural gas infrastructure
would require subsequent CEQA documentation. With implementation of this
mitigation the proposed project will not cause unavoidable significant adverse
impacts to energy or natural gas. The construction of infrastructure related to
telecommunications was determined to be less than significant with the
implementation of mitigation. This mitigation would ensure that CBP projects
not located in an area containing adjacent access to telecommunication
infrastructure would require subsequent CEQA documentation. With
implementation of this mitigation the proposed project will not cause
unavoidable significant adverse impacts to telecommunications.
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Based on the facts and findings presented in the DPEIR analysis, the proposed
project will not cause unavoidable significant adverse impacts to stormwater
drainage, energy, natural gas, telecommunications, or solid waste.

Implementation of mitigation measures pertaining to solid waste would:
ensure that construction and demolition materials that are salvageable are
recycled, and thereby diverted from the local landfill, which will minimize the
potential for CBP projects to generate waste in excess of local landfill
capacities; ensure that soils that would generally be exported from a given
construction site are salvaged where possible for recycled and ultimately
reuse, thereby diverting this waste stream from the local landfill; and, ensure
that recyclable waste streams are diverted from the local landfill, thereby
ensuring compliance with the required 50 percent waste diversion mandated
by the State and minimize the potential for CBP projects to generate waste in
excess of local landfill capacities.

The topic of water and wastewater infrastructure were also discussed in
Subchapter 4.20. The extension of water and wastewater related infra-
structure was determined to be potentially significant. However, the provision
of sufficient water supply within the Chino Basin was determined to be less
than significant with the implementation of mitigation that would minimize
impacts related to loss of pumping sustainability, result in potential reduction
in net recharge and impacts to Safe Yield, and/or result in new subsidence.
These mitigation measures will ensure that sufficient water supplies are
available to serve the Parties within the Chino Basin. The mitigation is
extracted from Subchapter 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality (discussed
above) and would create a hierarchy of checks and balances as part of the
sustainable management of the Basin through continuous monitoring of
known issues within the Basin and a comparable mitigative response to
ensure that these issues do not result in a significant impact. Additionally, the
provision of sufficient wastewater treatment capacity at area wastewater
treatment plants would be ensured through mitigation that would ensure
subsequent CEQA documentation is required where the overall CBP would
require greater brine conveyance capacity than area brine disposal facilities
can accommodate. As such, impacts related to wastewater treatment
capacities at area and regional facilities would be less than significant with the
implementation of mitigation.

However, as discussed under Subchapter 4.20 of this DPEIR, the proposed
CBP could result in significant impacts related to construction-related GHG
emissions that would exceed the approximated SCAQMD threshold for 2030
of 6,000 MT of COze per year during the most intensive year of construction
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WILDFIRE
WEF-1

WE-2

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

activities (2027), and therefore would potentially hinder the statewide GHG
emission reduction target for 2030 that would result from the extension of
water- and wastewater-related infrastructure. Such construction of the CBP
has the potential to hinder statewide GHG emissions targets, and therefore
the proposed CBP could result in significant and unavoidable GHG impacts
related to construction of new or expansion or modifications to existing water
and wastewater facilities.

Environmental Category /Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

Prior to initiating construction of proposed facilities within public rights-of-way (ROW), IEUA shall prepare and

implement a Traffic Control Plan that contains comprehensive strategies for maintaining emergency access during

construction. Strategies shall include, but are not limited to, maintaining steel trench plates at the construction sites to

restore access across open trenches, flag persons and related assets to manage the flow of traffic, and identification of IEUA
alternate routing around construction zones, where necessary. In addition, police, fire, and other emergency service

providers (local agencies, Caltrans, and other service providers) shall be notified of the timing, location, and duration of

the construction activities and the location of detours and lane closures. IEUA shall ensure that the Traffic Control Plan

and other construction activities are consistent with the San Bernardino County Operational Area Emergency Response

Plan, and are reviewed and approved by the local agency with authority over construction within the public ROW.

Prior to construction of facilities located in areas designated as High or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZSs)
by CAL FIRE, fire hazard reduction measures shall be incorporated into a fire management plan/fuel modification plan
for the proposed facility, and shall be implemented during construction and over the long-term for protection of the site.
These measures shall address all staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development that are planned to
use spark-producing equipment. These areas shall be cleared of dried vegetation or other material that could ignite.
Any construction equipment that can include a spark arrestor shall be equipped with a spark arrestor in good working
order. During the construction of the project facilities, all vehicles and crews working at the project site shall have
access to functional fire extinguishers and related fire prevention equipment (such as emergency sand bags, etc.) at all
times. In addition, construction crews shall have a spotter during welding activities to look out for potentially dangerous
situations, including accidental sparks. This plan shall be reviewed by the IEUA and provided to CAL FIRE for review
and comment, where appropriate, and approved prior to construction within high and very high FHSZs and
implemented once approved. The fire management plan shall also include sufficient defensible space or other
measures at a facility site located in a high or very high FHSZ to minimize fire exposure and damage to a level
acceptable to the IEUA over the long-term.

IEUA
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Impact Description

The location of CBP facilities would likely not be located in designated very
high fire hazard severity zones, but since many of the proposed CBP facilities
sites have not yet been identified, it is possible that one or more future facilities
could be required to locate within such areas.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact After Mitigation

The analysis of wildfire issues in Subchapter 4.18 impacts from implementing
the CBP are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Mitigation was
identified to minimize impacts to wildfire (gathered from other sections of the
IS) that would: reduce the project’s potential traffic conflicts that could be
exacerbating in high fire hazard zones by requiring all construction activities to
be conducted in accordance with an approved construction traffic control plan;
and, ensure fire hazard reduction measures are incorporated into a fire
management plan/fuel modification plan for the proposed facility. Thus, with
implementation of mitigation to minimize wildfire impacts, the project would
not cause significant unavoidable adverse impacts under wildfire.
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Table 1.6-1
TABULAR COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Would the Project/Alternative Result in Significant Adverse Impacts

to the Resource Issues of ...?7

Which is the environmentally

Alternative 1: Alternative 2:

Chino Basin No Project . : ; ;
superior Alternative?
Program Alternative Ba_sellne Reglon_al Water P
cBP NPA Compliance Plan Quality and
(CBP) ( (BCPA) Reliability Plan
Aesthetics No No No No . NP.A; Al A_Iternatl_ves Iess_ t'han'
significant with or without mitigation
Agricultural No No No No ‘ NRA; All A_Iternatl_ves Iess_ t_han_
significant with or without mitigation
. . NPA; All Alternatives less than
Alr Quality No No No No significant with or without mitigation
RI’3|oIog|caI Yes No No Yes NPA and BCPA are equal
esources
NPA; All Alternatives less than
Cultural Resources No No No No significant with or without mitigation
NPA; All Alternatives less than
Energy No No No No significant with or without mitigation
. NPA; All Alternatives less than
Geology & Soils No No No No significant with or without mitigation
Greenhouse Gas Yes No Yes Yes NPA
Hazards & No No No No NPA; All Alternatives less than
Hazardous Materials significant with or without mitigation
Hydrology & No Yes No No CBP, BCPA and Alternative 2 are
Water Quality equal
Land Use & No No No No NPA; All Alternatives less than
Planning significant with or without mitigation
Mineral Resources No No No No . NP.A; Al Alternatl_ves Ies; t_han_
significant with or without mitigation
. NPA; All Alternatives less than
Noise No No No No significant with or without mitigation
Population & NPA; All Alternatives less than
: No No No No L . . A
Housing significant with or without mitigation
Public Services No No No No . NP.A; Al Alternatlyes Iess t_han_
significant with or without mitigation
. NPA; All Alternatives less than
Recreation No No No No significant with or without mitigation
Transportation & No No No No NPA; All Alternatives less than
Traffic significant with or without mitigation
Utilities &
Service Systems Yes Yes No Yes BCPA
Wildfire No No No No ‘ NRA; All Alternatlyes Ies; t_han_
significant with or without mitigation
Would Meet Yes No Some All Except One -

Project Objectives?
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CHAPTER 2 — INTRODUCTION

2.1 BACKGROUND

The Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA or Agency) serves as a wholesale imported water
distributor for the Chino Groundwater Basin (Chino Basin) and provides industrial/municipal
wastewater collection and treatment and other related utility services for the western portion of
the Santa Ana River watershed in the southwestern-most portion of San Bernardino County.
Current services provided or programs supported by IEUA also include: production of recycled
water; sewage collection and treatment; distribution of imported and recycled water supplies; co-
composting of manure and municipal biosolids; desalinization of groundwater supplies; renewable
energy generation; and disposal of non-reclaimable industrial wastewater and brine.

IEUA and its local partners have developed long-term plans to implement a variety of new
infrastructure to meet future needs for wastewater treatment and potable water supplies while
increasing resiliency and sustainability of regional water resources management. The CBP
provides an opportunity to implement critical long-term project components of these plans,
addressing local, regional, and potentially statewide and federal water resources management
issues. The CBP is a revolutionary, first-of-its-kind program designed to help the region move
beyond traditional water management practices and into a new era of water use optimization.
The CBP promotes proactive investment in managing the water quality of the Chino Basin and in
meeting regional water supply reliability needs in the face of climate change, while leveraging
California’s interregional plumbing system and the Chino Basin’s future potential for water
recycling to produce benefits to local, State and federal interest.

The CBP was submitted for Proposition 1 — Water Storage Investment Program (WSIP) funding
and was awarded $206.9M in conditional funding in July 2018. Under the WSIP, the CBP is
proposed as a 25-year conjunctive use project that would develop and utilize a new AWPF to
treat and store up to 15,000 acre feet per year (AFY) of recycled water in the Chino Basin and
extract the water during call years, which will likely be in dry seasons. The CBP would increase
additional available groundwater supplies in the adjudicated Chino Basin through increased water
recycling that would result from operation of a new advanced water purification facility (AWPF)
and through groundwater storage by operation of new injection wells. The CBP would thereby
enable IEUA to dedicate a commensurate amount of this “new” water locally generated from the
AWPF to remain in the State Water Project system up at Lake Oroville in Northern California that
would otherwise be delivered to Southern California. The additional Lake Oroville water would
subsequently be released in the form of pulse flows in the Feather River to improve habitat
conditions for native salmonids and achieve environmental benefits.

The CBP has identified the following project objectives, which also help address local, State and
federal objectives as follows:

e Meet Permit Compliance for the Continued Use of Recycled Water in the Chino
Groundwater Basin: The project provides groundwater recharge facilities to recharge
high quality recycled water, thus reducing TDS levels within the Chino Groundwater Basin.

e Maintain Commitments for Salt Management to Enable Sustainable Use of Recycled
Water in the Basin: With the implementation of AWPF with an expected effluent
concentration of 100 mg/L, the recycled water TDS will be significantly reduced.

o Develop Infrastructure That Addresses Long Term Supply Vulnerabilities: The CBP
would improve the use of recycled water at a regional level through new regional pipelines
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enabling greater potential access to recycled water and enhances local groundwater
supplies through the installation of additional extraction wells and through the installation
of new wellhead treatment systems that would bring existing out-of-service wells online.

e Provide a Source of Water for Emergency Response: The project results in 15,000
AFY in local supplies which can be used to augment the water supply portfolio during
unplanned or catastrophic events.

o Develop an Integrated Solution to Produce State and Federal Environmental
Benefits: The project develops a highly reliable new water supply formally dedicated to
environmental benefit that can be deployed dynamically and managed flexibly to address
varying and changing ecological needs.

Pursuant to Section 15060(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, upon finding that the proposed CBP might
have one or more significant effects on the existing project environment and surrounding
environment, IEUA determined that an environmental impact report (EIR) should be prepared to
address potential impacts from the CBP. Thus, IEUA prepared this Chino Basin Program Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR or Draft PEIR) that evaluates the potential broad scope or
programmatic environmental impacts that would result from constructing and implementing the
proposed project. The information CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require to be included in an
EIR is included in this DPEIR, and it addresses each of the 20 topics identified in Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines, as follows: aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, greenhouse gas
emissions/climate change, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land
use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population/housing, public services, recreation,
transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities/service systems, and wildfire.

2.2 PURPOSE AND USE OF AN EIR

CEQA was adopted to further the Legislature’s goal of maintaining the quality of the environment
for the people of the State. Compliance with CEQA, and its implementing CEQA Guidelines,
requires an agency making a decision on a project (defined as an action that can change the
physical environment) to consider that project’s potential environmental effects/impacts before
granting any discretionary approvals or entitlements for it. Further, the State adopted a policy
"that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environ-
mental effects of such projects.” Thus, an agency, in this case IEUA, must examine feasible
alternatives and identify feasible mitigation measures as part of the environmental review process.
CEQA also states "that in the event specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible
such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in
spite of one or more significant effects thereof." (Public Resources Code § 21002.)

When applied to a specific project, such as the proposed CBP, the reviewing agency is required
to identify the potential environmental impacts of implementing the project and, where potential
significant impacts are identified, must determine whether there are feasible mitigation measures
or alternatives that can be implemented to avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of a project. The first step in this process—determination that an EIR is
required and issuance of a Notice of Preparation of an EIR (NOP)—has been completed for the
CBP. This constitutes the “project being considered for approval and implementation” by IEUA.
IEUA has now prepared this DPEIR to address any potential significant impacts that may result
from implementation of the proposed CBP project.
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As stated above, the following environmental issues will be analyzed in this DPEIR: aesthetics,
agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy,
geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions/climate change, hazards and hazardous materials,
hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population/housing, public
services, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities/service systems, and wildfire.

2.2.1 NOP and Scoping Meeting Comment Letters and Responses

IEUA prepared and circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project. The NOP public
review period through the State Clearinghouse began on September 16, 2021 and ended on
October 15, 2021. Respondents were requested to send their input as to the scope and content
of environmental information and issues that should be addressed in the DPEIR no later than 30
days after receipt of the NOP. The NOP was distributed to interested agencies, the State
Clearinghouse (SCH# 2021090310), and a list of interested parties compiled by IEUA. IEUA held
a scoping meeting on October 6, 2020 at 6 p.m. at the IEUA’s Agency Headquarters Board Room
located at 6075 Kimball Avenue, Building A, Chino, CA 91708. The date, time and location of the
scoping meeting were announced in the NOP.

IEUA received seven written responses to the NOP but received no comments, written or oral, at
the scoping meeting. The seven written comments are summarized below, and a brief response
to each issue organized by environmental topic is provided following the summary of each
comment letter. Copies of each letter are provided below in Subchapter 8.2. The location where
the issues raised in the comments are addressed is described in the following text.

Comment Letter #1 from California State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking
Water (DDW) (dated 10/11/21) states:
o DDW would like to see the following addressed in the EIR:

o Include alist of all the water systems within the Project, the water system’s number,
and water system components that will be added to each system that will trigger a
drinking water supply permit amendment.

o Include a description of these new or modified components of the Project in
enough detail to determine if a new water supply permit or permit amendment will
be required.

o Provide a project site map that includes all new or modified water system
components with the water system they belong to.

o Include the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water, in
any list of agencies that will be approving a permit, and the drinking water permit(s)
mentioned under any list of permits needed.

Comment Letter #2 from Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) (dated 9/20/21) states:
e This letter summarizes the applicability of AB 52 and SB 18 to a given project.
e This letter summarizes AB 52 requirements.
e This letter summarizes SB 18 requirements.
e This letter summarizes recommendations for Cultural Resource Assessments as
follows:
o The IEUA should contact the appropriate California Historical Research
Information System (CHRIS) Center for an archaeological records search.
o Archaeological surveys, where required, should be prepared in a professional
report.
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o The NAHC should be contacted for a sacred lands file search and to procure a
Native American Tribal Consultation List.

o Lack of surface evidence does not preclude the existence of subsurface evidence
and as such, the IEUA should include mitigation that addresses the potential for
inadvertent discovery, provisions for the deposition of cultural items, and include
provisions for the treatment and disposition of native American human remains.

Comment Letter #3 from the San Bernardino County Department of Public Works (dated
10/12/21) states:

This letter advises that the project may alter existing or future storm drains and as such
is subject to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District’s (SBCFCD)
Comprehensive Storm Drain Plans (CSDP) and Master Plans of Drainage (MPD): CSDP
1: Rancho Cucamonga, Chino Airport Master Storm Drain Plan (MSDP), Chino Hills
MPD, Chino Hills Area MPD, and W. Cucamonga MPD, CSDP 2: Upland MPD, Ontario
MPD, Montclair MPD, Fontana MPD, and Chino MPD.

Impacts associated with the project's occurrence in the Flood Zones mentioned and
mitigation should be discussed within the Draft EA prior to adoption by the IEUA.

IEUA enforce, at a minimum, the most current FEMA regulations for construction within
a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) and coordinate the project with the U.S. Army
Corps. of Engineers (USACOE) within the Prado Dam Inundation area.

Any encroachments on SBCFCD right-of-way or facilities, including but not limited to
access, fencing and grading, utility crossings, landscaping, new and/or alteration to
drainage connections will require a permit from SBCFCD prior to start of construction.
The necessity for permits, and any impacts associated with them, should be addressed
in the project environmental documents prior to adoption and certification.

Comment Letter #4 from the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) (dated
10/12/21) states:

In order to ensure that impacts from the permits are fully and adequately evaluated as
required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15096(b), it is recommended that the IEUA
initiate consultation with South Coast AQMD.

Staff recommends that the IEUA use South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook
and website as guidance when preparing the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses.
It is also recommended that the IEUA use the CalEEMod land use emissions software

Staff recommends that the IEUA quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the
emissions to South Coast AQMD’s CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance
thresholds and localized significance thresholds (LSTs) to determine the project’s air
quality impacts.

The IEUA should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from
all phases of the project and all air pollutant sources related to the project, including both
construction and operational impacts.

o Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to,
emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-
loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g.,
heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g.,
construction worker vehicle trips, material transport trips, and hauling trips).

o Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are not limited to, emissions
from stationary sources (e.g., boilers and air pollution control devices), area
sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road
tailpipe emissions and entrained dust).
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O

O

Air quality impacts from indirect sources, such as sources that generate or attract
vehicular trips, should be included in the analysis.

Emissions from the overlapping construction and operational activities should be
combined and compared to South Coast AQMD'’s regional air quality CEQA
operational thresholds to determine the level of significance.

e |f the project generates diesel emissions from long-term construction or attracts diesel-
fueled vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, it is recommended
that the IEUA perform a mobile source health risk assessment.

e In the event that the project results in significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA
requires that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be
utilized to minimize these impacts. Several resources to assist the IEUA with identifying
potential mitigation measures for the project include:

(@)
O

South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook.

South Coast AQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the 2016 Air
Quality Management Plan.

Southern California Association of Government’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan for the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy.

Comment Letter #5 from the City of Ontario (dated 10/14/21) states:
e The Project Description should include the following:

O

Describe the Agency participation and financing for the Program and expand on
how it is anticipated that the program will be paid for at a local level.

Describe the administration of performance criteria during call years for
participating and non-participating agencies, including limitations on access to
imported water for either participating or non-participating agencies.

Identify the sources and supply of recycled water to be treated and pledged to the
program, and include a description of the Project’s compliance with participating
agency’s Right to First Purchase of treated wastewater per the Regional Sewerage
Contract.

e The City of Ontario believes that the program objectives should be modified as follows:

O

Objective 3, which states “Develop infrastructure that addresses long term supply
vulnerabilities” should be removed and replaced with the City’s proposed
Obijective 7.

Obijective 4 should be revised to state “provide a local source of water...”
Objective 5 should be revised to state “Enhance recharge (injection wells and/or
recharge basins) and...”

Objective 6 should be revised to state “Develop a solution to produce
environmental benefits by enhancing local supply and reducing reliance on
important water.”

Proposed Objective 7, which Ontario proposes should replace Objective 3, states
“Develop local water resources by utilizing recycled water locally in the Chino
Groundwater Basin to meet the current and future needs of a growing region”
Proposed Objective 8 states “Minimize the need for additional infrastructure by
optimizing existing infrastructure.”

Proposed Objective 9 states “Comply and be consistent with the Regional
Sewerage Contract, including but not limited to compliance with each Contracting
Agency’s Right of First Purchase of treated wastewater.”

e The City of Ontario proposes there be an alternative defined as the Local Control and
Supply Alternative that evaluates treating and injecting, what they believe to be, currently
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underutilized recycled water in the Chino Groundwater Basin for local use with no export
or in-lieu elements, to include the following components:

o Make beneficial use of recycled water currently being discharged to the Santa Ana
River.

o Develop a local supply by advance treated recycled water which would be
available to agencies in any given year, enabling agencies to reduce reliance on
imported water.

o Provide purified water pumping and conveyance for groundwater injection
(injection wells and/or recharge basins).

o Implement and be consistent with the rights of contracting parties pursuant to the
Regional Sewage Contract.

o This alternative would not include the following components:

= Groundwater extraction and treatment
= Potable water pumping and conveyance
= Potable water usage (MWD pump-back or in-lieu)

o This alternative would only include PUT components with participating agencies

extracting the advanced water from the Basin using existing infrastructure.

Comment Letter #6 from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (dated 10/14/21)
states:

e The CDFW letter addresses CDFW'’s role as a trustee and responsible agency.

o CDFW recommends that the EIR specifically include:

o An assessment of the various habitat types, and a map that identifies the location
of each habitat type.

o A general biological inventory of the fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal
species that are present or have the potential to be present within each habitat
type onsite and within adjacent areas that could be affected.

o A complete, recent inventory of rare, threatened, endangered, and other sensitive
species within, as well as any offsite areas with the potential to be affected.

o CDFW strongly encourages that future climate or demographic changes that will affect the
sustainable management of a groundwater basin, as well as environmental uses and the
hydrologic links between surface and groundwater be incorporated.

o CDFW recommends that the EIR utilize a hybrid approach to cumulative impacts, with a
list of past, present, and probable future projects/activities being considered in
combination with baseline conditions, projections, and adopted planning documents.

e The 2017 Annual Report determined that: 1) discharge in the Santa Ana River and its
tributaries has declined since 2005; 2) decreases in the normalized difference vegetation
index (NDVI) observed from 2015-2017 at several areas occurred during the growing-
season for both Chino Creek and Mill Creek; and 3) northern reaches above the Mill Creek
and the Santa Ana River confluence are “losing reaches” characterized by streambed
recharge, while most other areas along Chino Creek and Mill Creek are “gaining reaches”
characterized by groundwater discharge. CDFW again urges that this, along with other
available data, be used to analyze the potential cumulative impacts of the Program.

e CDFW recommends that IEUA utilize the Basin Technical Advisory Committee (BTAC)
findings and continue to collaborate to ensure groundwater and surface water impacts are
adequately evaluated and considered.

o CDFW attached notable goals, objectives, and performance monitoring and asks that
IEUA keep these in mind when preparing the EIR:

o Approximately 70% of the supply is of local origin coming from local groundwater,
local precipitation and surface flows, and recycled water
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o Maintain reliable and resilient water supplies and reduce dependency on imported
water.
o Manage at the watershed scale for preservation and enhancement of the natural
hydrology to benefit human and natural communities.
o Preserve and enhance the ecosystem services provided by open space and

habitat within the watershed.

e CDFW recommends that the EIR address a reasonable range of alternatives, including
the no project alternative, which should address climate change and drought that may
affect the community.

e CDFW indicates that the EIR should identify mitigation measures and alternatives to avoid
or minimize potential impacts to the extent feasible:

O

The EIR should be designed to completely avoid any fully protected species that
have the potential to be present within or adjacent to any project or activity within
the Program, or that may be impacted due to habitat modification, loss of foraging
habitat, and/or interruption of migratory and breeding behaviors.

The EIR should include measures to fully avoid and otherwise protect sensitive
plant communities from direct and indirect impacts.

California Species of Special Concern (CSSC) should be considered during the
environmental review process.

CDFW considers adverse impacts to sensitive species and habitats to be
significant to both local and regional ecosystems, and the EIR should include
mitigation measures for these adverse impacts.

The EIR should include measures to perpetually protect the targeted habitat values
within mitigation areas from direct and indirect adverse impacts in order to meet
mitigation objectives to offset project-induced qualitative and quantitative losses of
biological values.

If sensitive species and/or their habitat may be impacted, CDFW recommends the
inclusion of specific mitigation in the EIR.

CDFW recommends that the EIR specify mitigation that is roughly proportional to
the level of impacts.

Plans for restoration and revegetation should be prepared by persons with
expertise in Southern California ecosystems and native plant restoration
techniques. CDFW outlines what the plans should entail.

CDFW recommends that the EIR include the results of avian surveys, as well as
specific avoidance and minimization measures to ensure that impacts to nesting
birds do not occur. The EIR should also include specific avoidance and
minimization measures that will be implemented should a nest be located within
the project site.

To avoid direct mortality, CDFW recommends that the IEUA condition the EIR to
require that a CDFW-approved qualified biologist be retained to be onsite prior to
and during all ground- and habitat-disturbing activities to move out of harm’s way
special status species or other wildlife of low or limited mobility that would
otherwise be injured or killed from project-related activities.

CDFW generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or
transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered
species

CDFW recommends that the EIR address all Project impacts to listed species and
specify a mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will meet the
requirements of the California Endangered Species Act (CESA).
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o CDFW'’s issuance of an LSA Agreement is a “project” subject to CEQA (see Public
Resources Code § 21065). To facilitate issuance of an LSA Agreement, if
necessary, the PEIR should fully identify the potential impacts to the lake, stream,
or riparian resources, and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, and monitoring
and reporting commitments.

o To ameliorate the water demands of this Project, CDFW recommends
incorporation of water-wise concepts in project landscape design plans.

o CDFW requests that the IEUA report any special status species and natural
communities detected during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB).

o CDFW notes the required filing fees

Comment Letter #7 from the Orange County Water District (OCWD) (dated 10/14/21) states:

o OCWD states it believes that IEUA must divert 17,000 AFY of tertiary recycled water to
the Santa Ana River (SAR) or its tributaries above the Prado Dam.

e OCWD relays support for IEUA’s effort to utilize wastewater to meet growing demands
and reduce independence on imported water, while also complying with the Basin
objective for TDS.

e OCWD recharges all baseflow of the SAR discharged from Prado Dam, and as such, if
the CBP would reduce flows to the SAR, OCWD assumes it will need to increase
reliance on imported water.

e OCWD states that the EIR should discuss and quantify the change in the amount of
imported water to Southern California during an average year and over the 25-year
lifespan of the CBP that would result from its implementation.

e OCWD states that the EIR should analyze and quantify the biological benefit to
Salmonids by accounting for the change in imported water needs of Southern California
as a whole as a result of the CBP.

¢ OCWD states that the EIR should analyze and quantify the greenhouse gas emissions
by accounting for the CBP’s impact on Southern California’s total imported water needs.

e Should the CBP result in the removal of 17,000 AFY of surface water from the Santa
Ana River Watershed, biological impacts could occur, and should therefore be
sufficiently analyzed to determine whether there would be negative impacts to the Prado
Basin riparian habitat. Mitigation should be addressed to ensure specific actions are
taken to minimize negative consequences of the CBP.

A brief response to each issue raised is provided below organized by Chapter and environmental
topic.

Chapter 3: Project Description

Comment Letter #1 (DDW): The comment letter supplied by the DDW requested a list of all the
water systems within the CBP, the water system’s number, and water system components that
will be added to each system that will trigger a drinking water supply permit amendment, and a
description of these new or modified components of the project in enough detail to determine if a
new water supply permit or permit amendment will be required. Additionally, DDW requested a
project site map that includes all new or modified water system components with the water system
they belong to, and the inclusion of the DDW in the list of agencies from which the CBP
implementation would require permits, as well as a list of the types of permits required.

Response: The water systems, water system numbers, components, and descriptions thereof of
facilities requiring drinking water supply permits cannot yet be supplied to DDW, as the specific
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details of what connections will be required have not yet been defined. At this time, the water
agencies that have expressed an interest in future connections to the CBP facilities are Jurupa
Community Services District (JCSD), Cucamonga Valley Water District (CVWD), and Fontana
Water Company (FWC). The water system numbers of these agencies are as follow:

e JCSD - 3310021
e CVWD -3610018
e FWC -3610041

Other member agency water systems may connect to CBP infrastructure in the future, but it is not
known at this time which additional agencies and water systems would connect to the CBP
infrastructure. IEUA and its CBP partner agencies are aware that water system permit
amendments will be required and will facilitate the application for water system permits applied
when the project specific details are known, which is anticipated to be during the design phase.
Detailed descriptions of the project components are found in the Project Description, but as stated
above, specific sites and connections have not yet been selected. The figures that have been
prepared for the proposed project in the Project Description depict the PUT and TAKE
Alternatives, and at this time, these are the most detailed figures available. The DDW is included
in the list provided under Subchapter 3.13, Entitlements, Approvals and Other Agency
Participation, found in the Project Description along with the anticipated types of permits to be
required.

Comment Letter #5 (Ontario): The comment letter supplied by the City of Ontario requests that:
the CBP Objectives be revised (Objectives), the project description describe the Agency
participation and financing for the Program and expand on how it is anticipated that the program
will be paid for at a local level (Financing), the project description describe the administration of
performance criteria during call years for participating and non-participating agencies, including
limitations on access to imported water for either participating or non-participating agencies
(Imported Water), and the project description identify the sources and supply of recycled water to
be treated and pledged to the program (Recycled Water Source), and include a description of the
Project’s compliance with participating agency’s Right to First Purchase of treated wastewater per
the Regional Sewerage Contract (RFP Compliance).

Response (Objectives): CEQA does not require a lead agency to modify its project objectives in
deference to comments responding to a NOP. The Obijectives that have been suggested by the
City of Ontario would fundamentally alter the purpose and objectives of the CBP project.
Furthermore, the Objectives that have been identified in the Project Description for the CBP were
developed in conjunction with the description of the project as IEUA submitted it for Proposition 1
— Water Storage Investment Program (WSIP) funding. As such, itis imperative that the Objectives
remain as follows (and as extracted from Chapter 3, the Project Description):
e Meet Permit Compliance for the Continued Use of Recycled Water in the Chino
Groundwater Basin.
e Maintain Commitments for Salt Management to Enable Sustainable Use of Recycled
Water in the Basin.
Develop Infrastructure That Addresses Long Term Supply Vulnerabilities.
e Provide a Source of Water for Emergency Response.
Develop an Integrated Solution to Produce State and Federal Environmental Benefits.

Response (Financing): IEUA appreciates Ontario’s comment. Financing of the CBP has been
addressed in CBP Workshops, and is specifically addressed in the WSIP Feasibility Study Report
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and the Carollo TM called “Chino Basin Program Rate Impact Analysis — October 2021”, which
have been made available to all IEUA member agencies for comment, including the City of
Ontario. The financing of the CBP is not a CEQA issue, and is therefore not addressed in this
DPEIR.

Response (Imported Water): This question was previously asked, and the response that was
provided stated that CBP performance does not reduce imported water availability to IEUA
agencies. CBP Patrticipating Agencies will take stored CBP water and use it locally in-lieu of
purchasing water from Metropolitan.

Response (Recycled Water Source): The question was previously asked and the response that
was provided stated that the AWPF recycled water for the CBP will be from Participating
Agencies.

Response (RFP Compliance): The question was previously asked and the response that was
provided stated that CBP-participating agencies will have first priority to CBP-water supplies.

Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): CDFW attached notable goals, objectives, and performance
monitoring and asks that IEUA keep these in mind when preparing the EIR; these are:
e Approximately 70% of the supply is of local origin coming from local groundwater, local
precipitation and surface flows, and recycled water.
¢ Maintain reliable and resilient water supplies and reduce dependency on imported water.
e Manage at the watershed scale for preservation and enhancement of the natural
hydrology to benefit human and natural communities.
e Preserve and enhance the ecosystem services provided by open space and habitat within
the watershed.

Response: The proposed project would aim to contribute to localizing the water supply, as it would
reduce dependency on imported water through the provision of 15,000 AFY of advanced purified
water that would be injected into the Chino Basin. IEUA would pump locally stored groundwater
and deliver it to MWD or use the water locally instead of taking raw imported water from MWD
(referred to as in lieu). MWD would then leave behind an equivalent amount of water in Lake
Oroville to be dedicated and released for the requested ecosystem benefit. The benefits and
objectives of the CBP are described in Chapter 3, the Project Description.

Furthermore, the CBP DPEIR provides substantial data regarding the region’s natural resources;
future management of both biology and hydrological resources; and ecosystem values. As stated
above, the vast majority of site-specific impacts are shown as occurring within urban areas, not
within sensitive habitats. Loss of sensitive habitat without mitigation is not anticipated. The CBP
is intended to be overlaid atop the ongoing Chino Basin water management programs, and when
implemented will maintain resilience and the ability to continue to use recycled water for recharge
into the Chino Groundwater Basin. These findings are substantiated in the DEIR, primarily the
hydrology and water quality (Subchapter 4.11), and biology (Subchapter 4.5) sections.

Comment Letter #7 (OCWD): The OCWD comment letter states that OCWD believes that IEUA
must divert 17,000 AFY of tertiary recycled water to the Santa Ana River (SAR) or its tributaries
above the Prado Dam.

Response: OCWD is correct in this assumption, and this is outlined in Subsection 3.5.3 of the
Project Description.
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Comment Letter #7 (OCWD): The OCWD comment letter relays support for IEUA’s effort to utilize
wastewater to meet growing demands and reduce independence on imported water, while also
complying with the Basin objective for TDS.

Response: IEUA appreciates OCWD’s comments. How the CBP would utilize wastewater to meet
growing demands and reduce independence on imported water, while also complying with the
Basin objective for TDS is further discussed in the Project Description for the CBP (Chapter 3).

Comment Letter #7 (OCWD): OCWD states that the EIR should discuss and quantify the change
in the amount of imported water to Southern California during an average year and over the
25-year lifespan of the CBP that would result from its implementation.

Response: As stated in the Project Description under Subsection 3.5.1, over the 25 year program
a total of 375,000 AF would be recharged and a commensurate amount would be extracted. This
is the total amount of imported water that would be off-set by the CBP over the 25 year life of the
project. IEUA has acknowledged in this DPEIR that the proposed CBP would result in a reduction
in surplus flows to the Santa Ana River (SAR). While IEUA would continue to meet its baseflow
obligations to the SAR, and is projected to exceed its baseflow obligations to the SAR even with
the proposed diversions of recycled water from IEUA, WRCRWA, and Rialto, the proposed CBP
would probably result in a reduction in surplus flows to the SAR. IEUA is aware that OCWD
currently recharges essentially all baseflow of the SAR water discharged from the Prado Dam,
and understands that it may also rely on the surplus flows that IEUA has contributed to the SAR
in recent years. Given the above, the proposed CBP could have a potential to reduce surplus
flows to the SAR, which OCWD may rely on as a contribution to its overall groundwater supply to
meet its service area demand. OCWD has indicated that it may need to increase the volume of
imported water purchased in order to replace any reduction in SAR baseflow. While IEUA’s
modeling of the CBP suggests that the CBP would not result in a violation of the baseflow
obligation to the SAR (refer to Subchapter 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, and the Addendum
to the Technical Memorandum prepared by West Yost provided as Appendix 4 to Volume 2 of
this DPEIR), if OCWD has come to rely on surplus flows and would require imported water to
supplement its supply as a result, the annual energy emissions that would be offset by precluding
the need for imported SWP water by the CBP may be overestimated from a cumulative
perspective.

Subchapter 4.2: Aesthetics
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.3: Agriculture and Forestry Resources
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.4: Air Quality

Comment Letter #4 (SCAQMD): The comment letter supplied by SCAQMD recommends that the
environmental analysis utilize the following tools and resources to address the air quality
environmental analysis: South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and website,
CalEEMod land use emissions software, South Coast AQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan for the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, Southern California Association of
Government’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the 2020-2045 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.
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Response: These tools were consulted or utlized in drafting the technical appendices
(Appendices 5 and 9 to Volume 2 of this DPEIR address Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
respectively) and in crafting the environmental analyses for the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) Subchapters (4.4 and 4.9).

Comment Letter #4 (SCAQMD): The comment letter supplied by SCAQMD recommends that the
IEUA quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the emissions to South Coast AQMD’s
CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds and LSTs to determine the project’s
air quality impacts.

Response: The emissions were calculated and compared against the significance thresholds
referenced above. LSTs are discussed under Subsection 4.4.4.2, and under Subsection 4.4.5(c).
Criteria pollutants and emissions thereof are discussed under Subsection 4.4.2.4, 4.4.4.1, and
under Subsection 4.4.5(b).

Comment Letter #4 (SCAQMD): The comment letter supplied by SCAQMD recommends that the
IEUA should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of
the project and all air pollutant sources related to the project, including both construction and
operational impacts, including overlapping construction and operational activities.

Response: All phases of the project and all pollutant sources related to the project during
construction, operation, and any overlapping construction and operational activities are
addressed under Subsection 4.4.5.

Comment Letter #4 (SCAQMD): The comment letter supplied by SCAQMD recommends that the
IEUA should, if the project generates diesel emissions from long-term construction or attracts
diesel-fueled vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, perform a mobile
source health risk assessment.

Response: No health risk assessment has been performed as this project would not generate or
attract diesel fueled vehicular trips. Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions are discussed under
Subsection 4.4.5(b).

Comment Letter #4 (SCAOMD): The comment letter supplied by SCAQMD recommends that, in
the event that the project results in significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all
feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized to minimize these
impacts.

Response: The proposed project would, without the implementation of mitigation, result in a
significant construction emission impact. As such, mitigation is required and shall be implemented
to ensure that project related nitrogen oxide (NOy) impacts will be reduced below the SCAQMD'’s
regional significance threshold. This is addressed under Subsection 4.4.5(b).

Subchapter 4.5: Biological Resources
Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): The comment letter provided by CDFW recommended that the EIR
specifically include:
o An assessment of the various habitat types, and a map that identifies the location of each
habitat type.

ToM DODSON & ASSOCIATES 2-12



Chino Basin Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report INTRODUCTION

e A general biological inventory of the fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal species
that are present or have the potential to be present within each habitat type onsite and
within adjacent areas that could be affected.

¢ A complete, recent inventory of rare, threatened, endangered, and other sensitive species
within, as well as any offsite areas with the potential to be affected.

Response: Note that the proposed project is programmatic in nature, and most of the locations in
which CBP facilities will be installed have not yet been identified. IEUA reviewed the various
regional data bases and concluded that the Santa Ana River Habitat Conservation Plan Draft EIR
(SAR HCP DEIR) contained the most current and expansive discussion of the habitat types,
assessment of biological resources, and discussion of rare, threatened, endangered and sensitive
species regarding the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed. This document was incorporated by
reference on the whole, and specific sections with pertinent data are referenced and provided in
the text of Subchapter 4.5 and provided in detail in Appendix 6. In addition, the General Biology
report prepared in 2020 in conjunction with the Chino Basin Watermaster Optimum Basin
Management Program Update (OBMPU) Draft EIR is also provided in Appendix 6 for additional
regional information. Much of the data provided for the Santa Ana River Habitat Conservation
Plan (SAR HCP) and HCP DEIR has been included in the Environmental Setting of Subchapter
4.5, under Subsection 4.5.2. A complete, recent inventory of rare, threatened, endangered, and
other sensitive species can be found in this subsection, and this as well as a general biological
inventory that is specific to the development at RP-4 can be found in Appendix 6, in the site-
specific Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the proposed AWPF at RP-4. As
individual sites for proposed CBP Infrastructure facilities are identified in the future comparable
studies will be completed and provided to CDFW for review.

Comment Letter #6 (CDEFW): CDFW recommends that the EIR utilize a hybrid approach to
cumulative impacts, with a list of past, present, and probable future projects/activities being
considered in combination with baseline conditions, projections, and adopted planning
documents.

Response: The cumulative impact projections were made using regional planning documents and
site-specific technical studies, and more specifically modeling that takes into account the existing
and projected conditions within the Basin, with the proposed CBP being analyzed against these
existing and projected conditions. Additionally, the cumulative impact evaluation in this DPEIR
relies upon the cumulative evaluation of impacts forecast in the SAR HCP DEIR, and the
Avoidance and Mitigation Measures (AMMS) identified to offset impacts that are forecast in the
Upper SAR watershed. Cumulative impacts are discussed in each issue subchapter of Chapter 4
in this document, and are either located at the end of each subchapter, or at the end of each
individual issue under each subchapter. Cumulatively considerable impacts from implementation
of the CBP were identified for the topics of Biological Resources, Greenhouse Gas, and Utilities
and Service Systems. As future sites are located and evaluated, potential impacts at these sites
that may contribute to cumulative effects within the Upper SAR watershed will be evaluated on a
case-by-case basis.

Specifically, as this recommendation applies to biological resources, the proposed CBP project
operations may result in a reduction in surface flows in the Santa Ana River and into Prado Basin.
In addition, Low Impact Development ordinances, local policies, and municipal storm water
detention regulations will encourage water conservation and flow detention, resulting in a
cumulative reduction in surface flows reaching Prado Basin. These cumulative flow reductions
may result in reduced acreage of healthy riparian forest that supports sensitive species such as
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least Bell’s vireo as well as aquatic species such as the Santa Ana Sucker and Southern California
arroyo chub. To mitigate the effects of the cumulative diversions on habitat values and
conservation objectives, the SAR HCP determined that potential impacts of water management
agencies in the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed that cumulative impacts to covered species
and supporting habitat can be mitigated by implementing the HCP, though cumulative impacts to
the Santa Ana Sucker are anticipated to be cumulatively considerable. The SAR HCP DEIR
concluded that such impacts should be treated as cumulatively considerable and unavoidably
significant given the possibility that the effectiveness of some of the HCP mitigation measures
cannot be guaranteed to be successful. As a contributor to this cumulative effect and a Permittee
Agency, IEUA concurs with this finding and has identified it as a cumulatively considerable
contribution to cumulative biological resource impacts in the area. This discussion can be found
in Subchapter 4.5, specifically under Subsection 4.5.8.

Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): The CDFW comment letter states that the 2017 Annual Report
determined that: 1) discharge in the Santa Ana River and its tributaries has declined since 2005;
2) decreases in the normalized difference vegetation index (NDVI) observed from 2015-2017 at
several areas occurred during the growing-season for both Chino Creek and Mill Creek; and
3) northern reaches above the Mill Creek and the Santa Ana River confluence are “losing
reaches” characterized by streambed recharge, while most other areas along Chino Creek and
Mill Creek are “gaining reaches” characterized by groundwater discharge. CDFW again urges
that this, along with other available data, be used to analyze the potential cumulative impacts of
the Program.

Response: Please refer to the Addendum to the Technical Memorandum prepared by West Yost
provided as Appendix 4 to Volume 2, as it addresses the impacts to the SAR baseflow by IEUA.
Additionally, these issues are addressed in this DPEIR and in the HCP DEIR. Pertinent sections
of the HCP DEIR are provided in Appendix 6 of the CBP DPEIR.

The CBP is not anticipated to result in the inability of IEUA or WMWD to meet the baseflow
obligation, and is therefore not anticipated to result in a significant impact to the health of the
habitat supported at Prado Basin as the minimum annual flow of 34,000 AFY will continue to be
available even with implementation of the CBP. As such, the habitat within Prado Basin is
supported by surface water inflows, rising groundwater, and detention by the Prado Dam. Future
flows have been cumulatively modified for Upper Santa Ana River and Prado Basin in the SAR
HCP described above. IEUA is a Permittee Agency and is expected to be a participant in the
future SAR HCP. IEUA’s operational water diversions have a potential to contribute to a
cumulative adverse impact on biological resources both in the Upper Santa Ana River channel
and Prado Basin. Based on implementing avoidance and mitigation measures in accordance with
the mitigation outlined in the SAR HCP DEIR (presented in Appendix 6), the impacts to 21 of the
identified covered species can be reduced to a less than cumulatively considerable adverse
impact or even beneficial impacts. However, according to the SAR HCP DEIR the cumulative
operational diversions from the SAR may contribute to a significant adverse impact on the Santa
Ana Sucker. As described above, this impact is not unequivocal; it is based on insufficient data
to ensure that all of the proposed avoidance and mitigation measures are effective, particularly
translocation, which “may not achieve their intended result.” IEUA concurs with the preceding
cumulative impact findings of the SAR HCP DEIR. This discussion can be found under Subsection
4.5.6 (1a) and 2(a), as well as under 4.5.7, which, in addition to the data provided in Appendix 6
containing the SAR HCP DEIR’s environmental analysis, addresses mitigation that would reduce
impacts from the CBP on biological resources to the greatest extent feasible.
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Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): CDFW indicates that the EIR should identify mitigation measures
and alternatives to avoid or minimize potential impacts to the extent feasible:

e The EIR should be designed to completely avoid any fully protected species that have the
potential to be present within or adjacent to any project or activity within the Program, or
that may be impacted due to habitat modification, loss of foraging habitat, and/or
interruption of migratory and breeding behaviors.

e The EIR should include measures to fully avoid and otherwise protect sensitive plant
communities from direct and indirect impacts.

e California Species of Special Concern (CSSC) should be considered during the
environmental review process.

o CDFW considers adverse impacts to sensitive species and habitats to be significant to
both local and regional ecosystems, and the EIR should include mitigation measures for
these adverse impacts.

e The EIR should include measures to perpetually protect the targeted habitat values within
mitigation areas from direct and indirect adverse impacts in order to meet mitigation
objectives to offset project-induced qualitative and quantitative losses of biological values.

o If sensitive species and/or their habitat may be impacted, CDFW recommends the
inclusion of specific mitigation in the EIR.

o CDFW recommends that the EIR specify mitigation that is roughly proportional to the level
of impacts.

o Plans for restoration and revegetation should be prepared by persons with expertise in
southern California ecosystems and native plant restoration techniques. CDFW outlines
what the plans should entail.

e CDFW recommends that the EIR include the results of avian surveys, as well as specific
avoidance and minimization measures to ensure that impacts to nesting birds do not
occur. The EIR should also include specific avoidance and minimization measures that
will be implemented should a nest be located within the project site.

e To avoid direct mortality, CDFW recommends that the lead agency condition the EIR to
require that a CDFW-approved qualified biologist be retained to be onsite prior to and
during all ground- and habitat-disturbing activities to move out of harm’s way special status
species or other wildlife of low or limited mobility that would otherwise be injured or killed
from project-related activities.

o CDFW generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation
as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species

e CDFW therefore recommends that the EIR addresses all Project impacts to listed species
and specifies a mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will meet the
requirements of CESA.

Response: Detailed mitigation measures are provided in Subchapter 4.5, and IEUA believes they
conform with the content identified above. Please note that each future site will be evaluated by
a professionally qualified biologist and the first decision by IEUA will be whether to relocate a
particular facility (avoidance) to another site based on sensitivity of biological resources identified
at the location.

Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): The comment letter supplied by CDFW indicates that CDFW’s
issuance of an LSA Agreement is a “project” subject to CEQA (Public Resources Code § 21065).
To facilitate issuance of an LSA Agreement, if necessary, the DPEIR should fully identify the
potential impacts to the lake, stream, or riparian resources, and provide adequate avoidance,
mitigation, and monitoring and reporting commitments.
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Response: Mitigation measure MM BI10O-3 requires the IEUA to obtain the appropriate regulatory
permits, including an LSA Agreement, and also addresses the types of mitigation that would be
provided to fully address potential impacts thereof. Furthermore, IEUA will focus on avoidance of
disturbing stream channel or other wetland or riparian resources. Additionally, MM BIO-4 requires
jurisdictional water preconstruction surveys at all future selected CBP sites, and the results would
be used to calculate impact acreages and determine the amount of compensatory mitigation
required to offset the loss of wetland functions and values. These measures can be found under
Subsection 4.5.7. At this time, the locations for most CBP facilities are unknown, and as such it
would be speculative to identify site specific impacts to lake, stream, or riparian resources. Hence,
MMs BIO-3 and BIO-4, are required to ensure that any such impacts will be fully mitigated.

Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): The CDFW comment letter recommends that, to ameliorate the
water demands of this project, the lead agency should incorporate water-wise concepts in project
landscape design plans.

Response: This practice has been in place at IEUA facilities for many years and will continue to
be incorporated in future CBP facility design. Furthermore, mitigation (MM BI10O-26) is provided to
accomplish this objective such that any landscaping required to support CBP facility sites will use
water-wise or xeric landscaping.

Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): The comment letter supplied by CDFW requests that any special
status species and natural communities detected during Project surveys are submitted to the
CNDDB.

Response: No special status species or natural communities were detected during project survey
for RP-4; however, future site-specific biological resources assessments will be required to report
their findings to the CNDDB.

Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): The CDFW comment letter notes the required filing fees.

Response: IEUA is aware of the filing fees and appreciates CDFW'’s reminder.

Comment Letter #7 (OCWD): The comment letter provided by OCWD recommends that, should
the CBP result in the removal of specifically the 17,000 AFY baseflow obligation from the Santa
Ana River Watershed, biological impacts could occur, and should therefore be sufficiently
analyzed to determine whether there would be negative impacts to the Prado Basin riparian
habitat. Mitigation should be addressed to ensure specific actions are taken to minimize negative
consequences of the CBP.

Response: As stated under the above response to CDFW’s comment letter, the Addendum to
the Technical Memorandum prepared by West Yost, provided as Appendix 4 to Volume 2,
addresses the CBP’s impacts to the SAR baseflow. This Addendum indicates that the CBP is not
anticipated to result in the inability of IEUA or WMWD to meet the baseflow obligation. As such,
it is not anticipated to result in a significant impact to the health of the habitat supported at Prado
Basin as the minimum annual flow of 34,000 AFY will continue to be available even with
implementation of the CBP.

As OCWD is aware, habitat within Prado Basin is supported by surface water inflows, rising
groundwater, and detention by the Prado Dam. Future flows have been cumulatively modified for
Upper Santa Ana River and Prado Basin in the SAR HCP. IEUA is a Permittee Agency and is

ToM DODSON & ASSOCIATES 2-16



Chino Basin Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report INTRODUCTION

expected to be a participant in the future SAR HCP. IEUA’s operational water diversions have a
potential to contribute to a cumulative adverse impact on biological resources in both the Upper
Santa Ana River channel and Prado Basin. Based on implementing avoidance and mitigation
measures in accordance with the mitigation outlined in the SAR HCP DEIR (presented in
Appendix 6), the impacts to 21 of the identified covered species can be reduced to a less than
cumulatively considerable adverse impact or even beneficial impacts. However, according to the
SAR HCP DEIR the cumulative operational diversions from the SAR may contribute to a
significant adverse impact on the Santa Ana Sucker. As described above, this impact is not
unequivocal; it is based on insufficient data to ensure that all of the proposed avoidance and
mitigation measures are effective, particularly translocation, which “may not achieve their
intended result.” IEUA concurs with the preceding cumulative impact findings of the SAR HCP
DEIR. This discussion can be found under Subsection 4.5.6 (1a) and 2(a), as well as under 4.5.7,
which, in addition to the data provided in Appendix 6 containing the SAR HCP DEIR’s
environmental analysis, addresses mitigation that would reduce impacts from the CBP on
biological resources to the greatest extent feasible.

Comment Letter #7 (OCWD): OCWD states that the EIR should analyze and quantify the
biological benefit to Salmonids by accounting for the change in imported water needs of Southern
California as a whole as a result of the CBP.

Response: Please refer to the discussion of cumulative impacts under Subsection 4.5.8 in the
Biological Resources Subchapter (4.5). There would be a benefit to the Salmonids through
improvement of habitat conditions likely during dry years. The pulse flows that would occur during
“call years” would improve the survival of out-migrating salmon.

Subchapter 4.6: Cultural Resources
Comment Letter #2 (NAHC): The comment letter supplied by the NAHC recommends that the
Cultural Resources Assessment be prepared in accordance with its standards.

Response: The Cultural Resources Assessment specific to the development at RP-4 has been
prepared in accordance with the NAHC’s recommended standards. This report is provided as
Appendix 7 to Volume 2 of this DPEIR.

Comment Letter #2 (NAHC): The comment letter supplied by the NAHC recommends that they
be contacted for a sacred lands file search and to procure a Native American Tribal Consultation
List.

Response: This comment is noted, and IEUA will follow through with this requirement upon future
site specific cultural resource investigations.

Comment Letter #2 (NAHC): The comment letter supplied by the NAHC indicates that lack of
surface evidence does not preclude the existence of subsurface evidence and as such, IEUA
should include mitigation that addresses the potential for inadvertent discovery, provisions for the
deposition of cultural items, and include provisions for the treatment and disposition of native
American human remains.

Response: Given that many of the locations for specific CBP facilities have not yet been identified,
the Cultural Resources environmental analysis assumes that subsurface, as well as unknown
aboveground historical, archaeological, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources may exist
within future CBP project sites. Detailed mitigation has been provided to address the potential for
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such resources to exist, and to address the treatment and disposition of such resources should
they be discovered. These mitigation measures can be found under Subsection 4.6.6.

Subchapter 4.7: Energy
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.8: Geology and Soils
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.9: Greenhouse Gases (GHG)

Comment Letter #4 (SCAQMD): The comment letter supplied by SCAQMD recommends that the
environmental analysis utilize the following tools and resources to address the GHG
environmental analysis: South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and website,
CalEEMod land use emissions software, South Coast AQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan for the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, Southern California Association of
Government's Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the 2020-2045 Regional Trans-
portation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.

Response: These tools were consulted and/or utilized in drafting this DPEIR’s technical
appendices (Appendices 5 and 9 to Volume 2 of this DPEIR address Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gas respectively) and in crafting the environmental analyses for the Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gas (GHG) Subchapters (4.4 and 4.9).

Comment Letter #4 (SCAQMD): The comment letter supplied by SCAQMD recommends that the
IEUA should identify any potential adverse air quality and greenhouse gas impacts that could
occur from all phases of the project, including both construction and operational impacts, including
overlapping construction and operational activities.

Response: All phases of the project, including construction, operation, and any overlapping
construction and operational activities, are evaluated in terms of GHG emission potential under
Subchapter 4.9, GHG,; specifically, under Subsections 4.9.4 and 4.9.5.

Comment Letter #4 (SCAQOMD): The comment letter supplied by SCAQMD recommends that, in
the event that the project results in significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all
feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized to minimize these
impacts.

Response: The proposed project could, with or without the implementation of mitigation, result in
significant construction and operations related GHG emissions. This is because, since IEUA does
not know to what extent these measures will be sufficient to reduce either operational or
construction related emissions below the SCAQMD threshold, it is not possible to ensure that this
significant construction and operations-related impacts would be avoided. No feasible mitigation
exists that would ensure the CBP’s construction and operations are reduced below the identified
SCAQMD thresholds. This is addressed under Subsection 4.9.5(a).

Comment Letter #7 (OCWD): OCWD states that the EIR should analyze and quantify the
greenhouse gas emissions by accounting for the CBP’s impact on Southern California’s total
imported water needs.
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Response: The response to this comment can be found at Subsection 4.9.5(a), under the
cumulative impact analysis. An excerpt has been provided as follows: While IEUA would continue
to meet its baseflow obligations to the SAR, and is projected to exceed its baseflow obligations to
the SAR even with the proposed diversions of recycled water from IEUA, WRCRWA, and Rialto,
the proposed CBP would probably result in a reduction in surplus flows to the SAR. As such,
though IEUA’s modeling of the CBP suggests that the CBP would not result in a violation of the
baseflow obligation to the SAR (refer to Subchapter 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, and the
Addendum to the Technical Memorandum prepared by West Yost provided as Appendix 4 to
Volume 2 of this DPEIR), if OCWD has come to rely on surplus flows and would require imported
water to supplement its supply as a result, the annual energy emissions that would be offset by
precluding the need for imported SWP water by the CBP may be overestimated from a cumulative
perspective.

From a cumulative perspective, if the CBP would result in OCWD requiring an increase in
imported water due to reduced surplus flows to the SAR, the cumulative energy demand would
be increased commensurate with the amount of imported water OCWD would require from the
SWP, thereby requiring energy to deliver an unknown amount of imported water to OCWD to
supplement its supply. Nevertheless, as determined above, the CBP could contribute cumulatively
considerable GHG emissions as a result of the CBP’s electricity consumption itself, which may
not be carbon-neutral by 2045, thereby potentially hindering the State’s 2030 and long-term GHG
emission reduction goals. It would be somewhat speculative to determine to what extent the
increased use of imported water by OCWD would increase the CBP’s cumulative contribution to
GHG emissions; regardless, the CBP could contribute to a cumulatively considerable GHG impact
that cannot be mitigated.

Subchapter 4.10: Hazards and Hazardous Materials
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.11: Hydrology and Water Quality

Comment Letter #3 (San Bernardino County Department of Public Works): The comment letter
from the San Bernardino County Department of Public Works relates to flood hazards that might
result from the proposed CBP.

Response: The flood hazards are addressed at Subsection 4.11.5, under issues c(iv) and d.
Mitigation is provided to ensure that impacts related to future CBP facilities located in flood hazard
zones are fully addressed and reduced below significance thresholds.

Comment Letter #3 (San Bernardino County Department of Public Works): The comment letter
from the San Bernardino County Department of Public Works relates to coordination with the
USACOE within the Prado Dam Inundation Area.

Response: The risk associated with flood hazards is addressed at Subsection 4.11.5, under
issues c(iv) and d. Mitigation that covers development in all 100-year floodplains within the CBP
project area is provided to ensure that impacts related to future CBP facilities located in flood
hazard zones are fully addressed and reduced below significance thresholds. No CBP projects
are anticipated to be located within the Prado Dam Inundation Area specifically, and where any
CBP facility, excepting those that are located at existing permitted facilities and pipelines and
turnouts located belowground, must be located within either the Prado Dam Inundation Area
specifically, or within a 100-year flood hazard, subsequent CEQA documentation would be
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required. In such subsequent CEQA documentation, USAOCE coordination, where applicable,
would be addressed.

Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): The comment letter from CDFW recommends that future climate or
demographic changes that will affect the sustainable management of a groundwater basin, as
well as environmental uses and the hydrologic links between surface and groundwater be
incorporated.

Response: Through the use of the SAR HCP DEIR, the DPEIR’s Subchapter 4.11 addresses the
data regarding hydrologic links between surface and groundwater. The groundwater model
utilized to analyze the impacts from the CBP on the Basin takes climate change into account and
also takes into account the baseline conditions, which indirectly account for demographic changes
in the area. Surface flows are discussed throughout this DPEIR, including in Subchapters 4.7 and
4.9 (Energy and Greenhouse Gas) as they relate to Santa Ana River (SAR) diversions and
baseflows, as well as Subchapter 4.5, Biological Resources, and finally under Subchapter 4.11,
as the impacts to the SAR have been fully addressed therein and within the Addendum to the
Technical Memorandum prepared by West Yost provided as Appendix 4 to Volume 2.

As discussed in the DPEIR, the demographic changes are less important for this project because
the vast majority of the proposed facilities will be located within existing urbanized areas,
essentially between Interstate 10 and Interstate 210 (north/south) and the San Bernardino/Los
Angeles County boundary and Sierra Avenue (east/west). If forecasts of future climate change
are accepted, there will be greater amounts of precipitation in the project area in some years, but
also a potential for more years of drought. As a member of the SAR HCP (permittee with covered
activities) and a participant in the Chino Basin Watermaster’s programs, IEUA is already
committed to adaptive management to address both water management and the habitat
supported by surface and groundwater within the Chino Basin and the Upper Santa Ana River
watershed, including climate change.

Comment Letter #6 (CDFW): CDFW recommends that IEUA utilize the Basin Technical Advisory
Committee (BTAC) findings and continue to collaborate to ensure groundwater and surface water
impacts are adequately evaluated and considered.

Response: Through the use of the SAR HCP DEIR, the DPEIR’s Subchapter 4.11 addresses the
data regarding hydrologic links between surface and groundwater. These are found in this DPEIR
and in the SAR HCP DEIR and the Technical Memoranda provided by West Yost. Pertinent
sections of the SAR HCP DEIR are provided in Appendix 6 of the CBP DPEIR and in Appendix 4
of the DPEIR, respectively.

Subchapter 4.12: Land Use and Planning

Comment Letter #3 (San Bernardino County Department of Public Works): The comment letter
from the San Bernardino County Department of Public Works indicates that any encroachments
on the SBCFCD’s right-of-way or facilities, including but not limited to access, fencing and
grading, utility crossings, landscaping, new and/or alteration to drainage connections will require
a permit from the SBCFCD prior to start of construction. The necessity for permits, and any
impacts associated with them, should be addressed in the Project environmental documents prior
to adoption and certification.

Response: The proposed CBP would be constructed within locations that have not yet been
selected. As a result, it is not possible to indicate whether any SBCFCD encroachment permits
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would be required in order to implement the proposed project. However, should the proposed
project require encroachment within SBCFCD rights-of-way or facilities, IEUA shall coordinate
with SBCFCD and obtain the appropriate permits and notify the SBCFCD upon selection of a
location within SBCFCD rights-of-way or facilities.

Subchapter 4.13: Mineral Resources
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.14: Noise
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.15: Population and Housing
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.16: Public Services
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.17: Recreation
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.18: Transportation and Traffic
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.19: Tribal Cultural Resources

The comments received by the NAHC (comment letter #2), apply to Tribal Cultural Resources, in
addition to Cultural Resources. Refer to the discussion above regarding the DPEIR’s Subchapter
4.6: Cultural Resources, for responses to NAHC’s comments.

Subchapter 4.20: Utilities and Service Systems
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Subchapter 4.21: Wildfire
No comments specific to this topic were received.

Chapter 5: Alternatives

Comment Letter #5 (Ontario): The comment letter supplied by the City of Ontario requests that a
Local Control and Supply Alternative that evaluates only PUT components, with no TAKE
components, be included as an alternative to the CBP.

Response: Mr. Burton’s claim that “CEQA requires the alternatives to be evaluated at the same
level of detail as the proposed project to comply with CEQA informational standards...” is
incorrect. (See CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(d) & (f).)

The Baseline Compliance Alternative, which has been extracted from the WSIP Feasibility Study
Report, is comparable to the requested Local Control and Supply Alternative. This alternative
includes no TAKE facilities, would make beneficial use of some recycled water that is currently
discharged to the Santa Ana River, as the CBP would, while continuing to meet the Santa Ana
River baseflow obligations, reduce reliance on imported water through the provision of a new
AWPF with PUT facilities and no TAKE facilities, as this comment requests. The discussion of
alternatives to the CBP is addressed in Chapter 5 of this DPEIR.
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Comment Letter #6 (CDEW): The comment letter from CDFW recommends that the EIR address
a reasonable range of alternatives, including the no project alternative, which should address
climate change and drought that may affect the community.

Response: The DPEIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, including the mandatory No
Project Alternative plus two other alternatives, one that evaluates a Baseline Compliance
Alternative (only developing PUT facilities, including a new AWPF comparable to the one
proposed by the CBP), and another that evaluates a Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan
Alternative that includes a 15,000 AF Capacity AWPF, injection wells, purified water conveyance
facilities, and brine conveyance, as well as extraction wells, groundwater treatment facilities,
pipelines, and connections that are integrated with the AWPF and injection well system; no
connections to MWD’s water distribution system would be required. Furthermore, the analysis of
the No Project Alternative identifies the potential for significant impacts to occur, including those
related to climate change and drought. This analysis can be found under Subchapter 5.3, while
the Baseline Compliance Alternative and Regional Water Quality and Reliability Plan Alternative
can be found under Subchapters 5.4 and 5.5, respectively.

A copy of the Notice of Preparation and NOP Distribution list are provided in Subchapter 8.1 of
this DPEIR. A copy of the referenced comment letters/comments is also provided in Subchapter
8.2 of this DPEIR.

The DPEIR was prepared in order to address all of the issues identified in the NOP as potentially
significant and to provide information intended for use by IEUA, interested and responsible
agencies and parties, and the general public in evaluating the potential environmental effects of
implementing the proposed project.

CEQA requires that IEUA consider the environmental information in the project record, including
this DPEIR, prior to making a decision on the proposed project. IEUA must consider and decide
whether to recommend approval of the CBP as proposed and described in Chapter 3, Project
Description of this DPEIR. IEUA also has the authority to recommend modifications to the project
based on input provided during the public review process for the DPEIR.

As stated above, IEUA is the Lead Agency for the CBP pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section
15051(b)(1). The DPEIR was prepared by Tom Dodson & Associates (TDA), in conjunction with
Rincon Consultants, Inc. (Rincon), under contract to IEUA. TDA and Rincon were retained to
assist IEUA to perform the independent review of the project required by CEQA before the DPEIR
is released. IEUA has reviewed the contents of this DPEIR and concurs in the conclusions and
findings contained herein.

2.3 SCOPE AND CONTENT OF THIS EIR

As stated previously, this DPEIR evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed CBP based
on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines as follows: aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources,
air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, greenhouse gas
emissions/climate change, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land
use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population/housing, public services, recreation, transpor-
tation, tribal cultural resources, utilities/service systems, and wildfire.

Based on data and analysis provided in this DPEIR, it is concluded the proposed CBP could result
in significant adverse environmental impacts to the following environmental issues: Biological
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Resources, Greenhouse Gas, and Utilities and Service Systems. All other potential impacts
were determined to be less than significant without mitigation or can be reduced to a less than
significant level with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this DPEIR.

In addition to evaluating the environmental issues listed above, this DPEIR contains all of the
sections mandated by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. Table 2.3-1 provides a listing of the
contents required in an EIR along with a reference to the chapter and page number where these
issues can be reviewed in this document. This DPEIR consists of two volumes. Volume 1
contains the CEQA mandated sections and some pertinent appendices. Volume 2 contains the
technical appendices.

Table 2.3-1
REQUIRED EIR CONTENTS

Required Section (per CEQA Guidelines) Section in EIR Page Number
Table of Contents (Section 15122) Same ii
Summary (Section 15123) Chapter 1 1-1
Project Description (Section 15124) Chapter 3 3-1
Environmental Setting (Section 15125) Chapter 4 Beginning 4-1

Significant Environmental Effects of Proposed Project, i.e.,

Environmental Impacts (Section 15126(a)) Chapter 4 Beginning 4-1
Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects (Section 15126(b)) Chapter 4 Beginning 4-1
Mitigation Measures (Section 15126(e)) Chapter 4 Beginning 4-1
Cumulative Impacts (Section 15130) Chapter 4 Beginning 4-1 and 6-2
Alternatives to the Proposed Action (Section 15126(f)) Chapter 5 Beginning 5-1
Growth-Inducing Impacts (Section 15126(d)) Chapter 6 6-1
Irreversible Environmental Changes (Section 15126(c)) Chapter 6 6-1

Effects Found Not to be Significant (Section 15128) Chapter 1 6-1
Organizations and Persons Consulted (Section 15129) Chapter 7 7-1
Appendices Chapter 8 8-1

2.4 DPEIR FORMAT AND ORGANIZATION

The CBP DPEIR contains eight chapters in Volume 1 and a set of technical appendices in
Volume 2, which, when considered as a whole, provide the reviewer with an evaluation of the
potential significant adverse environmental impacts from implementing the proposed CBP. The
following paragraphs provide a summary of the content of each chapter of the DPEIR.

Chapter 1 contains the Executive Summary for the DPEIR. This includes an overview of the
proposed project and a tabular summary of the potential adverse impacts and mitigation
measures.

Chapter 2 provides the reviewer with an Introduction to the document. This chapter of the

document describes the background of the proposed project, its purpose, and its organization.
The CEQA process to date is summarized and the scope of the DPEIR is identified.
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Chapter 3 contains the Project Description used to forecast environmental impacts. This chapter
describes for the reviewer how the existing environment will be altered by the proposed project.
Chapter 3 sets the stage for the environmental impact forecasts set out in the following chapter.

Chapter 4 presents environmental impact forecasts for each environmental issue identified in
Section 2.3 of this DPEIR. Chapter 4 sets out for the reviewer an impact evaluation for each issue
in the following manner: an introduction; the environmental setting; thresholds of significance;
the potential impacts that may occur if the CBP is implemented; proposed mitigation measures;
cumulative impacts; and significant and unavoidable impacts.

Chapter 5 contains the evaluation of range of alternatives to the proposed CBP. Included in this
section is an analysis of the mandatory No Project Alternative plus two additional alternatives.

Chapter 6 presents the topical issues that are required in an EIR. These include any significant
irreversible environmental changes and any growth inducing effects of the proposed CBP.

Chapter 7 describes the resources used in preparing this DPEIR, including persons and
organizations contacted; list of preparers; and bibliography.

Chapter 8 contains those materials referenced as essential appendices to the DPEIR, such as
the NOP. Technical Appendices are provided in Volume 2 of the DPEIR, under separate cover.
Appendix materials are referenced at appropriate locations in the text of this DPEIR.

2.5 AVAILABILITY OF THE CHINO BASIN PROGRAM DPEIR

This DPEIR is being distributed directly to all public agencies and interested persons identified in
the NOP mailing list (see Subchapter 8.1), the State Clearinghouse, as well as any other
requesting agencies or individuals. All reviewers will be provided 45 days to review the DPEIR
and submit comments to the IEUA for consideration and response. The DPEIR is also available
for public review at IEUA’'s website at https://www.ieua.org/chino-basin-program-cega-
documents/ and at the following locations during the 45-day review period:

Inland Empire Utilities Agency
6075 Kimball Avenue
Chino, CA 91708

2.6 REVIEW PROCESS

After receiving comments on the DPEIR, IEUA will prepare a Final PEIR for certification prior to
making a recommendation to the IEUA Board regarding approval of the CBP. Information
concerning the Final PEIR public review schedule and IEUA meetings for this project can be
obtained by contacting Ms. Sylvie Lee, P.E., IEUA. Questions and comments submitted by mail
shall be addressed to:

Inland Empire Utilities Agency
6075 Kimball Avenue

Chino, CA 91708

Attn: Ms. Sylvie Lee, P.E.
Phone: (909) 993-1600
Email: slee@ieua.org
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Implementation of future individual project(s) in accordance with the CBP may require a variety
of approvals from other agencies. This section summarizes agency approvals that have been
identified to date. This list may be expanded as the environmental review proceeds.
Consequently, it should not be considered exhaustive.

¢ Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) for a NPDES
general construction stormwater discharge permit. This permit is granted by submittal of
an NOI to the SWRCB, but is enforced through a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) that identifies construction best management practices (BMPs) for the site. In
the project area, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) enforces
the BMP requirements described in the NPDES permit by ensuring construction activities
adequately implement a SWPPP. Implementation of the SWPPP is carried out by the
construction contractor, with the RWQCB and county providing enforcement oversight.

e The project may include the potential discharge of fill into or alterations of “waters of the
United States,” “waters of the State,” and stream beds of the State of California.
Regulatory permits to allow fill and/or alteration activities due to project activities such as
pipeline installation are likely be required from the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), the
RWQCB, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) over the life of the Chino
Basin Watermaster Optimum Basin Management Program (OBMPU). A Section 404
permit for the discharge of fill material into “waters of the United States” may be required
from the ACOE; a Section 401 Water Quality Certification may be required from the
RWQCB; a Report of Waste Discharge may be required from the RWQCB; and a 1600
Streambed Alteration Agreement may be required from the CDFW.

e The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or CDFW may need to be consulted
regarding threatened and endangered species documented to occur within an area of
potential impact for future individual projects. This could include consultations under the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

e Land use permits may be required from local jurisdictions, such as individual cities and
the two counties (Riverside and San Bernardino).

e Air quality permits may be required from the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD).

e Encroachment permits may be required from local jurisdictions, such as individual cities,
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the two counties (Riverside and San
Bernardino), flood control agencies, and private parties such as Southern California
Edison, The Gas Company, or others such as BNSF Railway Company.

e The Chino Basin Watermaster has a separate approval process for the Storage and
Recovery Application including material physical injury analysis and consistency with the
court approved management agreements within the Chino Basin.

e State Water Resources Control Board will be a responsible agency if permits or funding
are requested from the State Revolving Fund Program or Division of Drinking Water.
Additionally, water supply connection permits will be required from the SWRCB’s DDW
upon connecting an agency supply to a new source of supply.
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This is considered to be a patrtial list of other permitting agencies for future CBP future individual
projects.
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CHAPTER 3 — PROJECT DESCRIPTION

All exhibits are located at the end of this chapter, not immediately following their reference in the text.

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter contains a detailed description of the proposed project, the Chino Basin Program
(CBP), with focus on those program characteristics and activities that have the potential to cause
a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change
to the environment.

Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA) and local partners have developed long-term plans to
implement a variety of new infrastructure to meet future needs for wastewater treatment and
potable water supplies, while increasing resiliency and sustainability of regional water resources
management. Some of the facilities included in these plans are addressed in IEUA’s ten-year
forecast (TYF) and Integrated Water Resources Plan (IRP). The CBP provides an opportunity to
implement critical long-term project components of these plans, addressing local, regional, and
potentially statewide and federal water resources management issues. The CBP is a
revolutionary, first-of-its-kind program designed to help the region move beyond traditional water
management practices and into a new era of water use optimization. The CBP promotes
proactive investment in managing the water quality of the Chino Groundwater Basin and in
meeting regional water supply reliability needs in the face of climate change, while leveraging
California’s interregional plumbing system and the Chino Basin’s future potential for water
recycling to produce benefits to local, State, and federal interest.

3.1.1 IEUA Agency Background

IEUA, located in western San Bernardino County, serves approximately 875,000 residents in a
242-square mile service area. As a regional wastewater treatment agency, IEUA provides
sewage utility services to seven contracting agencies under the Chino Basin Regional Sewage
Service Contract: the cities of Chino, Chino Hills, Fontana, Montclair, Ontario, Upland, and
Cucamonga Valley Water District (CVWD) in the city of Rancho Cucamonga. In addition to the
contracting agencies, IEUA provides wholesale imported water from Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California (MWD) to Water Facilities Authority (WFA), CVWD in the city of Rancho
Cucamonga and Fontana Water Company (FWC) in the city of Fontana; Water Facilities Authority
then serves imported water to the cities of Chino, Chino Hills, Ontario, Upland, and Monte Vista
Water District in the City of Montclair and adjacent unincorporated areas (Exhibit 1).

IEUA is aregional sewage treatment and water agency that provides wastewater treatment, solids
handling, and recycled water to the west end of San Bernardino County. Its 242-square-mile
service area includes the cities of Upland, Montclair, Ontario, Fontana, Chino and Chino Hills,
and CVWD, which services the City of Rancho Cucamonga and the unincorporated areas of San
Bernardino County, including the Chino Agricultural Preserve. IEUA, a special assessment
district, is governed by a five seat publicly elected Board of Directors. Each director is assigned
to one of the five divisions which are: Division 1 - Upland/Montclair; Division 2 - Ontario/
Agricultural Preserve; Division 3 - Chino/ Chino Hills; Division 4 - Fontana; and Division 5 - Rancho
Cucamonga. The Regional Technical and Policy Committees provide information on technical
and policy issues, and there are representatives from each of the contracting agencies on these
committees.
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Exhibit 1: IEUA Service Area

Five regional water recycling plants are used to treat wastewater from IEUA’s service area. They
are: Regional Water Recycling Plant No. 1 (RP-1), located in the City of Ontario; Regional Water
Recycling Plant No. 2 (RP-2), located in the City of Chino; Regional Water Recycling Plant No. 4
(RP-4), located in the City of Rancho Cucamonga; Carbon Canyon Water Recycling Facility
(CCWRF), located in the City of Chino; and Regional Water Recycling Plant No. 5 (RP-5), located
in the City of Chino. Of the five plants, RP-2 is the only plant that does not produce any recycled
water. In conjunction with these facilities, IEUA maintains and operates a desalter facility, Chino |
Desalter, in the City of Chino and a biosolids composting facility, Inland Empire Composting
Facility, in the City of Rancho Cucamonga on behalf of the Chino Basin Desalter Authority and
Inland Empire Regional Composting Authority, respectively (Exhibit 2). IEUA is also the MWD
representative for the contracting agencies.

Exhibit 2: IEUA Facility Locations
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The water resource inventory for the IEUA service area is made up of stormwater, recycled water,
local surface water, groundwater, and imported water.

e Stormwater comes primarily from rain and snow starting in the San Gabriel Mountains and
moving down through the Chino Basin watershed and diverted into groundwater recharge
basins.

o Recycled water is generated from IEUA’s four recycling plants.

e Local surface water is similar to stormwater, but the water is diverted and treated at a
water treatment facility within the service area.

o Groundwater makes up the majority of the area’s annual water supply and comes primarily
from the Chino Basin and from basins adjacent to the Chino Basin. These basins include,
Cucamonga, Rialto, Lytle Creek, Colton, and the Six Basins groundwater basins.

e Imported water is purchased from MWD.

Table 1 provides a recent summary of the raw water supply to the region, which is ultimately the
source of supply for the recycled water processed at the IEUA water recycling facilities.

Table 1
WATER SUPPLY BY TYPE FOR IEUA SERVICE AREA

Water Supply Percent of Total
Groundwater 30%
Desalter Product Water 15%
Imported Water (SWP) 25%
Stormwater and other local water supply 10%
Recycled Water 20%
Total 100%

Source: IEUA FY 2019-2020 Annual Water Use Report

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The Chino Basin consists of about 235-square-miles of the upper Santa Ana River watershed.
The boundary of the Chino Basin is legally defined in the 1978 Judgment in the case of Chino
Basin Municipal Water District vs. the City of Chino et al. The Chino Basin is an alluvial valley that
is relatively flat from east to west and slopes from the north to the south at a one to two percent
grade. Valley elevation ranges from about 2,000 feet in the foothills to approximately 500 feet
near Prado Dam. As shown in Figure 1, the Chino Basin is bounded:

e on the north by the San Gabriel Mountains and the Cucamonga Basin;

¢ on the east by the Rialto-Colton Basin, Jurupa Hills, and the Pedley Hills;

e on the south by the La Sierra Hills and the Temescal Basin; and

e on the west by the Chino Hills, Puente Hills, and the Spadra, Pomona, and Claremont

Basins.

The Chino Basin is one of the largest groundwater basins in Southern California with about
5,000,000 acre-feet (AF) of groundwater and an unused storage capacity of approximately
1,000,000 acre-feet. Cities and other water supply entities produce groundwater for all or part of
their municipal and industrial supplies; and about 300 to 400 agricultural users continue to
produce groundwater from the Basin. The Chino Basin is an integral part of the regional and
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statewide water supply system. Prior to 1978, the Basin was in an overdraft condition. After
1978, the Basin has been operated as described in the 1978 Judgment.!

The principal drainage course of the Chino Basin is the Santa Ana River, which flows 69-miles
across the Santa Ana Watershed from its origin in the San Bernardino Mountains to the Pacific
Ocean. The Santa Ana River enters the Basin at the Riverside Narrows and flows along the
southern boundary to the Prado Flood Control Reservoir where it is eventually discharged through
the outlet at Prado Dam into Orange County. Chino Basin is traversed by a series of ephemeral
and perennial streams that include: Chino Creek, San Antonio Creek, Cucamonga Creek, Deer
Creek, Day Creek, Etiwanda Creek and San Sevaine Creek.

These creeks carry significant flows only during, and for a short time after, storm events that
typically occur from November through March. Year-round flow occurs along the entire reach of
the Santa Ana River due to year-round surface inflows at Riverside Narrows, discharges from
municipal water recycling plants to the River between the Narrows and Prado Dam, and rising
groundwater. Rising groundwater occurs in Chino Creek, in the Santa Ana River at Prado Dam,
and potentially other locations on the Santa Ana River depending on climate and season.

The Chino Basin is mapped within the USGS — Corona North, Cucamonga Peak, Devore,
Fontana, Guasti, Mount Baldy, Ontario, Prado Dam, Riverside West and San Dimas Quadrangles,
7.5 Minute Series topographic maps. The center of the Basin is located near the intersection of
Haven Avenue and Mission Boulevard at Longitude 34.038040N, and Latitude 117.575954W.

3.3 EXISTING CONDITIONS OF THE BASIN
3.3.1 Chino Groundwater Basin

The proposed CBP envisions an increase the Safe Storage Capacity of the Chino Groundwater
Basin (Chino Basin). As such, the following is a discussion of the background, existing
circumstances of the Chino Basin and storage capacity thereof.

On January 2, 1975, several Chino Basin groundwater producers filed suit in the State of
California Superior Court for San Bernardino County (Court) to settle the problem of allocating
water rights in the Chino Basin. On January 27, 1978, the Court entered a judgment in “Chino
Basin Municipal Water District v. City of Chino et. al.” (Judgment). The Judgment adjudicated the
groundwater rights of the Chino Basin, established the Chino Basin Watermaster (CBWM or
Watermaster)—a Court created entity—to administer the Judgment, and contains a Physical
Solution to meet the requirements of water users having rights in or dependent upon the Chino
Basin. Figure 2 shows the adjudicated boundary as it is legally defined in the Judgment, the
hydrologic boundary, the Chino Basin management zones, and the groundwater management
zones defined by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) in the
Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (Basin Plan).

Watermaster is governed by a nine-member board drawn from parties from three groups: an
Appropriative Pool, a Non-Agricultural Pool, and an Agricultural Pool, and three other public

1 Original judgment in Chino Basin Municipal Water District vs. City of Chino, et al., signed by Judge Howard B.
Weiner, Case No. 164327. File transferred August 1989, by order of the Court and assigned new case number
RCV51010. The restated Judgment can be found here:
http://www.cbwm.org/docs/WatermasterCourtFilings/2012%20Watermaster%20Restated%20Judgment.pdf
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agencies, including IEUA, which effectively represent the water producers and wholesalers in the
Chino Basin. These member agencies are considered “stakeholders” or “the Parties.”

To manage the Chino Basin for the long-term benefit of all producers in the area, the Optimum
Basin Management Program (OBMP) was developed pursuant to a Judgment entered in the
Superior Court of the State of California on January 27, 1978 (the Court) and compelled by further
order of the Court under its continuing jurisdiction. The Watermaster administers the decree under
the direction of the Court. It was granted discretionary powers to develop and implement the
OBMP.

When the OBMP was developed it was expected that the Parties and other entities would use the
storage space above 5,300,000 AF for conjunctive use and not exceed a storage volume of
5,800,000 AF. The Operational Storage Requirement—the storage or volume in the Chino Basin
that is necessary to maintain safe yield—was estimated to be 5,300,000 AF in the OBMP. The
OBMP also defined the term Safe Storage, which is an estimate of the maximum storage in the
Basin that will not cause significant water-quality and high-groundwater related problems. Safe
Storage was estimated to be about 5,800,000 AF in the 2000 OBMP. The Safe Storage Capacity,
which is the difference between the Safe Storage (5,800,000 AF) and the Operational Storage
Requirement (5,300,000 AF), was determined to be 500,000 AF in the 2000 OBMP. Water
occupying the Safe Storage Capacity includes water in storage accounts (stored water), carryover
water, and water that was anticipated to be stored in future groundwater Storage and Recovery
Programs.

If groundwater storage exceeded 5,800,000 AF, the OBMP assumed that mitigation would be
required to operate the Basin at those higher levels of storage. In the years since the 2000 OBMP
was adopted, however, twenty years of additional hydrologic information, implementation
experience of the OBMP through the Peace and Peace |l Agreements, and related actions of the
Watermaster and the Parties, have demonstrated that Safe Storage is greater than 5,800,000 AF
and, although not precisely computed, the implied Safe Storage Capacity is 735,000 AF or larger.

In 2016, Watermaster identified the need to update the OBMP so that the storage management
plan in the OBMP Implementation Plan could be modified to reflect an increase in managed
storage accounts, which were projected to exceed the Safe Storage Capacity (SSC) limit of
500,000 AF defined in the 2000 OBMP. In 2017, IEUA adopted Addendum No. 1 to the OBMP
PEIR to provide a “temporary increase in the Safe Storage Capacity from 500,000 AF to 600,000
AF for the period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2021 [...] until a comprehensive re-evaluation
of the Safe Storage Capacity value/concept can be completed before June 30, 2021.”2 Addendum
No. 1 was supported with engineering work that demonstrated that this temporary increase in
SSC would not cause material physical injury (MPI) to Watermaster stakeholders or loss of
Hydraulic Control.®> Addendum No. 1 was certified by IEUA in March 2017, and Safe Storage
Capacity was reset to 600,000 AF through June 30, 2021.

2 Tom Dodson & Associates. (2017). Addendum No. 1 to the Optimum Basin Management Program Project. Page 2.
3 MPI means material injury that is attributable to the recharge, transfer, storage and recovery, management,
movement or production of water, or implementation of the OBMP, including, but not limited to, degradation of water
quality, liquefaction, land subsidence, increases in pump lift (lower water levels), and adverse impacts associated
with rising groundwater. MPI does not include “economic injury” that results from other than physical causes. Once
fully mitigated, physical injury shall not be considered to be material. (From Peace Agreement Definitions, page 8)
Further, loss of Hydraulic Control means the inability to eliminate groundwater discharge from the Chino-North
Groundwater Management Zone to the Santa Ana River or its reduction to less than 1,000 AFY.
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Watermaster began the comprehensive re-evaluation of the Safe Storage Capacity concept
through a stakeholder process during 2017 and 2018, which resulted in the 2018 Storage
Framework Investigation Report (SFl). The SFI evaluated the Basin response, MPI and
undesirable results from projections of the Parties’ future storage management activities and
potential future Storage and Recovery Programs that could store additional water in the Basin,
concurrently with the Parties (cumulatively up to 1,000,000 AF). This work was based, in part, on
groundwater modeling projections of the Basin using the 2017 Watermaster model that was last
previously calibrated in 2011. The SFI developed a series of metrics to identify MPI and
undesirable results for the use of storage space and introduced a new term called managed
storage. Managed storage includes water stored by the Parties and other entities, which
fluctuates over time based on the actions of the Parties and other entities.

During the period between 2018 and mid-2020, Watermaster revised its groundwater model and
renamed it the 2020 Chino Valley Model (CVM). The 2020 CVM supersedes the model version
used in the 2018 SFI. The CVM was used to update pumping and recharge projections to develop
an updated estimate of Safe Yield for the period 2021 through 2030 (WEI, 2020). Based on this
Safe Yield Investigation, Safe Yield for the period was determined to be 131,100 acre-feet per
year.* The Court subsequently accepted Watermaster's Safe Yield recommendation and ordered
the Safe Yield changed in July 2020.

In late 2020, Watermaster identified the need to amend the OBMP so that the Safe Storage
Capacity of the Chino Basin could be increased to address what Watermaster deemed a “Local
Storage Limit Solution” (LSLS).®> As such, Watermaster and IEUA authorized the preparation of
Addendum No. 2 in order to enable a study of the current Safe Storage Capacity. Watermaster
facilitated the preparation of a report based on the CVM regarding the use of Chino Basin storage
space to update the Safe Storage Capacity based on updated water use and Safe Yield
projections.

Based on the report’s projection of managed storage, the LSLS was defined by the use of storage
space up to 700,000 AF through June 30, 2030, decreasing to 620,000 AF from July 1, 2030
through June 30, 2035. This definition of the LSLS balanced the need to provide for the combined
use of managed storage by the Parties and the Dry Year Yield Program (DYYP)® through the end
of the DYYP contract period (2028) and the Parties’ need to hedge against future uncertainty by
maximizing projected use of managed storage in the early 2030s. The increase in Safe Storage
Capacity did not require the development of any new facilities or any other mitigation to minimize
potential adverse impacts to the Basin, as none were projected to occur within the confines of the
reset Safe Storage Capacity limits. Over time, cumulative use of the Basin for storage utilizing
existing facilities at the same general existing rate of use can fully utilize managed storage space
up to 700,000 AF through June 30, 2030, decreasing to 620,000 AF from July 1, 2030 through
June 30, 2035. Addendum No. 2 was certified by IEUA in March 2021, and Safe Storage Capacity

4 As defined by the Judgment, Safe Yield means the long-term average annual quantity of ground water (excluding
replenishment or stored water but including return flow to the Basin from use of replenishment or stored water) which
can be produced from the Basin under cultural conditions of a particular year without causing an undesirable result.

5 The intent of the Local Storage Limit Solution was to address the need for greater storage in the Basin to
accommodate the Parties desire for greater managed storage in the Basin, whilst taking into account the Metropolitan
Dry-Year Yield Program (DYYP).

8 The DYYP can store up to 100,000 AF with maximum puts of 25,000 AFY and maximum takes of 33,000 AFY. The
DYYP Storage and Recovery agreement provides that puts and takes can exceed these values if agreed to by
Watermaster (as was done in fiscal years 2018 and 2009, respectively). The agreement that authorizes the DYYP will
expire in 2028.
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was reset to 700,000 AF through June 30, 2030, decreasing to 620,000 AF from July 1, 2030
through June 30, 2035.

3.3.2  Water Supply

Formed in 1950, IEUA is a member of the MWD and thus acts as a supplemental water provider.
Approximately 25 percent of the water used in the region is imported from MWD through the State
Water Project (SWP). Due to water quality limitations (salinity, total dissolved solids [TDS]) and
operation of the regional recycled water program, IEUA only takes water from the SWP. |IEUA
strives to increase regional sustainability through the development of reliable local water supplies.
These efforts include using water more efficiently, eliminating waste and unreasonable use, and
making the region climate resilient through maximizing the use of recycled water. IEUA has
invested in water use efficiency efforts and is on track to reduce water use.

A diverse portfolio of water supply sources has been developed within IEUA’s service area. The
region relies on groundwater from the Chino Basin and other basins (Cucamonga, Rialto, Lytle
Creek, Colton, and the Six Basins groundwater basins), local surface water from creeks
originating in the San Gabriel Mountains, recycled water produced locally, and imported water
from the SWP via MWD. The IEUA IRP established a baseline water supply scenario for IEUA’s
service area through 2040. Table 2 below provides the current and projected recycled water
supplies in acre-feet per year (AFY) through 2040.

Table 2
CURRENT AND PROJECTED RECYCLED WATER SUPPLIES (AFY)

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

56,388 60,150 63,530 64,500 67,140

NOTES: (1) For 2020, this amount is the actual supply. For 2025 to 2040, supply projections are from IEUA 2021 Wastewater and
Recycled Water Demand Forecasts based on land use

Recycled Water Supply

3.33 Water Demand

Current and projected recycled water demands through 2040 are provided in Table 3 below.
Recycled water demands include direct use and groundwater recharge. IEUA recycled water that
is not beneficially used is discharged to the Santa Ana River as wastewater treatment plant
effluent.

Table 3
CURRENT AND PROJECTED RECYCLED WATER DEMAND (AFY)

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

Direct Use Demands? 17,115 20,870 23,275 24,704 27,855
Groundwater Recharge?® 13,381 14,962 16,420 16,420 16,420
Total 30,495 35,832 39,965 41,124 44,275

NOTES: (1) From IEUA 2021 Wastewater and Recycled Water Demand Forecasts, (2) From CBWM 2020 Storage Management
Plan
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3.34 Water Quality

As one of the stewards responsible for managing water and wastewater in the region, IEUA
continuously evaluates challenges and develops solutions to address them, all with the goal of
securing a reliable/resilient, high-quality water supply in a cost-effective manner. This goal
involves the use of various water sources, including imported water, stormwater, groundwater,
and recycled water.

Recycled water is an increasingly essential asset to the region particularly with the uncertain
future of imported water supplies due to climate change and environmental factors. Recycled
water is the region’s most climate resilient water supply because the amount of water available is
not affected by dry years. Today, recycled water makes up approximately 15 percent of IEUA’s
water supply portfolio and hundreds of millions of dollars have been invested into the regional
recycled water program.

The Regional Board’s Basin Plan sets regulatory limitations for recycled water TDS and continued
use of recycled water within the region depends on compliance with these limits. Increasing TDS
levels in recycled water have been exacerbated by climate change, conservation and episodic
periods of drought over the last twenty years. In 2015, there was a period where every month
was setting a record-high recycled water TDS concentration. As a result, recycled water TDS
approached the maximum effluent limit for recycled water (550 mg/L) in 2015, prompting an
internal evaluation that was prepared in 2016. As demonstrated in Exhibit 3, recycled water TDS
concentration over time shows a pattern of peaks and valleys, with a gradual increase over time.
The 2016 preliminary evaluation demonstrated that TDS concentrations in water and wastewater
supplies, and therefore recycled water, are steadily increasing, and drought conditions and water
conserving activities exacerbate TDS concentrations in both (Exhibit 4). Based on this
evaluation, IEUA concluded that implementation of an advanced water purification facility (AWPF)
will be needed at some point to address increasing salinity. Furthermore, postponing treatment
poses risks to maintaining the region’s maximum benefit objectives associated with the Basin
Plan, and consequently IEUA’s compliance for its wastewater treatment operations. Maximum
benefit objectives are defined in the paragraphs below. IEUA and the Watermaster raised these
concerns to the RWQCB, who requested modeling and analysis to investigate the salinity
challenge and explore alternative TDS compliance metrics that are protective of beneficial uses
and that could be incorporated into the Basin Plan and subsequently IEUA and Watermaster
permits.
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Exhibit 3: Agency-wide Recycled Water Effluent TDS Concentration (2001-2016)

Exhibit 4: Drought & Recycled Water Effluent TDS Relationship

Subsequent to the 2016 Preliminary Evaluation, further analyses were completed in support of
regional planning efforts. The primary objective for these analyses was to project when the
recycled water TDS concentration would exceed the permit limit, as well as another RWQCB
compliance-driven action limit (545 mg/L), which is in place to ensure TDS concentrations remain
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below the permit limit of 550 mg/L. It is important to note that the analyses did not include the
effects of climate change, and it is likely that the time for recycled water to reach the permit limits
is shorter than the projections described below. The analyses demonstrated increasing trends in
TDS concentrations for the water supply and recycled water. Based on the analysis, exceedance
of the RWQCB action limit of 545 mg/L was projected to occur in 2031. Exceedance of the permit
limit of 550 mg/L was projected to occur as early as 2030, up to 2034.

Maintaining permit compliance is a critical priority for IEUA and Chino Basin stakeholders. There
are strict consequences associated with non-compliance with the Basin Plan that could lead to
recycled water and groundwater recharge program interruption and/or retroactive activities. If the
NPDES permit limit is exceeded, IEUA will be in violation of its NPDES permit, and if a plan to
address it is not submitted to the RWQCB in a timely manner, this could result in the halting of all
use of recycled water to recharge the groundwater aquifer. Consequently, all effluent from IEUA’s
water recycling facilities will need to be discharged to the Santa Ana River. Discharge to the Santa
Ana River above 550 mg/L will also be above the discharge limitation, which is also 550 mg/L.
Additionally, according to the Basin Plan, if the maximum benefit commitments (including the 550
mg/L limit) are not met, “the Regional Board will require that Watermaster and IEUA mitigate the
effects of discharges of recycled and imported water that took place under the maximum benefit
objectives.” This will require AWPFs to mitigate the effects of the recycled water and groundwater
recharge programs that have operated above the more stringent antidegradation objectives since
the 2004 Basin Plan amendment was adopted. The Basin Plan also states that “The Regional
Board will also require mitigation of any adverse effects on water quality downstream of the Chino
Basin that result from failure to implement the ‘maximum benefit' commitments.” Non-compliance
could result in permit modification with more stringent recycled water and groundwater recharge
limits, severely impacting both the operability of the programs as well as the costs.

In addition to the challenges associated with TDS, IEUA is also facing regulatory challenges with
1,2,3-Trichloropropane (1,2,3-TCP), perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA), microplastics, and other
contaminants of emerging concern (CEC). These contaminants are making their way into IEUA’s
recycling plants, which are not designed for their removal. In 2019, recycled water used for
groundwater recharge exceeded the 1,2,3-TCP maximum contaminant level and PFOA
Notification Level. It becomes evident, then, that even if advanced treatment is not needed for
TDS compliance, it may be needed to address other regulatory challenges related to CECs within
the region to continue to have access to existing supplies.

3.35 Recycled Water Program

IEUA has produced and distributed high quality recycled water since 1972 when the Agency
expanded its services to include regional wastewater treatment. Currently, IEUA owns and
operates four regional recycled water plants that produce disinfected and filtered tertiary treated
recycled water in compliance with California’s Title 22 regulations. As previously discussed, these
four regional recycled water plants include RP-1, RP-4, RP-5, and the CCWRF. Recycled water
from these plants is used within the region for direct use (irrigation, industrial, and construction
purposes) and groundwater recharge.

Water recycling is a critical component of the water resources management strategy for IEUA and
the Chino Basin. The State of California has determined that the reuse of highly treated recycled
water is the only new major source of water available to meet Southern California’s growing water
demand. IEUA currently receives over 50 million gallons per day of wastewater from its regional
treatment plants. This water is treated to Title 22 regulations set forth by the State Division of
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Drinking Water and is then distributed throughout the service area. As noted above, IEUA delivers
the recycled water to be used for direct reuse and for groundwater recharge.

Direct Reuse

Within the region, recycled water is reused for a variety of applications including landscape
irrigation, agricultural irrigation, industrial process water and construction. Recycled water
demands by use type for fiscal year (FY) 2019/2020 are provided in Table 4: Recycled Water
Demand for Direct Use by Use Type for FY 2019/2020.

Table 4
RECYCLED WATER DEMAND FOR DIRECT USE BY USE TYPE FOR FY 2019/2020

Type of Use Demand (acre-feet) Percentage
Recharge 13,381 44%
Agriculture 5,757 19%
Landscape 9,716 32%
Industrial 1,004 3%
Construction 638 4%
Total 30,495 100%

Notes: From IEUA 2019/2020 Recycled Water Annual Report

IEUA is the wholesale recycled water provider to its member agencies, which in turn are retail
agencies that directly serve their customers. IEUA member agencies which served recycled
water in FY 2019/2020 include:

+ City of Chino * Fontana (through FWC) + City of Ontario
» City of Chino Hills * Montclair (through MVWD) + City of Upland
« CVWD

MVWD and FWC are the water retailers in the Cities of Montclair and Fontana, respectively, and
obtain recycled water from their overlying cities. San Bernhardino County is currently a direct use
customer of IEUA based on long standing historical contracts since 1972. Table 5: Recycled
Water Demand for Direct Use by Agency for FY 2019/2020 shows the recycled water demand for

direct use by agency.
Table 5
RECYCLED WATER DEMAND FOR DIRECT USE BY AGENCY FOR FY 19/20

Retail Agency Direct Use (AF) Recharge (AF) Demand (AF)
City of Chino 4,795 0 4,765
City of Chino Hills 1,417 1,188 2,605
CVWD 1,038 4,458 5,496
Fontana/FWC 211 2,693 2,904
Montclair/MVWD 298 781 1,079
City of Ontario 7,817 3,017 10,864
City of Upland 703 1,243 1,946
IEUA 773 0 773
San Bernardino County 65 0 65
Total 17,115 13,381 30,495

Notes: From IEUA 2019-20 Recycled Water Annual Report
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3.3.6 Groundwater Recharge

IEUA, the Watermaster, the Chino Basin Water Conservation District, and the San Bernardino
County Flood Control District jointly sponsor the Chino Basin recycled water groundwater
recharge program that is an integral part of the OBMP and the region’s water supply portfolio.
This program was put in place to enhance water supply reliability and to improve drinking water
quality throughout the greater Chino Basin. Annually, IEUA recharges on average between
30,000 and 40,000 AF of imported water, stormwater, and recycled water. The recharge
infrastructure consists of a network of pipelines that direct stormwater run-off, imported water from
the SWP, and IEUA recycled water to 16 recharge sites most of which consist of multiple recharge
basins. These recharge basins provide capacity to recharge up to approximately 77,500 AFY.’

The Chino Basin recycled water groundwater recharge program assists in mitigating future water
shortages in California caused by future limitations for importing water supplies from the SWP
and provides a subsurface reserve of groundwater for local use. This enhances the current
reliability of local groundwater supplies for a rapidly growing population and is an integral part of
local water supply planning. The groundwater recharge program is an important part of the overall
Chino Groundwater Basin program and serves as a long-term solution to the water supply and
water quality issues facing the greater Chino Basin.

In fiscal year 2019/2020, 13,381 acre-feet of recycled water was used for groundwater recharge.
This accounts for 41 percent of the total recycled water demand within the region. Recycled water
demand for groundwater recharge by agency is provided in Table 6: Recycled Water Demand for
Groundwater Recharge by Agency for FY 2019/2020.

Table 6
RECYCLED WATER DEMAND FOR RECHARGE BY AGENCY FOR FY 19/20

Type of Use Demand (acre-feet)
City of Chino 0
City of Chino Hills 1,188
CVWD 4,458
Fontana/FWC 2,693
Montclair/MVWD 781
City of Ontario 3,017
City of Upland 1,243
IEUA 0
San Bernardino County 0
Total 13,381

Notes: From IEUA 2019/2020 Recycled Water Annual Report

3.4 PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

Itis the goal of the CBP to enhance both the SWP and the Central Valley Project for the betterment
of operations, environment, resilience, and reliability. The CBP will be developed to provide
flexibility to regional and local water operations, particularly during future extended droughts
7 Annual Finding of Substantial Compliance with the Recharge Master Plan for FY 2020-21, which can be found at

page 69 of the November 2020 Watermaster Board Package here
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expected as climate change continues to impact California. New injection and extraction facilities,
conveyance facilities, and water system interconnections will allow more optimal management of
local water supplies, including improved storage and recovery operations, as well as
redundancies in water delivery infrastructure that will facilitate future rehabilitation and
replacement needs. The CBP will also develop new Southern California advanced water
treatment supplies to be stored in the Chino Groundwater Basin and exchanged in dry and critical
years for Southern California-bound SWP supplies stored in Northern California. The stored
Northern California water will subsequently be released as multi-day pulse flows to support
anadromous fish populations in the Feather River and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta),
providing a statewide public benefit. The term for this exchange will be fixed at 25 years for a
total volume of 375,000 acre-feet, after which time the CBP will be devoted to meeting local water
management needs while fulfilling commitments to improve water quality in the Chino
Groundwater Basin and provide a source of emergency water supply.

The CBP would strengthen partnerships among local agencies that participate in the project and
offer an opportunity for local agencies to coalesce around the future of the Chino Basin.
Partnerships between local agencies, the MWD, the California Department of Water Resources
(DWR), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation (USBR) will also be essential to the success of the project and offer a framewaork for
future improved collaboration. The program objectives are designed to guide the development
and implementation of the CBP to reflect the collective interests of this partnership. These are to:
e Meet Permit Compliance for the Continued Use of Recycled Water in the Chino
Groundwater Basin.
¢ Maintain Commitments for Salt Management to Enable Sustainable Use of Recycled
Water in the Basin.
e Develop Infrastructure That Addresses Long Term Supply Vulnerabilities.
e Provide a Source of Water for Emergency Response.
o Develop an Integrated Solution to Produce State and Federal Environmental Benefits.

3.5 PROJECT SUMMARY

351 Chino Basin Program Overview

The CBP was submitted for Proposition 1 — Water Storage Investment Program (WSIP) funding
and was awarded $206.9M in conditional funding in July 2018. Under the WSIP, the CBP is
proposed to be a 25-year conjunctive use project that proposes to use advanced water purification
to treat and store up to 15,000 AFY of recycled water in the Chino Basin and extract the water
during call years, which will likely be in dry seasons.

The proposed CBP is uniquely designed to deliver public benefits including a highly reliable,
dedicated environmental water supply to benefit Bay Delta instream flows, as well as enhance
water supply reliability and improve water quality for water users in Southern California. Among
the key attributes of the CBP is the production of a new source of highly reliable water supply for
the environment. The challenges of allocating scarce water supplies among water users and the
environment faced by State and federal agencies during California’s recent historical drought
clearly demonstrated the value of creating dependable new supplies for all California water users.
Consistent with Governor Newsom’s Water Resilience Portfolio Initiative, responsible public water
agencies across California are adding resiliency to meet their future water needs by diversifying
their water management portfolios through investment in a variety of water use efficiency and
supplemental local supply programs and projects. The CBP offers an important opportunity to
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similarly diversify the tools available to California’s environmental managers for sustaining our
State’s vital aquatic ecosystems.

By increasing additional available groundwater supplies in the adjudicated Chino Groundwater
Basin through increased water recycling and storage, and then dedicating a like amount of water
for environmental flow purposes, the CBP provides a compelling example of a conjunctive use
storage project operating at both ends of the SWP. The reliability of the water designated for
groundwater storage is based upon the development of new water supplies from treated
wastewater secured from IEUA partner agencies. In the scope of this program, new water is
secured, transported, treated, and then deposited in the Chino Groundwater Basin for ecological
benefit in the Bay-Delta watershed while providing water supply reliability and improved water
guality benefits to IEUA customers and partner agencies.

The CBP will provide for an exchange of new water supplies in the Chino Basin for SWP supplies
in Lake Oroville in Northern California that would otherwise be delivered to Southern California.
The additional Lake Oroville water would subsequently be released in the form of pulse flows in
the Feather River to improve habitat conditions for native salmonids and achieve environmental
benefits (Exhibit 5).

Exhibit 5: Overview of CBP Operations

The Feather River is the principal tributary of the Sacramento River, in the Sacramento Valley of
Northern California. The river's main stem is about 73-miles long. Its length to its most distant
headwater tributary is just over 210-miles. The lower Feather River begins in Lake Oroville, where
its 4-mile-long tributary forks join together — the South Fork, Middle Fork, North Fork, and West
Branch Feather Rivers. These and other tributaries drain part of the northern Sierra Nevada, and
the extreme southern Cascades, as well as a small portion of the Sacramento Valley. The total
drainage Basin is about 6,200-square-miles, with approximately 3,604-square-miles above Lake
Oroville.
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Since 1967, the Feather River's origin at the confluence of its four forks has been submerged
under the waters of Lake Oroville, created by the construction of Oroville Dam in 1967. The
construction of Oroville Dam created a fish passage barrier which stopped all anadromous fish,
such as salmon, from migrating further upstream. At about 770 feet high, it is the tallest dam in
the United States and wields nearly complete control over the flow of the Feather River by creating
one of the largest reservoirs in California. The dam is the principal feature for the California SWP,
storing water for more than 23 million people and 750,000 acres of farmland in Central and
Southern California.

Directly downstream from Oroville Dam lies the Oroville-Thermalito Complex, which consists of
two reservoirs, a Forebay and Afterbay, both used for hydroelectricity generation, although the
water diverted from the Feather River for this purpose is returned to the river. Flow in the Feather
River between the point of diversion and the Thermalito Outlet is commonly referred to as the
Low Flow Channel. Flow in the Feather River below the Thermalito Afterbay is referred to as the
High Flow Channel (Exhibit 6).

Exhibit 6: Overview of the Lower Feather River where CBP Pulse Flows would be Delivered

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES 3-15



Chino Basin Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report PROJECT DESCRIPTION

15,000 AFY of new water supply would be produced for a period of 25-years to provide for the
State exchange, to be used in blocks of up to 50,000 AFY in dry and critical years when pulse
flows in the Feather River would provide the most ecosystem benefit. The exchange would be
administered through agreements with the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(MWD), and other project partners, the Basin would be operated in a way which dedicates blocks
of water of up to 50,000 AFY towards ecosystem benefits north of the Delta. Additionally, new
water stored in the Chino Basin will also enhance emergency response water supply availability
for IEUA and other participating agencies during crises such as flood or seismic events that disrupt
imported water infrastructure. The infrastructure included in the CBP is consistent with infra-
structure identified to reduce recycled water salinity for regulatory compliance as well as water
infrastructure that has been identified through IEUA’s Integrated Water Resources Plan (IRP)
effort.

The program would rely on water transfer agreements through MWD. For every acre-foot of water
requested for north of the Delta ecosystem benefits, IEUA would pump locally stored groundwater
and deliver it to MWD or use the water locally instead of taking raw imported water from MWD
(referred to as in lieu). MWD would then leave behind an equivalent amount of water in Lake
Oroville to be dedicated and released for the requested ecosystem benefit. It is also envisioned
that the CBP would include both storage capacity and borrowing capacity in the Chino Basin as
approved by the Chino Basin Watermaster (CBWM or Watermaster). The borrowing capacity
would be used to help deliver multiple consecutive, dedicated blocks of water for ecosystem
benefits. This water would be borrowed from previously stored groundwater, outside of this
program, and replaced over time. Through this approach, the CBP can be operated in a way to
provide up to 50,000 AFY of water for up to 7.5 years of the 25-year program (375,000 AF total)
as long as the groundwater extraction does not exceed the approved borrow amount. This would
result in balancing the PUTs (the components to recharge purified water to the Chino Basin) and
TAKESs (the components to extract groundwater and convey potable water supply) to the Chino
Basin at the end of the 25-year program, i.e., 375,000 AF would be recharged over 25 years and
the same amount would be extracted over 25 years.

The CBP includes two main categories of facilities: PUT and TAKE components. The PUT and
TAKE components are summarized in Table 7. The annual PUT (the components to recharge
purified water to the Chino Basin) and periodic TAKE cycles (the components to extract
groundwater and convey potable water supply) are shown graphically in Exhibit 7. Note that each
CBP scenario consists of PUT and TAKE options that vary based on the CBP scenario under
consideration.

Table 7
SUMMARY OF PUT AND TAKE COMPONENTS

PUT Components TAKE Components
e Tertiary recycled water supply and e  Groundwater extraction and
conveyance treatment
e Advanced water purification facilty e  Potable water pumping and
(AWPF) conveyance
e  Purified water pumping and e Potable water usage (MWD
conveyance pump back or in-lieu)

e  Groundwater recharge (injection
wells and/or recharge basins)

The CBP will comprise both PUT and TAKE components.
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Ultimately, the CBP brings together these components cost-effectively and greatly enhances
flexibility to regional and local water operations, particularly during future extended droughts
expected as climate change continues to impact California. The CBP’s proposed AWPF, new
injection and extraction facilities, conveyance facilities, and water system interconnections will
allow more optimal management of local water supplies, including meeting water quality
requirements for the continued use of recycled water, improved storage and recovery operations,
as well as redundancies in water delivery infrastructure that will facilitate future rehabilitation and
replacement of existing infrastructure. The CBP will utilize advanced treated water for
groundwater recharge, helping to ensure water quality objectives are met and local groundwater
supply is sustainable.

Exhibit 7: CBP PUT and TAKE Overview

3.5.2 Groundwater Storage Within the Chino Basin

The CBP will provide up to an increase in baseline storage capacity in the Chino Groundwater
Basin to be used for deposit of up to 15,000 AF of advanced treated water in each year for
25-years. As previously discussed, this water will be accessible for withdrawal at a maximum
capacity of 50,000 AF per year, for up to three consecutive years, when an ecosystem need
arises. Through this approach, and depending on existing groundwater conditions, the CBP will
be able to provide advanced treated water through increased storage capacity in the Chino
Groundwater Basin, which enhances operational flexibility.
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As stated under Subsection 3.3.1, Chino Basin Groundwater, the proposed CBP requires an
increase in the Safe Storage Capacity of the Chino Basin in order to accommodate an addition of
up to 150,000 AF of managed storage above the existing Safe Storage Capacity (700,000 AF
through June 30, 2030, and to 620,000 AF from July 1, 2030 through June 30, 2035). As such,
the CBP would contemplate a tiered increase in Safe Storage Capacity that would accommodate
CBP storage requirements as well as Watermaster stakeholder storage requirements as follows:
the CBP proposes an increase in Safe Storage Capacity up to 700,000 AF through June 30, 2039,
and to 580,000 AF from July 1, 2039 through June 30, 2048, with the Safe Storage Capacity
decreasing to 500,000 AF thereafter. The storage increase would accommodate the CBP during
its 25-year planning horizon, and any future required increase in storage that may be necessary
to accommodate the increased recharge and extraction capacities provided by CBP infrastructure
would be addressed in future CEQA documentation. Overall, the CBP may: reduce dependence
on imported water through development of infrastructure that would provide a new local source
of water; improve water quality by reducing the expected TDS concentration of the AWPF effluent
to 100 mg/L; and providing a new local water supply for the Basin as a result of the creation of
the AWPF that would enable IEUA to continue to treat recycled water below the Regional Board’s
Basin Plan regulatory limits for continued Basin use. This proposed tiered increase would
supersede the Safe Storage Capacity that was approved in March of 2021 by the IEUA Board
and subsequently approved by the CBWM in May 2021. Furthermore, as storage space in the
Basin is regulated by Watermaster, a Storage Agreement will be required in order for this
proposed Safe Storage Capacity to be adopted.

3.5.3 Upper Santa Ana River Discharges

IEUA and Western Municipal Water District ( WMWD) are responsible for an average annual flow
of 42,000 AFY at Prado. However, when their cumulative credits exceed 30,000 AFY (which they
currently do and will continue to do so for the foreseeable future), they are responsible for a
minimum annual base flow of 34,000 AFY. Historically IEUA and WMWD have released a total
of approximately 58,000 AFY to the Santa Ana River.

As part of meeting the CBP water demands, IEUA critically examined the potential sources of
recycled water that might be available in the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed to support the
water demand requirements of the proposed CBP AWPF, which is identified as 17,000 acre-feet
per year (AFY). Of the 17,000 AFY that would be processed by the AWPF, 15,000 AFY of
advanced treated water will be recharged to the Chino Basin annually and an estimated 2,000
AFY will be transported as reject water (brine) that will need to be disposed of through the Non-
Reclaimable Waste System (NRWS). To meet this CBP demand, IEUA proposes to acquire an
estimated 3,500 acre-feet (AF) of reclaimed water from the Rialto Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP) and 2,400 AFY of reclaimed water from the Western Riverside County Regional
Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA) annually over the life of the CBP. The remainder of the
recycled water deliveries to the AWPF will come from IEUA recycled water sources. The transfer
of surface water will reduce the current flows into the Santa Ana River and Prado Basin. These
transfers are analyzed and included in the Upper Santa Ana River Habitat Conservation Plan and
Upper Santa Ana River Habitat Conservation Plan Environmental Impact Report. Furthermore,
West Yost prepared an Addendum to their Technical Memorandum for the CBP (provided as
Appendix 4 to Volume 2 of this DPEIR), which indicates that IEUA would continue to meet their
baseflow obligations to the Santa Ana River, and is projected to continue to exceed their baseflow
obligations to the SAR even with the proposed diversions of recycled water from IEUA,
WRCRWA, and Rialto in support of the CBP AWPF; however, the proposed CBP would probably
result in a reduction in surplus flows to the SAR.
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3.6 REGIONAL CONTEXT AND PLANNING EFFORTS THAT INFORM THE CBP

The CBP combines various projects that will allow the region to meet the needs identified in the
regional planning efforts conducted by IEUA in conjunction with its member agencies. These
regional planning efforts enable IEUA to better prepare for the region’s future water needs. Each
planning report is backed by technical studies and supporting documentation to ensure regional
planning efforts are well informed. Through these planning documents IEUA has identified future
needs that the agency must meet in order to continue its track record of providing reliable, clean,
and sustainable water to the region.

While each planning report is unique, there are shared themes including:

The need to diversify water supplies and reduce dependency on imported water
The anticipated negative impacts of climate change on water reliability

An increasing need for advanced water treatment

Furthering the beneficial use of water to restore natural populations and habitats

These themes have been intentionally addressed by components of the CBP. The CBP provides
an opportunity to implement projects that address critical needs on a more expedited schedule,
providing benefits earlier not only for the local agencies, but for CBP partners across the State.

Provided in Appendix 1, Draft Chino Basin Program Assumptions Technical Memorandum No. 1,
under Section 2: Related Studies and Activities, is the complete list of regional planning
documents that support the implementation of the CBP. The reviewer interested in details
regarding CBP background information can review these documents for additional information.

3.7 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

Scenarios developed for the CBP were screened for viability in the context of regulatory
compliance. Key regulatory requirements are set forth by the California State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB), Division of Drinking Water (DDW) and the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB), Santa Ana Region, which have the following responsibilities:

¢ SWRCB DDW

o Administers California’s Drinking Water and Recycled Water Programs;

o Establishes criteria to protect public health regarding recycled water production
and use;

o Develops Water Recycling Criteria in the California Code of Regulations (CCR),
Title 22, which includes regulations for non-potable and potable use projects; and,

o Participates in public hearings and makes recommendations for recycled water
permits issued by the RWQCBs.

¢ RWQCB, Santa Ana Region
o Establishes and oversees surface water and groundwater quality objectives to
protect designated beneficial uses of waters in the region;
o Issues and enforces water recycling and waste discharge permits and require-
ments; and,
o Incorporates Title 22 requirements and recommendations from the SWRCB DDW
into permits for water recycling and groundwater recharge projects.
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Data provided in Appendix 1 (TM1) details the specific regulatory requirements that will govern
the various aspects of the CBP. Since the program will include both groundwater replenishment
and potable water production, the applicable regulations include:

o |EUA’s existing water recycling and recharge permits

o Groundwater replenishment regulations; and,

¢ Drinking water regulations

The CBP program scenarios were developed to comply with these broad regulatory requirements.
Additionally, a description of future direct potable reuse (DPR) regulations is discussed in
Subsection 3.4.

While the CBP does not specifically include DPR concepts at this time, the program could be
expanded to include DPR in the future. The CBP concept is based on indirect potable reuse (IPR)
that relies on the ability to use the Chino Basin as a water resource storage Basin. A DPR concept
could expand upon the advanced water purification concepts developed for the CBP with
additional treatment/buffers and mix the water with a raw imported water source prior to water
treatment, such as the Rialto Pipeline or upstream of CVWD’s Lloyd. W. Michael WTP.

The main difference between IPR projects and DPR projects is the presence of an environmental
buffer. An IPR project features an aquifer or reservoir that provides measurable and significant
public health benefits. Lacking such an environmental buffer, a DPR project can utilize enhanced
reliability from mechanical systems and treatment plant performance to replace the environmental
buffer benefits and maintain an equivalent level of public health protection.

3.8 CHINO BASIN PROGRAM SPECIFICS

3.8.1 The Chino Basin Program

In August 2017, IEUA submitted a California Proposition 1 Water Storage Investment Program
(WSIP) application for the CBP. In July 2018, the California Water Commission (CWC) approved
maximum conditional funding for the proposal in the amount of $206.9 million. In return for this
funding, the CBP will provide water supplies for public benefits as defined by WSIP, including
ecosystem improvement, water quality improvement, and emergency response benefits.

The CBP will consist of AWPF, injection wells, extraction wells, groundwater treatment facilities,
and a pipeline distribution network connecting the facilities to local agencies and MWD for a water
exchange with the SWP. The CBP would introduce extraction wells, groundwater treatment
facilities, pipelines, and interconnections to the MWD system, Rialto Pipeline. In addition, the
CBP includes a combination of unused IEUA recycled water and external supplies imported to
the IEUA service area as 17,000 AFY of new supply. As a result of implementation of the CBP,
2,000 AFY of water will be lost through the AWPF process each year.

The infrastructure details were evaluated based on the objectives discussed above. The preferred
infrastructure design that best met the objectives defines the CBP and are shown in Exhibit 8.
This system would collectively treat and store up to 15,000 AFY of recycled water in the Chino
Basin each year, creating a new local water supply. However, the CBP also provides for an
exchange of new water supplies in the Chino Basin for SWP supplies in Lake Oroville in Northern
California that would otherwise be delivered to Southern California. Beginning in 2017, IEUA
consulted with The Nature Conservancy and other environmental interest groups to develop an
innovative project that could advance the Agency’s long-range water resource plans and provide
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significant public benefits to both the State of California and federal interests. The concept of
creating a new water supply to use in a water exchange that would allow for a “block of water” to
be dedicated to ecosystem improvements in the Feather River (a significant tributary within the
Bay-Delta watershed of Northern California) in dry and critical water years was identified as a high
priority with significant public benefits.

The lower Feather River provides habitat for a variety of native resident and anadromous fish
including spring-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) which is listed as threatened
under the California and federal Endangered Species Acts, and fall-run Chinook salmon that
support recreational and commercial fisheries. Low instream flows, increased water tempera-
tures, and decreased water quality during dry and critical water years poses a significant threat
to the survival of juvenile salmonid species and increased straying of returning adults in
California’s Central Valley.

The exchange will encompass a capacity to use this new local water supply to support an
exchange of 50,000 AFY “call” for water in dry and critical years, for up to three consecutive years,
that would be delivered from Lake Oroville to be used to enhance instream flows in the Feather
River, providing ecosystem benefits during an extended dry period. Releases of this magnitude
equate to an increase of instream flows in the low flow channel of the Feather River by 2,500
cubic feet per second (cfs) per day (baseflow is approximately 800 cfs). These releases would
be designed to improve the survival rate of migrating juvenile spring-run Chinook salmon. The
proposed ecosystem benefit also pledges to work with resource agencies to alter the location of
spring-run Chinook smolt releases to a point further upstream. This would increase natal
imprinting which in turn decreases adult stray rates upon return.

While the releases will target spring-run Chinook salmon other federally listed species would also
benefit. Specifically, pulse releases would provide migratory cues for steelhead (O. mykiss),
increase forage opportunities for rearing steelhead and green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris),
increase access to floodplain habitat, and decrease predation by nonnative species. These
benefits are specifically identified in federal planning documents as priority recovery actions to
improve habitat and survival rates for these federally listed species.

This exchange element will be in operation during the first 25-years, administered through
agreements with DWR, CDFW, MWD, and other project partners. The total delivery commitment
is 375,000 AF at the end of the 25-year period. Afterwards, this water will be available for local
use, therefore reducing dependence on imported water, improving water quality, and providing a
new local water supply for the Basin.

In addition to the unique ecosystem improvement benefits provided by this dedicated water
supply, the production of high-quality water in the Chino Basin will also deliver public benefits in
the form of enhanced water quality and in the form of local water supply benefits available annually
to offset the cost of imported water from MWD or banked for later extraction during dry and critical
years when MWD supplies are curtailed due to reduced SWP allocations after the State
performance period of 25-years. The CBP also provides local emergency supply benefits during
the life of the project, including the first 25-years, for when planned or unplanned service
disruptions occur, and provides potential land subsidence mitigation through operational
efficiencies using recharged supplies to better manage groundwater pumping in areas sensitive
to subsidence.
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MWD is a vital partner in implementing the CBP. MWD is a SWP Water Supply Contract holder
and would serve as a fundamental party in completing proposed water exchange between
supplies stored locally in the Chino Groundwater Basin and SWP supplies stored in Lake Oroville.
A principle for MWD participation is that no adverse impacts should occur to MWD, its member
agencies, or other SWP contractors due to CBP operations. Because real time extraction
capacity from the Chino Groundwater Basin will be limited in comparison to SWP delivery
capability to MWD, some reoperation of the MWD distribution system will be necessary.
Operations plans will be developed to minimize the potential for reoperations. These plans
include the ability for IEUA and local partners to access stored water in the Chino Groundwater
Basin in lieu of planned water deliveries from MWD. In addition, the CBP would have the ability
to extract stored water, treat it to meet all water quality requirements (the means of treatment are
discussed under Subsection 3.9.3, below) and pump it into MWD’s water distribution system. This
direct delivery will utilize new interconnection infrastructure. These new water conveyance and
water system interconnections also provide an important alternative source of water supply to
IEUA and its member agencies during any required shutdown of MWD’s major pipelines delivering
water to the region, such as the Rialto Pipeline, which is planned for rehabilitation as part of a
larger rehabilitation plan of MWD'’s pipelines within their service area.

DWR’s SWP infrastructure provides the basis for the Feather River Ecosystem Water Exchange
proposed by the CBP. Water supplies for Feather River Pulse flows would be released by DWR,
under terms of agreements with CDFW, MWD, and others from Lake Oroville. Similar to MWD’s
participation conditions, a principle for the CBP operations is that no adverse impacts should
occur to the SWP or SWP Water Supply Contract holders. Operations plans will be developed to
minimize the potential for SWP reoperations that result in adverse impacts to other SWP
purposes, including water deliveries to SWP water supply contract holders. IEUA is working with
DWR as they conduct SWP operations analyses to identify potential impacts and develop
operational parameters to avoid them. Preliminary operations analysis indicates that reoperations
required to achieve the exchange could be successfully completed under most hydrologically dry
conditions. |IEUA and DWR are developing metrics and conditions that will govern reoperations
during an exchange and prevent potential water supply impacts to the SWP and its contractors.
Should it be determined that pulse flow exchanges in certain critical year conditions are
problematic for SWP and Oroville operations, CDFW has expressed willingness to consider
avoiding exchanges under those unique conditions and instead carry out exchanges in years
classified as dry or below normal years.
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Exhibit 8: Conceptual CBP Infrastructure

Conclusion

The CBP includes water quality infrastructure, including advanced water treatment and ground-
water injection facilities that would collectively treat and recharge/store up to 15,000 AFY of
recycled water in the Chino Basin. The CBP would introduce water supply infrastructure, including
extraction wells, groundwater treatment facilities, pipelines, and connections that are integrated
with the AWPF and injection well system, as well as 17,000 AFY of recycled water, which includes
unused recycled water and 6,000 AFY of external supplies.

The CBP would also include a regional pipeline connecting CBP potable water facilities to the
region, as well as connections to the MWD with the ability to pump CBP potable supplies into
MWD’s water distribution system. As previously discussed, this connection would allow the CBP
to make 50,000 AFY available to MWD in dry or critical year in exchange for the same amount of
supply delivered by the SWP. In return, 50,000 AFY that would otherwise have been exported to
MWD would be stored in Lake Oroville and used to enhance instream flows in the Feather River.

A summary of the infrastructure for the CBP is provided below in Table 8.
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Table 8
SUMMARY OF CBP INFRASTRUCTURE

Project Category Infrastructure
16 injection wells (maximum)
17 extraction wells (maximum)
4 monitoring wells (maximum)
Use of existing wells including a mix of up to 4 of the following:
e Use of existing Rialto Pipeline
o Use of existing member agency wells
e Use of existing Agua de Lejos WTP Clearwell
e Use of existing Lloyd Michael WTP Clearwell
Pipeline: The CBP would ultimately install a total of about 30 miles or
158,400 lineal feet (LF) of various types of pipeline. Potential alignments
include a mix of the following:
e TAKE 1: 9 miles of 12- to 36-inch collector pipelines
TAKE 1: 5 miles of 54-inch potable northern pipeline
TAKE 3: 9 miles of 12- to 42-inch collector pipelines
TAKE 3: 8 miles of 16- through 48-in potable northern pipeline
TAKE 3: 4 miles of 12- through 24-inch potable southern pipeline
TAKE 3: In lieu Brine Disposal IEBL 6,800 ft 8” pipeline, possible jack
and bore across 300 ft under Hwy 71 and Chino Creek
TAKE 7: 7 miles of 36- to 72-inch e/w WFA pipeline
TAKE 7: 4.5 miles 24-inch e/w FWC pipeline
TAKE 7: 4.5 miles 54- to 72-inch & 36-inch CVWD/MWD pipeline
TAKE 7: 0.3 miles 54- to 72-inch MWD pipeline
TAKE 8: 6.3 miles of 48-inch CVWD pipeline
TAKE 8: 7 miles of 24-inch FWC-1 pipeline
TAKE 8: 0.7 miles of 24-inch FWC-2 pipeline
TAKE 8: 0.8 miles of 24-inch MWD pipeline
TAKE 8: 36-inch JCSD 2 miles
PUT 5: 7.1 miles of 8- to 30-inch pipeline for purified water conveyance
PUT 5: 1,400 ft (8 pipeline) NRWS brine conveyance; NRWS Capacity
Project Category 2: Conveyance Units required 2,603
Facilities and Ancillary Facilities

Project Category 1: Well
Development (Injection Wells,
Extraction Wells, Etc.)

Reservoir: The CBP would install a circular, prestressed tank storage tank
with a maximum capacity of 5 MG with possible and in-conduit hydropower
facility.

Pump Station: The CBP would install 4 pump stations serving various PUT
and TAKE facilities. One pump station would serve PUT facilities, while up to
three pump stations would support TAKE facilities. The breakdown of the
types of pump stations include a mix of the following:

. PUT 5: Pump station at RP-4 1,500 HP

e TAKE 1: Pump Station with a max 9,300 HP, and a max of 31,100 gpm,

823 ft TDH

e TAKE 3: Potable Water Pump Station #1: 7,000 HP, 23,300 gpm firm
capacity, 823 ft TDH
TAKE 7: WFA Booster at 1,700 HP
TAKE 7: FWC Booster at 300 HP
TAKE 7: CVWD/MWD Booster at 4,800 HP
TAKE 8: Booster Station #1 at 5,300 HP
TAKE 8: MWD Booster at 650 HP

Turnouts: The CBP would install a maximum of 6 turn-outs that would be
between 12” and 72” in size to support TAKE facilities at various member
agency locations throughout the Chino Basin
Project Category 3: Groundwater The CBP would contemplate a tiered increase in Safe Storage Capacity that
Storage Increase would accommodate CBP storage requirements as well as Watermaster
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Project Category Infrastructure

stakeholder storage requirements as follows: the CBP proposes an increase
in Safe Storage Capacity up to 700,000 AF through June 30, 2039, and to
580,000 from July 1, 2039 through June 30, 2048, with the Safe Storage
Capacity decreasing to 500,000 AF thereafter.

AWPF: The CBP would install an AWPF at RP-4, which will ultimately have a
capacity 15,000 AFY. The intake of recycled water at this facility will total

Project Category 4: Advanced 17,000 AFY, with a resulting 15,000 AFY of purified water derived from the
Water Purification Facility and AWPF processes.
Other Water Treatment Facilities

Wellhead Treatment: The CBP may install up to 3 wellhead treatment
facilities at locations that have yet to be selected.

How the CBP Meets Objectives
The CBP also helps address local and state/federal objectives as follows:

3.9

Meet Permit Compliance for the Continued Use of Recycled Water in the Chino
Groundwater Basin: The project provides groundwater recharge facilities to recharge
high quality recycled water, thus reducing TDS levels within the Chino Groundwater Basin.
Maintain Commitments for Salt Management to Enable Sustainable Use of Recycled
Water in the Basin: With the implementation of AWPF with an expected effluent
concentration of 100 mg/L, the recycled water TDS will be significantly reduced.

Develop Infrastructure That Addresses Long Term Supply Vulnerabilities: The CBP
would improve the use of recycled water at a regional level through new regional pipelines
enabling greater potential access to recycled water and enhances local groundwater
supplies through the installation of additional extraction wells and through the installation
of new wellhead treatment systems that would bring existing out-of-service wells online.
Provide a Source of Water for Emergency Response: The project results in 15,000
AFY in local supplies which can be used to augment the water supply portfolio during
unplanned or catastrophic events.

Develop an Integrated Solution to Produce State and Federal Environmental
Benefits: The project develops a highly reliable new water supply formally dedicated to
environmental benefit that can be deployed dynamically and managed flexibly to address
varying and changing ecological needs.

CHINO BASIN PROGRAM PUT FACILITIES

The CBP includes two main categories of facilities: PUT, the components to recharge purified
water to the Chino Basin, and TAKE, the components to extract groundwater and convey potable
water supply.

The PUT components are as follows:

Tertiary recycled water supply of 17,000 AFY to produce 15,000 AFY of purified water.
Tertiary recycled water conveyance to supply additional tertiary recycled water to
IEUA’s recycled water distribution system and the AWPF(s).

Advanced water purification to treat the tertiary recycled water and produce purified
water suitable for groundwater recharge through subsurface application.

Purified water pumping and conveyance to convey water from the AWPF(s) to the
injection wells for groundwater recharge.

Groundwater recharge using injection wells
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To support the development of the PUT and TAKE options, and program scenarios, WEI
completed initial groundwater modeling for the PUT and TAKE components as shown below in
Subsection 3.9.1.

3.9.1 Initial Groundwater Modeling

During development of the PUT and TAKE options it was determined that modeling would be
beneficial to help guide the development of the CBP scenarios, which each contain a set of PUT
and TAKE options. Wildermuth Environmental, Inc. (WEI, now known as West Yost) completed
six interim groundwater modeling scenarios for the PUT and TAKE options to determine if these
operational concepts would be consistent with the Optimum Basin Management Plan, Peace
Agreement requirements, and the 2020 Storage Management Plan. The modeling also evaluated
potential impacts to pumping sustainability in the existing well fields due to the planned extraction
wells and groundwater travel time requirements between recharge locations (i.e., injection wells)
and extraction wells. This early modeling input allowed the team to refine the PUT and TAKE
components to better align with Chino Basin’s functional requirements.

The finalized modeling work, provided as Appendix 4 to Volume 2 of this DPEIR, was utilized in
the preparation of Table 9, below. This report was prepared by West Yost, and is titled “Technical
Memorandum: Evaluation of the Chino Basin Program/Water Storage Investment Program” dated
October 15, 2021.

The modeling runs evaluated the following PUT and TAKE components:
e Potential PUT locations, including initial and refined injection well locations in Chino Basin
Groundwater Management Zone (MZ2) 2.
e Potential TAKE locations in MZ-2 and MZ-3.
¢ Asymmetrical® PUT and TAKE with the majority of the groundwater recharge in MZ-2 and
extraction in MZ-2 and MZ-3.

The following results were determined from the initial groundwater modeling:

¢ Confirmed that injection wells located in the northern portion of MZ-2 provides the capacity
for the level of extraction contemplated in the CBP.

¢ Theinitial model runs indicated that hydraulic control was maintained throughout the entire
program period under the assumed CBP operations.

¢ Impacts to net recharge® were minimal (see Table 8) under the assumed CBP operations.
Scenarios with an early TAKE result in an increase of net recharge compared to the
baseline condition.

e Any new risk of land subsidence due to the assumed CBP operations is projected to be
minor and only occur in areas where new risks of land subsidence were already projected
to occur under baseline conditions.

e The displacement of known groundwater contaminant plumes in the Chino Basin due to
the assumed CBP operations is projected to be minor.

e The refined MZ-2 injection well locations (selected to reduce purified water conveyance
infrastructure) and the assumed operations of the injection and extraction wells meets
travel time requirements for the recharge of recycled water.

e Increased pumping sustainability challenges at existing wells are localized and temporary
and can be mitigated.

8 Asymmetrical is when some or all the PUT operations do not occur in the same MZ(s) as the TAKE operations.
9 Net recharge is net inflow to the basin excluding the direct recharge of Supplemental Water.
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e Impacts to the Basin due to asymmetrical PUT and TAKE for recharge in MZ-2 and

extraction in MZ-2 and MZ-3 are projected to be minor.

Table 9 summarizes the initial groundwater modeling runs with the PUT and TAKE assumptions
and the corresponding results.

Scenario PUT
Model Assumptions
Run p

e 15,000 AFY via
1 12 injection
wells in MZ-22

e 15,000 AFY via
2 12 injection
wells in MZ-2

e 15,000 AFY via
3 12 injection
wells in MZ-2

e 15,000 AFY via
4 12 injection
wells in MZ-2

e 12,000 AFY via
5 12 injection
wells in MZ-2

e 12,000 AFY via
6 12 injection
wells in MZ-2

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES

Table 9

SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER MODELING

TAKE Assumptions?

Standard Delivery? (50,000
AFY)

Extraction in MZ-2

Call occurs in last 3 years of a
10-year cycle (e.g., Years 8-
10)

Standard Delivery (50,000
AFY)

Extraction in MZ-2

Call occurs in first 3 years of
a 10-year cycle (e.g., Years
1-3)

Standard Delivery (40,000
AFY)

Extraction in MZ-2

Call occurs in last 3 years of a
10-year cycle (e.g., Years 8-
10)

Pumping of about 4,000 AFY
in non-call years to increase
total TAKE to equal the total
PUT, less the average
decrease in net recharge
caused by the CBP scenario.
Standard Delivery (40,000
AFY)

Extraction in MZ-2

Call occurs in first 3 years of
a 10-year cycle (e.g., Years
1-3)

Pumping of about 4,400 AFY
in non-call years to increase
total TAKE to equal the total
PUT.

Standard Delivery (40,000
AFY)

Extraction in MZ-2

Call occurs in last 3 years of
a 10-year cycle (e.g., Years
8-10)

Standard Delivery (40,000
AFY)

Extraction in MZ-2

Call occurs in first 3 years of
a 10-year cycle (e.g., Years
1-3)

TAKE
Option

1,3,7

1,37

Results

Achieved hydraulic control
Decrease in net recharge compared
to baseline of about 400 AFY
Localized and temporary pumping
sustainability challenges in existing
well fields in MZ-2

Achieved hydraulic control
Increase in net recharge compared
to baseline of about 840 AFY
Localized and temporary pumping
sustainability challenges in existing
well fields in MZ-2

Achieved hydraulic control
Decrease in net recharge compared
to baseline (260 AFY) is accounted
for by reduced TAKE

Localized and temporary pumping
sustainability challenges in existing
well fields in MZz-2

Achieved hydraulic control
Increase in net recharge compared
to baseline of about 680 AFY
Localized and temporary pumping
sustainability challenges in existing
well fields in MZ-2

Achieved hydraulic control
Decrease in net recharge compared
to baseline of about 330 AFY
Localized and temporary pumping
sustainability challenges in existing
well fields in MZ-2

Achieved hydraulic control
Increase in net recharge compared
to baseline of about 680 AFY
Localized and temporary pumping
sustainability challenges in existing
well fields in MZ-2
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Notes: *No pre-delivery was assumed for all initial model runs since this is the most conservative extraction assumption. Pre-
delivery would have less impacts on the Chino Basin.

2Several additional wells are planned to be constructed for the CBP to provide redundant capacity. These are assumed to be
inactive in the model.

8 Standard delivery (no pre-delivery): The TAKE facilities would be sized to deliver the specified AFY of groundwater from the Chino
Basin to MWD regional facilities or directly to member agencies.

3.9.2 Tertiary Recycled Water Supply and Quality

To meet the CBP objectives, various recycled water supply sources were considered that would
allow IEUA to expand both direct use and groundwater recharge of tertiary recycled water as well
as meet the future needs of CBP. The CBP will require 17,000 AFY of tertiary recycled water to
produce 15,000 AFY of purified water.

The recycled water supply sources considered for the CBP include IEUA, the Rialto WWTP, and
the Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA) treatment plant. The
seasonal and diurnal availability of recycled water could impact the AWPF sizing and operations.
An evaluation of seasonal availability was also conducted to confirm that the AWPF could be
supplied with a constant supply of recycled water to most cost-effectively produce purified water.
New recycled water supplies that can provide constant flow year-round, such as WRCRWA and
the Rialto WWTP, have the bhiggest benefit to the CBP to supply the AWPF at a constant rate and
eliminate the need for seasonal storage.

Diurnal recycled water supply fluctuations were assumed to be managed with existing and new
equalization basins and recycled water storage tanks, which will be analyzed in more detail in
future phases of the Program. The external recycled water supplies both have existing or planned
equalization that will allow them to deliver a constant recycled water supply to IEUA’s system
Equalization basins to manage diurnal recycled water supply fluctuations within IEUA’s system
were assumed for the AWPF components.

An analysis of IEUA’s recycled water system was also completed using IEUA’s recycled water
model to confirm that recycled water can be conveyed to the appropriate locations in the recycled
water system to meet current and future direct use and tertiary GWR demands as wells as future
CBP demands.

Overall Recycled Water Quality
The overall impact of recycled water quality on the AWPF design is discussed in this section.

At RP-4, it is assumed that the AWPF influent would similarly reflect the RP-4 values reported in
Table 10 with slightly lower chloride, sodium, pH, and NDMA levels for 60 percent of the influent
flow on average. The remaining 40 percent of the RP-4 AWPF influent flow would reflect the water
quality from IEUA’s recycled water distribution system, comprised of a varying blend of recycled
water from RP-1, WRCRWA, and/or the Rialto WWTP. Table 10 summarizes the projected water
quality for the proposed RP-4 AWPF assuming the following for each condition and this projected
water quality was used to develop the CBP scenarios considering the AWPF at RP-4 AWPF.

e Average: 60 percent RP-4 and 40 percent RP-1.
e  Minimum: Minimum of RP-4, RP-1, WRCRWA, and the Rialto WWTP.
¢ Maximum: Maximum of RP-4, RP-1, WRCRWA, and the Rialto WWTP.
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Table 10
PROJECTED AWPF INFLUENT WATER QUALITY

Constituent @ Average Min Max
Calcium (mg/L Ca?*) 41 25 68
Magnesium (mg/L Mg 2*) 9.4 7.0 11
Sodium (mg/L Na*) 96 75 140
Potassium (mg/L K*) 15 14 18
Barium (mg/L Ba?*) 0.012 0.008 0.053
Copper (mg/L Cu*?) 0.004 0.0004 0.079
Iron (mg/L Fe?*) 0.068 0.000 0.112
Manganese (mg/L Mn?*) 0.018 0.002 0.037
Ammonium (mg/L NHs+as N) <0.1 <0.1 14.0
Aluminum (mg/L AF*) 0.077 0.024 1.2
Bicarbonate (mg/L HCO3.) 166 100 230
Sulfate (mg/L SO4%) 52 39 264
Chloride (mg/L CI) 112 58 190
Fluoride (mg/L F°) 0.22 0.10 0.54@
Nitrate (mg/L NOs- as N) 5.1 2.7 12
Phosphate (mg/L PO4%) 2.6 0.1 12
Silica (mg/L SiO2) 22 4.0 31
pH 7.06 5.9 8.5
Alkalinity (mg/L as CaCOz) 136 82 178
Hardness (mg/L as CaCOs) 142 91 230
Boron (mg/L) 0.24 0.18 0.63
TOC (mg/L) 4.9 3.4 48
TDS (mg/L) 475 199 660*
1,4-Dioxane (pg/L) 1.0 ND 11
NDMA (ng/L) 4.4 <14 7.0
NMOR (ng/L) 66 6.9 350
Temperature(°C) 25 16® 36

Notes: This data assumes an Average of 60 percent RP-4 and 40 percent RP-1; a Minimum of RP-4, RP-1, WRCRWA, and the
Rialto WWTP; and, a Maximum of RP-4, RP-1, WRCRWA, and the Rialto WWTP.

(2) Removed 68 mg/L outlier from WRCRWA data set.

(3) Removed 6.7°C outlier from WRCRWA data set.

Recycled Water Hydraulic Modeling

The recycled water model was used to support the development of CBP scenarios to (1) complete
a recycled water distribution analysis to confirm that IEUA’s existing recycled water system has
sufficient capacity to convey water and maintain adequate pressures once the external supplies
and the AWPF are incorporated into the system and (2) estimate tertiary recycled water pumping
requirements whether the AWPF is located at RP-1 or RP-4.

The elements of the recycled water system included in the hydraulic model and recent system
improvements are listed below:
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o Pipelines: The recycled water pipelines are included in the hydraulic model, and include
the pipeline length, diameter, roughness coefficient, and a check valve if the pipe does
not allow reverse flow. The Baseline Pipeline and the Napa Lateral pipelines were
constructed after the 2016 model calibration and are included in the model.

e Junction: The junctions in the recycled water model are necessary to connect joining
pipelines at intersections. The elevation is defined at the junctions and necessary for the
model to calculate system pressures. The system demands and demand patterns are also
applied to the junctions.

e Tanks: The recycled water system includes 22.5 MG of available storage within six storage
tanks. These tanks provide operational storage during times of peak demands. The
modeled tanks include properties such as elevation, minimum and maximum water level,
and diameter.

e Pumps: The pumps at each pump station are included in the model and run based on their
pump curve and operational controls. The RP-1 1158 Pump Station was recently
upgraded to include higher capacity pumps and was also updated in the model.

e Reservoirs: Fixed head reservoirs'® are used to model the water recycling plants.

e Valves: The model includes both pressure reducing valves (PRV) and flow control valves
(FCV). The PRVs are representative of actual PRVs in the recycled water system that
allow higher pressure zones to supply lower pressure zones. The PRVs includes the valve
diameter, pressure setting, and operational controls as applicable. The FCVs in the model
are located on the discharge side of IEUA’s water recycling plants to control the recycled
water supply. Diurnal production curves developed from the SCADA data during the 2016
calibration are applied to each plant to mimic the actual production at each plant
throughout the day.

Exhibit 9: Recycled Water System Hydraulic Profile

10 The reservoir is operated by a specified head elevation. This elevation is maintained in the model.
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3.9.3 Advanced Water Purification

The PUT options include advanced water purification to meet long-term salinity requirements in
the Chino Basin. In addition, subsurface application through injection wells is assumed for
groundwater replenishment, which also requires purified water. This section discusses the AWPF
assumptions for the PUT options.

Potential AWPF Locations

The potential AWPF locations impact treatment process selection and infrastructure requirements
for tertiary recycled water, purified water, and brine conveyance. The closer that the AWPFs can
be sited to source water supply (tertiary recycled water), the groundwater recharge locations, and
brine disposal will result in lower capital and operating costs. To avoid additional costs and
schedule delays associated with siting and purchasing land for an AWPF, only IEUA-owned or
stakeholder-owned properties were considered.

Of IEUA’s existing four regional water recycling facilities (RP-1, RP-4, RP-5, and CCWRF), RP-1
and RP-4 were identified as the two most-feasible locations for the future AWPF. However,
ultimately, the Technical Memorandum No. 2 (TM2), Chino Basin Put, Take, and Program
Alternatives Evaluation (Appendix 2) indicates that RP-4 has been selected as the preferred
location for the AWPF over RP-1 due to its proximity to recharge basins, its greater capacity to
pump to recharge basins, future injection wells, space availability, ability to integrate with future
direct potable reuse opportunities and proximity of surface water treatment plants, its consistency
with the SFI recharge prioritization, and overall operational flexibility. An AWPF at RP-4 will meet
regulatory and permit requirements. Additionally, RP-4 is located near extensions of the Non-
Reclaimable Wastewater System (NRWS) for brine disposal.

Purified Water Goals

Purified water must meet the treatment goals set forth by the CCR Title 22 Division 4, Chapter 3,
Article 5.2 for IPR and groundwater replenishment through subsurface application. In addition,
product water must meet the Basin Plan groundwater objectives for minerals and drinking water
MCLs and Recycled Water Policy requirements regarding the SNMP, maximum benefit, and
monitoring constituents of contaminants of emerging concern in the Upper Santa Ana River Basin
(hydraulic sub area 801.21). Table 11 summarizes the treated water goals based on this
regulatory framework.

Table 11
PURIFIED WATER GOALS FOR IPR GROUNDWATER REPLENISHMENT
VIA SUBSURFACE INJECTION IN THE UPPER SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN

Parameter Criteria Regulation
Enteric Virus >12 log reduction CCR
Giardia cysts >10 log reduction CCR
Cryptosporidium oocysts >10 log reduction CCR
< 0.25 mg/l in 95% of weekly samples within first 20
ToC \;V((e)(.agsmg/L 20-week running average and average of CCR
last 4 weekly samples
Total Nitrogen < 10 mg/L average of twice weekly samples CCR
Nitrate (as N)* < 4.2 mg/L 5-year running average Basin Plan
1,4-dioxane >0.5 log reduction by AOP CCR
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Parameter Criteria Regulation
Inorganic Chemlcals in Table 64431-A, < MCLs in quarterly samples CCR
except for nitrogen compounds
Radionuclide Chemicals in Tables 64442 .
and 64443 < MCLs in quarterly samples CCR
Organic Chemicals in 64444-A < MCLs in quarterly samples CCR
Disinfection Byproducts in Table 64533-A < MCLs in quarterly samples CCR
Lead and Copper 90" percentiles < Action Levels CCR
Secondary Drinking Water Contaminants in .
Tables 64449-A and 64449-8 < sMCLs in annual samples CCR
Priority Toxic Pollutants in 40 CFR Section < DDW-specified priority toxic pollutants and NLs® in CCR
131.38 quarterly samples
DDW-Specified Chemicals based on
Engineering Report, Affected Groundwater  As specified by DDW in quarterly samples CCR
Basin(s), and Wastewater Source Control
NDMA <10 ng/L CCR
TDS! < 680mg/L Basin Plan
Chloride <500 mg/L Basin Plan
Sulfate <500 mg/L Basin Plan
Boron <0.75 mg/L Basin Plan
Sodium < 180 mg/L for municipality use Basin Plan
Sodium Absorption Ratio < 9 for agricultural use Basin Plan

Notes: ! Criteria applies the Basin Plan’s “Maximum Benefit” objectives but if the Regional Board determines it is lowering the water
quality and not a maximum benefit to the Basin, the “Antidegradation” objectives will apply with Nitrate (as N) and TDS needing to
meet 2.9 mg/L and 250 mgl/L, respectively, for a 5-year running average (RWQCB — SA, 2019).

2 Notable among which is the NDMA goal of 10 ng/L or less. (Listed as a separate row in this table for emphasis)

3 A draft of the Lead and Copper Rule Long-Term Revisions was published in November 2019 and a final rule is expected to be
released in fall 2020. Compliance is likely to begin around 2023.

Process Rationale

IEUA is planning to upgrade the secondary treatment systems at both RP-1 and RP-4 plants with
membrane bioreactor (MBR) systems, although the RP-1 upgrade is planned in the near term
(online by 2030) and RP-4 is in the long term (approximately 2040). It is assumed that if the AWPF
is implemented at RP-4 the treatment train would be Membrane Filtration (MF)- Reverse Osmosis
(RO)- Ultraviolet (UV) Advanced Oxidation Process (AOP) (MF-RO-AOP). IEUA could potentially
convert an AWPF at RP-4 to MBR-RO-AOP when the MBR is implemented at RP-4. As IEUA has
selected RP-4 as the preferred AWPF location, the Membrane Bioreactor (MBR)-Reverse
Osmosis (RO)- Ultraviolet (UV) Advanced Oxidation Process (AOP) (MBR-RO-AOP) treatment
train at RP-1 will not be discussed further in this Project Description.

This process train—MF-RO-AOP—is described in subsequent sections.

RP-4 Membrane Filtration (MF)- Reverse Osmosis (RO)- Ultraviolet (UV) Advanced
Oxidation Process (AOP) (MF-RO-AOP)

All existing potable reuse facilities in California utilize MF as pretreatment for RO. MF removes
suspended solids, reduces turbidity, and achieves credit for up to 4-log reduction of protozoa
through daily integrity testing. If the AWPF is constructed at RP-4, then the treatment train would
be MF-RO-AOP since the future conversion at RP-4 to MBR is planned for the long term.

Additionally, the MBR-RO-AOP process at RP-1 would remove pathogens including Virus, Giardia
cysts, Virus, and Cryptosporidium oocysts to at or below the minimum regulatory requirements. If
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desired, IEUA could claim additional virus credit through final chlorine disinfection though this
level of treatment is not required at this time (refer to Appendix 1 [TM1, Subsection 4.2.3] for the
specific pathogen log removal credits).

AWPF Capacity and Redundancy Assumptions

The most economical approach to size an AWPF is to provide a near constant flow of
approximately 17,000 AFY to produce the purified water goal of 15,000 AFY. Exhibit 10 shows
the required flow rates and assumed recoveries MF-RO-AOP at RP-4. MF backwash waste would
return to the upstream wastewater treatment plant in order to minimize losses through the system.
During the water purification process, of the stream of recycled water that the AWPF would
receive, a small percentage is lost to the water purification process. While available proprietary
and non-proprietary high recovery RO treatment technologies could conceivably achieve 93%
recovery, pilot testing achievable recovery on the anticipated water quality and corresponding
impacts to concentrate disposal would be required before constructing a full-scale system.

Exhibit 10: AWPF Capacities for MF-RO-AOP at RP-4

Redundancy requirements are established by the function of the facility and criticality of
continuous full capacity operations. In order to maintain the high online factor required to reliably
produce 15,000 AFY with limited supply, the design includes fully redundant trains for all
processes. Table 12 summarizes the redundancy planned for the AWPF along with the
anticipated offline time.

Table 12
REDUNDANCY REQUIREMENTS

Process S?:r?c/igy Online Factor Required Downtime

MF System

MF Feed Tanks 1+0 98.6% 5 days per year to drain, clean, and inspect

MF Feed Pumps 3+1 100% 21 days per 5 years per pump

MF Strainers 3+1 100% 14 days per year per strainer
12 days per year per train for CIP; 7 days per year

MF Trains 7+2 100% per train for maintenance; 100 minutes per day for
MC/backwash/PDT

MF Backwash Pumps 1+1 100% 21 days per 5 years per pump

MF Backwash Blowers 1+1 100% 2 days per year per blower
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Process

RO System

RO Feed Tank
RO Feed Pumps
Cartridge Filters

RO Trains

RO Interstage Booster
Pumps

RO Flush Tank
RO Flush Pumps
UV-AOP System

UV Reactors

Factor to Account for Time to Switch Over
to Duty Train in the Event of Failure

Anticipated Online Time

Duty + .
Standby Online Factor

1+0 98.6%
4+1 100%
4+1 100%
4+1 100%
4+1 100%
1+0 98.6%
1+1 100%
1+1 100%
99.5%
95.4%

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Required Downtime

5 days per year to drain, clean, and inspect
21 days per 5 years per pump
1 day per 3 months per cartridge filter

1 day per train per year for CIP; 28 days per 5 years
per train for maintenance

21 days per 5 years per pump
5 days per year to drain, clean, and inspect
21 days per 5 years per pump

14 days per year per reactor for bulb, sleeve, and
ballast replacement

20 failures per year; 2 hours to recover from each

The proposed AWPF located at RP-4 would utilize an MF-RO-AOP treatment process. The sizing
assumptions for the 15,000 AFY AWPF at RP-4 are summarized in Table 13, below.

Process or Facility
Equalization

MF System

RO System

Table 13

SIZING ASSUMPTIONS FOR 15,000 AFY AWPF AT RP-4

Description
Equalization Tank
MF system production capacity
MF feed pumps
Capacity, per pump
MF strainers
Capacity, per strainer
MF trains
Filtrate flow, per train
MF backwash pumps
Capacity, per pump
RO system production capacity
RO feed tank
RO feed pumps
Capacity, per pump
Cartridge filters
Capacity, per cartridge filter
RO trains
Permeate, per train
RO interstage booster pumps

Capacity, per pump
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Units Value!
MG 1.2?
MGD 15.1
No. 3+1
gpm 4,700
No. 3+1
gpm 4,700
No. 7+2
gpm 1,500
No. 1+1
gpm 2,010
MGD 14.1
gal 105,000
No. 4+1
gpm 2,640
No. 4+1
gpm 2,640
No. 4+1
gpm 2,450
No. 1 Per Train
gpm 650
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Process or Facility Description
RO flush tank
RO flush pumps
Capacity, per pump
UV-AOP system production capacity
UV-AOP System UV reactors
Flow, per reactor
Sulfuric acid tank
Tank volume
Sodium hypochlorite tank
Tank volume
Caustic soda totes
Tote volume
Chemical Facilities Ammonium sulfate tank
Tank volume
Antiscalant tank
Tank volume
Hydrogen peroxide tank
Tank volume
Sodium bisulfite tote
Tote volume
Post Treatment Lime system
Decarbonator system
MF CIP system tanks
CIP Systems RO CIP system tanks
RO CIP cartridge filter

Notes: *Equipment quantities are shown in the format of duty + standby, i.e., MF feed pumps are 3 + 1, or 3 duty + 1 standby.
2Size is limited by available space near existing chlorine contact basins. The size and location of the equalization tank will be

evaluated in more detail during future phases of the project.
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Units
gal
No.

gpm

MGD
No.

gpm
No.

gal
No.
gal
No.
gal
No.
gal
No.
gal
No.
gal
No.
gal
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.

Valuet!
18,900
1+1
900
141
2+1
4,900
2
11,900
2
13,100
2
300
1
13,500
1
6,100
1
7,300
2
300
2+0
2+0
2
2
1

3-35



Chino Basin Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Exhibit 11: RP-4 Site Layout
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Exhibit 12: RP-4 AWPF Site Layout
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Brine Disposal

As stated above, during the water treatment process, of the stream of recycled water that the
AWPF would receive, a small percentage is lost to the water purification process. This small
percentage that is lost to the water purification process is called brine. The AWPF requires brine
disposal for the brine stream generated by RO treatment. Refer to Technical Memorandum 3
(TM3), provided as Appendix 3, which presents a summary of NRWS infrastructure, available
capacity in each system, requirements for new connections and tie-ins, a summary of system
costs for connection capacity and operations, and future considerations for brine conveyance and
scaling mitigation. New connections to the NRWS consider the existing hydraulics, requirements
for physical connection, and operations and maintenance.

IEUA operates the Non-Reclaimable Wastewater System (NRWS), which is infrastructure for
disposal of high-salinity wastewater (brine) and other non-reclaimable high-strength wastewater.
The NRWS is comprised of three pipelines shown on Figure 3: the NRWS pipeline, the Etiwanda
Wastewater Line (EWL), and the Inland Empire Brine Line (IEBL). The NRWS is split into two
service areas within IEUA’s jurisdiction. The North NRWS is comprised of the NRWS pipeline and
EWL, while the South NRWS is comprised of the IEBL. The NRWS pipeline and the EWL
ultimately convey flow to the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD) through the Joint
Outfall System (JOS). The IEBL directly conveys flow to the Orange County Sanitation District
(OCSD) by gravity. The NRWS is shown graphically in Exhibits 13 and 14.

Exhibit 13: NRWS Nomenclature
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Exhibit 14: Overall System Schematic

New Connections to the NRWS
To discharge to the NRWS, the user must obtain a Wastewater Discharge Permit and purchase

capacity units (CU) for the respective pipeline. The typical terms for the permit are five years for
the NRWS pipeline and EWL and two years for the IEBL. Permit application and renewal fees
vary by industry and are listed in the Resolutions for each pipeline. Exhibit 15 summarizes the

steps to obtain a permit.

Exhibit 15: Typical Process for Wastewater Discharge Permit

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES 3-39



Chino Basin Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Plans detailing the facility layout, points of connection to the NRWS, and monitoring station must
be submitted with the Wastewater Discharge Permit Application. The materials that must be
submitted with the Wastewater Discharge Permit Application can be located at IEUA’s website.*

3.94 Groundwater Recharge

The PUT options include recharging purified water to the Chino Basin to achieve two goals:
capitalizing on storage within the Basin as well as reducing the overall salinity of the Basin. The
groundwater recharge component includes both where to recharge the water and how to recharge
the water.

This section discusses the groundwater recharge assumptions for the PUT options, which are
presented in the following sections:
o Recharge locations in the Chino Basin, which need to consider the characteristics of the
Chino Basin, groundwater quality, and recovery of the stored water.
¢ Recharge method, including injection wells and recharge basins
¢ Monitoring wells

Recharge Locations

The northern portion of MZ-2 was identified as the primary recharge location for purified water as
part of the Storage Framework Investigation (WEI, October 2018). The northern portion of MZ-2
is generally outside of known areas of contamination and does not have known subsidence
constraints or significant pumping depressions. The Storage Framework Investigation also
included managed storage and recovery programs within operational bands 2, 3, and 4. For these
storage and recovery programs, ASR wells, which can be used for both injection and extraction,
were assumed in the northern MZ-2 area in two east-west alignments in Rancho Cucamonga.
ASR wells were not considered in the CBP as current regulations do not allow ASR wells to inject
and extract purified recycled water, although this may be considered in the future with evolving
regulations.

For the PUT options, two sets of potential injection well locations in MZ-2 were identified, which
are as follows:

Initially, potential injection well locations were identified in MZ-2 in Rancho Cucamonga in similar
locations as assumed for the Storage Framework Investigation. One east-west alignment was
assumed on the Pacific Electric Inland Empire Trail and one along Foothill Boulevard.

In order to reduce the infrastructure required to convey the purified water from the AWPF to the
injection wells, a second set of injection well locations have been identified in MZ-2. These were
located further south than the initial set (closer to both RP-1 and RP-4) to reduce the overall
purified water pipeline lengths. The east-west alignments of injection wells were assumed along
Foothill Boulevard and Arrow Route in Rancho Cucamonga.

Preliminary groundwater modeling was completed for both sets of preliminary injection well
locations and results indicate that both options align with the OBMP objectives and the SFI. The
second set of injection wells (located on Foothill Boulevard and Arrow Route) are assumed for
the PUT options to reduce the overall infrastructure costs. This scenario would reduce the
infrastructure required to convey the purified water from the AWPF to the injection wells. These

11 https://www.ieua.org/everything-water/pretreatment-source-control/wastewater-discharge-permits/
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were located further south and closer to both RP-1 and RP-4 to reduce the overall purified water
pipeline lengths. The east-west alignments of injection wells were assumed along Foothill
Boulevard and Arrow Route in Rancho Cucamonga. Injection wells in MZ-1 and MZ-3 were also
investigated as part of the project:

Recharge Method

Existing recharge basins are used to recharge a combination of stormwater, tertiary recycled
water, and imported water into the Basin. These recharge basins are highly utilized, especially
seasonally during storm events, and do not have sufficient year-round capacity for the additional
purified water (15,000 AFY) to be recharged as part of the CBP. The PUT options were developed
assuming injection wells would be used to recharge purified water.

Injection Wells

Injection wells will be used to recharge purified water to the Chino Basin drinking water aquifers.
Injection wells allow for consistent recharge of specific aquifers and are not subject to stormwater
capacity restraints like recharge basins. Each injection well will be constructed to the State of
California regulations. Each well site will include a concrete pad, superstructure, necessary safety
features, signage, and flowmeters. Each injection well is estimated to require a site space of 100
feet by 100 feet (0.23 acres) that will accommodate the initial well construction, the wellhead
equipment, and future well maintenance and redevelopment. It is assumed that land would need
to be purchased for each injection well. An example injection well site is shown in Photo 1, below.

Photo 1: Example Injection Well Site

The capacity of each injection well is assumed to be 50 percent of the average pumping rate of
nearby production wells. Based on the data included in the Storage Framework Investigation
(WEI, October 2018) and the characterization of each management zone, the estimated injection
wells capacities for MZ-2 are 830 gpm and 3.77-acre feet per day (AFD).

Preliminary groundwater modeling was completed for preliminary injection well locations and

results indicate that the proposed PUT options align with the OBMP objectives and the Storage
Framework Investigation. The second set of injection wells (located on Foothill Boulevard and
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Arrow Route) are used for the PUT options as the superior option to reduce the overall
infrastructure costs.

Table 14 summarizes the MZ-2 injection wells assumed for the PUT options. The number of
injection wells was determined using the maximum capacity per well, defined above.

Table 14
MZ-2 INJECTION WELLS

Maximum Conceptual Design
Recharge Goal (AFY) Capacity per Injection Number of Injection Capacity per Injection
Well (gpm) Wells Well (gpm)
Duty = 12, Standby = 4
15,000 830 b 775

Injection well capacities are dependent on the well maintenance and other operational
assumptions. Standard injection well operational procedures include assuming wells do not sit
idle for longer than one week, are exercised near design flow rates, are backflushed for
approximately one hour a week, and are rehabbed every three to five years. Redundant injection
wells are recommended to allow for backflushing and well rehabilitation while meeting the
continuous recharge rate of 15,000 AFY. Test injection wells are likely to be required to collect
site specific information to guide injection well design.

The recommended redundancy for injection wells is one standby well for every three active wells.
For example, if all 15,000 AFY (41.1 acre-feet per day (AFD)) is proposed to be recharged in
MZ-2, then 12 operating wells and four standby wells (16 wells total) are recommended based on
the estimated MZ-2 injection well capacity projected above, and the recommended redundancy
requirements. One example operating scenario would be to group the wells into four sets of four
wells each where at any one time three wells would be active and one standby. The active wells
would be cycled on a weekly basis to make sure that each well is not inactive for more than a
week.

Monitoring Wells

Per the Title 22 regulations for groundwater replenishment using recycled water, monitoring wells
are required to monitor water quality in the groundwater Basin. The regulations require that at
least two monitoring wells be constructed downgradient of the replenishment location. One must
be located at least two weeks but no more than six months downgradient travel time through the
aquifer and at least 30 days upgradient from the nearest drinking water well, and the second well
must be located between the replenishment location and the nearest downgradient drinking water
well. A total of 4 monitoring wells were included in each PUT option to comply with these
requirements.

3.9.5 PUT Facilities Summary

PUT Option 5 (PUT-5) assumes that the AWPF is located at RP-4, where 15,000 AFY of purified
recycled water is produced and recharged into MZ-2. The elements of PUT Option 5 are as
follows:
¢ Recharge location
o MZ-2: All purified water would be recharged via injection wells in MZ-2, which is
consistent with the Storage Framework Investigation.
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o AWPF
o The AWPF (MF-ROP-AOP) would be located at RP-4. The preliminary RP-4
AWPF layout is shown in Exhibit 12.
e Conveyance
o Purified water would be pumped from the AWPF to the injection well sites in MZ-2.
o Brine from the AWPF would be pumped in to the NRWS pipeline and conveyed to
LACSD for disposal.

PUT Option 5 is summarized in Table 15 and shown in Figure 4.

Table 15
PUT FACILITIES

Parameter Description
Recharge Locations Mz-2
AWPF
Location RP-4
Process MF/RO/UV-AOP
Capacity (AFY) 15,000
Purified water conveyance
Pipelines?! 7.1 miles (8-inch to 30-inch)
Pump station?
Location RP-4
Size 1,500 HP
Number of injection wells 16 (12 duty, 4 standby)
Brine conveyance?®
Disposal system NRWS
Pipeline 1,400 ft (8-inch)

Notes: 'Pipelines are discussed under Subsection 3.11, 3.10.5, and 3.10.6
2Pump Stations are discussed under Subsection 3.10.5 Delivery to Hydraulic
Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir

3Brine Conveyance is discussed under Subsection 3.11.4 and 3.9.3, above.

3.10 CHINO BASIN PROGRAM TAKE FACILITIES

The CBP includes two main categories of facilities: PUT, the components to recharge purified
water to the Chino Basin, and TAKE, the components to extract groundwater and convey potable
water supply. The TAKE components are as follows, with the corresponding section noted:
e Groundwater extraction and treatment
¢ Potable water pumping and conveyance
e Potable water usage
o MWD pump back
o Inlieu usage

To support the development of the PUT and TAKE options, and program scenarios, WEI
completed initial groundwater modeling for the PUT and TAKE components. The initial
groundwater modeling results are discussed in Subsection 3.9.1. The following table summarizes
the TAKE Options that will be considered as part of the overall CBP Project.
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Table 16
TAKE OPTIONS SUMMARY

Call Year Deliveries

Description Total Delivery over 25 Years
TAKE Pump
Options Back  Standard Pump In-Lieu  Total CaI_I Year Total
Back Deliveries

and/or  Delivery
In-Lieu
100%
TAKE-1 Pump  Standard 50,000 - 50,000 375,000 375,000
Back
TAKE-3 Partial  Standard 25,500 24,500 50,000 375,000 375,000
Pump
Back
TAKE-7 and Standard 28,000 22,000 50,000 375,000 375,000
Partial
In-Lieu
Partial
Pump
and In-
Lieu

(AFY) (AFY) (AF)

(AFY) (AF)

TAKE--8 Standard 10,000 30,000 40,000 300,000 300,000

3.10.1 Groundwater Extraction and Storage

The goal of the TAKE components is to deliver the 375,000 AF of potable water from the Chino
Basin over the 25-year life of the CBP. The 375,000 AF would replace water supply that would
otherwise be imported from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta), which will be done either
by delivering extracted groundwater to MWD’s regional facilities for eventual distribution to
member agencies (MWD pump back), or by delivering groundwater directly to member agencies
for their use in-lieu of receiving imported water deliveries from MWD, which is referred to as In-
Lieu CBP.

The 375,000 AF would be used during dry years (call years) when less water is imported from the
Delta. Two groundwater extraction scenarios were assumed for the TAKE options:

e Standard delivery (no pre-delivery): Assuming a maximum pumping rate of 50,000 AFY,
7.5 call years would occur over the 25-year life of the project. The TAKE facilities would
be sized to deliver 50,000 AFY of groundwater from the Chino Basin to MWD regional
facilities or directly to member agencies.

An option to directly delivering extracted CBP groundwater to member agencies for in-lieu use is
to provide new local wells or wellhead treatment to existing wells, which is referred to as In-Lieu
Local. Examples for this type of in-lieu use include adding groundwater treatment to wells that are
currently offline due to groundwater contamination. For these example In-Lieu Local projects, up
to 3,000 AFY is assumed to be treated at member agency wells, for a total of 6,000 AFY if two
such projects are implemented. This sum of water would already be within member agency
service areas and is assumed to not require any additional infrastructure other than wellhead
treatment. This would reduce the total amount of water required to be extracted from the proposed
extraction wellfield and conveyed through TAKE facilities by up to 6,000 AFY.

Extraction Wells

Multiple extraction wells are required to meet baseline (50,000 AFY) project option. Up to
17 extraction wells would be required depending upon the option selected.
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Site Selection
The location of potential extraction well sites was determined through the identification of land
within the Chino Basin with the following attributes:
e Undeveloped parcels.
o Parcels located at the intersection of streets. These sites would provide for easy access
to the site during construction, maintenance, and rehabilitation activities.
e Located within the groundwater MZ desired for extraction well options (predominantly
MZ-2 as evaluated in the SFI)

It was assumed that the minimum extraction well size would need to be a minimum of 100 feet by
100 feet (0.23 acres) to allow for construction, periodic well rehabilitation, and the drilling of a new
well, should the original well fail and need to be replaced. Photo 2 is a photo of a well site
measuring 100 feet by 100 feet during well rehabilitation. As shown, well rehabilitation (and
drilling) activities required adequate space for pump column laydown, well rig placement, spoils
placement, and decant tanks for well development.

Photo 2: Well Rehabilitation Activities

Production Capacity

The estimated flowrates of proposed wells in the area are between 1,500 gpm and 2,000 gpm,
based on production data from other nearby wells. It is assumed that one redundant well would
be constructed for each option such that the firm production capacity with the largest well offline
would still produce the amount of CBP water required for the option. A sampling port would be
installed at all wellheads to facilitate routine water quality sampling. Each well would be able to
deliver water to an HGL of 1,180 feet (ft), which is the operational water elevation of the proposed
blending and storage reservoir. Chlorine would be injected at each wellhead to prevent biological
growth in well collector pipelines.
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Well Collector Pipelines

A network of pipelines would be installed to connect each well to the blending and storage
reservoir. The collector pipeline diameters would range from 12- to 54-inch, and are sized to keep
pipeline velocity below 5 feet per second (fps). Collector pipes are considered separately from
the regional potable pipelines because they would convey raw groundwater to a reservoir for
blending. After blending in the reservoir and addition of chlorine, the water would be considered
potable. It is assumed that additional groundwater treatment would not be necessary as water
guality in the proposed wellfield location meets drinking water standards. If additional treatment
becomes necessary in the future, either a wellhead or centralized treatment facility can be
integrated and located at either an individual well site or adjacent to the blending and storage
reservoir.

Redundancy Requirements

It is assumed that one redundant well would be required for each option to accommodate capacity
loss from hydrogeologic conditions, poor water quality, or maintenance shutdowns. In the event
multiple wells are offline or have reduced production capacity at a given time, the online wells can
be pumped at a higher rate until the wells are back online. The extraction wells design should
include variable frequency drives (VFD) and the ultimate design point should be at maximum
drawdown and lowest anticipated static groundwater level so that additional production is
possible.

Blending and Storage Reservoir

A circular, prestressed tank storage reservoir is recommended near the extraction wellfield to
collect groundwater from all proposed wells prior to MWD pump back and/or in-lieu usage by
agencies. The storage reservoir will have two purposes:

1. If an extraction well begins to pump contaminated groundwater, the reservoir will provide
an opportunity for blending, which can avoid taking the well offline or the need for
treatment.

2. The storage reservoir will serve as a forebay for the pump station that will be needed to
boost water to elevations well above the extraction well field, and to break head for water
to be delivered to lower elevations. This will also provide a constant head for the wells to
pump against, rather than having the variability of discharge pressure that may come from
having the wells pump directly into a high-pressure transmission line.

The reservoir would provide short-term storage and blending. Because the reservoir will primarily
be used for blending and not storage, it is assumed that the reservoir volume would be determined
based on retention time, and not hours of stored water available to meet demands. For blending
purposes, it is assumed the retention time would need to be three hours. The reservoir outlet(s)
will serve as the sampling point for water quality analyses for potable water.

Groundwater treatment for centralized extraction wells is not anticipated due to the groundwater
extraction locations being focused in the better water quality areas of MZ-2, blending in the
storage reservoir, and water quality in MWD’s Rialto Pipeline. In the event that treatment is
needed in the future, the land acquired for the reservoir should to be large enough to
accommodate a future treatment system.
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3.10.2 Groundwater Treatment

Groundwater treatment for the centralized extraction wells is not anticipated but could be needed
for In-Lieu Local projects where wellhead treatment is added to existing wells that are out of
service due to groundwater contamination. Potential groundwater treatment technologies that
could be used for wellhead treatment for potential In-Lieu Local projects include reverse osmaosis,
advanced oxidation, ion exchange, granular activated carbon (GAC), and biological treatment.

Based on the potential groundwater contaminants that may be found in the Chino Basin, a wide
variety of treatment processes must be evaluated; these processes all have various degrees of
efficacy depending on the mix of contaminants present. Groundwater treatment technologies may
include more conventional best available technologies (BAT) or biological treatment, the latter
being an emerging treatment technology in the water sector. Exhibit 16 shows the range of
conventional treatment technologies that are available for various groundwater contaminants.

Exhibit 16: The Universe of Conventional Groundwater Contaminant Treatment Options

Membrane processes, especially RO, will remove many contaminants but are limited to higher
molecular weight compounds and generally ineffective for the removal of compounds like NDMA
and 1,4-dioxane.

lon exchange, while typically utilized by engineers for the removal of nitrate, perchlorate,
hexavalent chromium, and some TDS, will be ineffective at volatile organic carbon (VOC)
removal.

GAC is often the treatment option of choice for VOCs but can become a costly option for some
poorly absorbed compounds such as 1,2,3-TCP and trichloroethylene (TCE) and will require
frequent change outs to meet effluent water quality objectives.

Finally, advanced oxidation processes, such as UV-AOP, are well suited for some difficult to treat
compounds like 1,4-dioxane and NDMA but cannot treat compounds such as 1,2,3-TCP and
carbon tetrachloride (CTC) without using extremely high UV doses, which will result in significant
power consumption.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES 3-47



Chino Basin Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PFAS, a large class of emerging contaminants including PFOS and PFOA, has been detected in
drinking water supplies across the United States and now have notification levels and response
levels established in California. GAC or IX are the two main treatment technologies used for
PFAS; RO is also effective for PFAS removal, but more expensive to construct and operate.

Table 17 summarizes the efficacy of various treatment processes for different, and common,
groundwater contaminants.

Table 17
CANDIDATE TECHNOLOGIES TO REMOVE POSSIBLE CONSTITUENTS OF CONCERN

Treatment Technologies Most
. o . . Common
Constituent GAC  Air Stripping IX RO AOPs Bllologlcal MBR Processes
(A/IS) + Vapor (Fixed Bed/ for this
Phase GAC Fluidized Bed) Constituent

Organic Constituents

TCE v v v v v v A/S & GAC

Perchloroethylene v v v v v v A/S & GAC

(PCE)

MTBE v v v v GAC

1,4-dioxane v v v AOP

NDMA v v v uv

1,2,3-TCP v v v GAC

PFAS v v v GAC/IX

Inorganic Constituents

Nitrate v v v v IX

Hexavalent

Chromium v Vv v v IX

Perchlorate v v v v IX

Iron Oxidation &

Filtration

Manaanese Oxidation &

g Filtration

3.10.3 MWD Pump Back

MWD operates three raw water transmission pipelines near the project area shown in Figure 5
that could all be suitable for MWD Pump Back: Rialto Pipeline, Upper Feeder Pipeline, and
Etiwanda Pipeline.

Under normal operation, the Rialto Pipeline delivers raw water from the Devil Canyon Afterbay
(which receives water from the East Branch of the State Water Project) westerly to turnouts at the
FWC Sandhill WTP, CVWD Lloyd W. Michael WTP, CVWD Royer Nesbit WTP (currently offline),
WFA Agua de Lejos WTP, and Three Valleys Municipal Water District (TVMWD) Miramar WTP.
The Rialto Pipeline also delivers raw water to various spreading basins for groundwater recharge
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in the Cucamonga Basin and northern areas of the Chino Basin. After turnouts to those agencies,
the Rialto Pipeline delivers raw water west to the MWD F.E. Weymouth WTP (Weymouth), for
ultimate delivery to Los Angeles and Orange Counties.

The Rialto Pipeline is the only appropriate pipeline to pump CBP potable water into in order to
keep reclaimed water within the Chino Basin. Since the Rialto Pipeline is a raw water pipeline,
the potable water generated by CBP would be considered raw water once pumped into the Rialto
Pipeline. There are no MWD treated water pipelines near the proposed extraction wellfield.

TAKE options that include MWD Pump Back will require a pump station to lift extracted
groundwater from the elevation of the reservoir at the extraction wellfield (between 1,000 ft and
1,200 ft above mean sea level (AMSL) to the static HGL of the Rialto Pipeline of 1,936 ft AMSL.
While the hydraulic grade line (HGL) of the Rialto Pipeline decreases from 1,936 ft AMSL as it
flows west due to head-loss, the pump back facilities should be capable of pumping to the Devil
Canyon Afterbay static head of 1,936 ft AMSL to maintain operational flexibility. MWD Pump Back
will also require a large-diameter pipeline from the extraction wellfield to the Rialto Pipeline, and
a new or retrofitted turnout into the Rialto Pipeline

Water Quality Considerations

The extracted groundwater being delivered to the Rialto Pipeline must be of quality not to
significantly diminish the quality of existing raw water in the Rialto Pipeline and, per MWD
requirements, must meet primary and secondary MCLs. Water quality data from existing
production wells near the proposed extraction wellfield in northern MZ-2 were collected to
estimate the water quality of extracted CBP groundwater. Likewise, water quality data from the
Devil Canyon Afterbay were provided by MWD to represent Rialto Pipeline water quality.

The blended Rialto Pipeline/CBP water quality was calculated using a mass balance based on
the maximum annual CBP delivery of 50,000 AFY and typical Rialto Pipeline flow of 614 MGD.
The estimated water quality for CBP water, the Rialto Pipeline water quality, and the blended CBP
and Rialto Pipeline water quality is presented in Table 18.

Table 18
BLENDED WATER QUALITY
Constiuent (SOPERNES . matopipeinet  CPPIRL0 fpelne Py

TDS (mg/L) 235.6 254.0 252.8 (500.0)
Nitrate-N (mg/L) 3.3 0.4 0.6 10.0
Hardness (mg/L) 146.7 94.0 97.6

EC (uS/cm) 3844.4 457.0 452.1 (900.0)
pH 7.8 8.14 8.1

Calcium (mg/L) 45.1 20.0 21.8

Magnesium (mg/L) 7.7 11.0 10.8

Sodium (mg/L) 19.6 52.0 49.8

Potassium (mg/L) 1.8 N/A N/A

Bicarbonate (mg/L) 178.7 72.0 79.2

Chloride (mg/L) 9.4 72.0 67.8 (250.0)
Sulfate (mg/L) 15.1 33.0 31.8 (250.0)
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. CBP Blended . TR CBP/Rialto Pipeline Primary
Constituent Extraction Wells? Rialto Pipeline Blend?® (Secondary) MCL
Perchlorate (ug/L) 2.4 0° 0.2 6.0
Hexavalent 34 05 0.2 10.0°

Chromium (ug/L)
Notes: !Based on 5-10 years water quality data of nearby production wells.
®Rialto Pipeline water quality assumed to be equivalent to Devil Canyon Afterbay water quality as provided in MWD Bulletin 132-13
from April 2015, Table 4-1.
SCalculated by mass balance of typical Rialto Pipeline flowrate (614 MGD) and maximum proposed CBP flowrate (50,000 AFY, 44.64
MGD). CBP water would account for approximately 6.8% of the combined flow.
‘CVWD LWMWTP Master Plan, October 2010
5No data, which suggests that these constituents were not sampled because not typically present in surface water. For this analysis,
they were assumed to be zero.
5The hexavalent chromium MCL was rescinded but is anticipated to be re-proposed at this same level in the future. Total chromium
has an MCL of 60 pg/L.

Table 18 above shows that the projected, blended water quality for the CBP extraction wells is of
high quality and, in many cases, the extraction well water quality exceeds that in Rialto Pipeline.
The lack of perchlorate and hexavalent chromium data for the Rialto Pipeline suggests that these
constituents were not sampled. These constituents are not typically present in surface water and
for this analysis it is assumed that they have low or zero concentration in the Rialto Pipeline. The
projected levels for the CBP water alone are below the MCL for perchlorate and the assumed
future MCL for hexavalent chromium. Considering the significant dilution that will occur in the
Rialto Pipeline once the CBP water is pumped in, treatment is not anticipated to be required.

The CBP water would be sampled and monitored at or near the turnout into the Rialto Pipeline. It
is anticipated that MWD will provide a list of constituents to be monitored at regular intervals to
verify the quality of water being delivered. Constituents to be monitored may include TDS, nitrate,
hardness, chloride, sulfate, perchlorate, hexavalent chromium, 1,2,3-TCP, and other contami-
nants that may present treatment challenges or that have primary and secondary MCLs for
drinking water. The frequency of the sampling is unknown at this time.

PFAS
PFAS sampling was completed in 2019 and 2020 and results are forthcoming. The following
describe sampling that has been undertaken to date:

e The only sampling completed on Chino Basin groundwater to date was through
Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule (UCMR 3), which was for 30 active wells.

¢ All UCMRS data showed that all samples were non-detect. However, UCMR3 data was
analyzed using older analytical methods with a higher detection limit than the current NLs.
Therefore, it is inconclusive as to whether the CBP groundwater will require treatment for
PFOA and PFOS.

e The CBWM monitors some wells in Chino Basin and have added PFOA and PFOS
sampling to their constituents. The first samples were collected in 2019.

o A couple of drinking water agencies in the Chino Basin area were served sampling orders
from DDW and had to start quarterly sampling in June. These agencies are waiting to see
data has been uploaded to DDW’s online database.

e The CDA started sampling at desalter wells, but data is not yet available.

Operational Considerations

It is assumed that the MWD Pump Back would operate at a constant rate over the entire calendar
year and would not vary to meet seasonal demands. The system is anticipated to deliver water at
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50,000 AFY (~31,100 GPM) constantly during call years and would not operate during non-call
years.

The high-hydraulic grade line (HGL) in the Rialto Pipeline changes as flow varies seasonally so
MWD would likely maintain operational control over the pump back conveyance system for more
streamlined operation of the pump station with MWD’s control system. The interconnection
between the MWD Pump Back and the Rialto Pipeline will also include a backflow prevention
mechanism to prevent raw water in the Rialto Pipeline from contaminating the potable water in
the CBP conveyance system since the MWD Pump Back will not be hydraulically isolated from
the In-Lieu CBP system delivering potable water to member agencies.

Water may be delivered back to the Rialto Pipeline either by retrofit of an existing turnout off the
Rialto Pipeline, or by a newly constructed tap into the Rialto Pipeline. There is currently one
turnout off the Rialto Pipeline that is unused, CB-7, which has an 18-inch diameter and a capacity
of approximately 6,944 GPM. Where a maximum pump back flowrate of 10,000 AFY or less to
MWD will, pumping back through CB-7 is feasible, or a new connection to the Rialto Pipeline
could be installed. All options that require more than 10,000 AFY of pump back to MWD will
require construction of a new turnout. A new turnout would likely be placed between connections
CB-16 (Lloyd W. Michael WTP) and PM-21 (Miramar WTP) to reduce the length of pipe required
between the Rialto Pipeline and the extraction wellfield and/or other potable water distribution
facilities.

3.10.4 In-Lieu CBP and In-Lieu Local

CBP water could also be delivered directly to local agencies and used in-lieu of imported water.
Member agencies would receive a direct delivery of CBP water for use instead of imported water
that originates from the Rialto Pipeline.
¢ In-Lieu CBP would be water from the extraction wellfield delivered to agencies through a
new conveyance system, and
e In-Lieu Local would be water from wellhead treatment on existing wells or new wells
delivered using only existing conveyance infrastructure.

TAKE options that include In-Lieu CBP would have a regional conveyance system including
pipelines, pump stations, and turnouts and would be owned and operated by IEUA to deliver
extracted CBP groundwater from the extraction wellfield to turnouts into the member agencies’
distribution systems. Each member agency receiving CBP water will have a direct turnout into
their local distribution system, and options requiring member agencies to use existing
interconnections to deliver CBP water to other member agencies will be avoided. An effort will be
made to design the regional conveyance system to deliver CBP water directly to member
agencies in the pressure zone that they currently receive imported water in order to avoid requiring
operational changes from shifting water sources. Member agencies may also request their CBP
turnout to be in pressure zones in their system with higher demands if it will give them operational
flexibility, water supply reliability, and/or relieve some capacity-constrained portions of their
system.

Minimum Plant Flows

The amount of CBP water member agencies can receive in-lieu of Rialto Pipeline raw water is
limited by the minimum flowrate required to keep each WTP operating reliably. Because In-Lieu
Use involves member agencies taking CBP water directly rather than Rialto Pipeline raw water
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through their respective WTP, only so much can in-lieu water can be received before demand on
the WTPs falls below their minimum acceptable flowrate.

Water Quality Considerations

Extracted groundwater for in-lieu use would need to be of potable quality as it will be delivered
directly to member agencies’ distribution systems. Table 16, above, provides the anticipated
quality of extracted groundwater based on samples from existing nearby potable wells in the
previous 5 to 10 years. The CBP water is expected to meet primary and secondary MCLs and is
assumed to not require treatment prior to delivery into each member agency’s system. However,
each well will include chlorine for disinfection, and the proposed reservoir at the extraction
wellfield will also include chlorine to maintain chlorine residual in the tank and chlorine residual in
the regional distribution pipelines.

The WFA Agua de Lejos WTP uses chloramines for disinfection at its WTP, leaving residual
chloramine in the WFA distribution system and in its members’ systems as well. There may be
adverse water quality affects from mixing water with residual chlorine and residual chloramine,
such as disinfection byproduct production. If concerns arise from mixing the two types of
disinfected water, the disinfection strategy at turnouts from chlorinated regional CBP facilities to
local agency systems using chloramine will require evaluation to determine the optimum blending
strategy.

Water quality will be monitored in the potable water reservoir near the extraction wellfield. Water
will also be sampled at various locations throughout the regional distribution system to ensure
that water being delivered to member agencies meets drinking water quality requirements. It is
anticipated that agreements will be made between member agencies and IEUA that provides a
set of water quality requirements, or that the CBP water deliveries will only be required to meet
the primary and secondary MCLs for drinking water.

Operational Considerations

The regional CBP delivery system for In-Lieu CBP, including wells, reservoirs, pump stations,
pipes, and turnouts, would be owned and operated by IEUA. The system would primarily operate
as a constant flow system, simultaneously pumping, conveying, and delivering groundwater to
member agencies at the designated flowrate for either a call year or non-call year. The system
would not have the ability to increase production to accommodate increased summertime
demands, except in non-call years for options that include pre-delivery, as the average flow rate
for the non-call year would be less than the maximum capacity of the conveyance system.

If a well began producing water with a high level of a contaminant that could not be blended out
by the rest of the production wells, a redundant well would be operated to make up the water
deficit. If a redundant well is unavailable or already producing water, the production of the other
well could be increased slightly to make up the deficit of the offline well.

TAKE options that include In-Lieu CBP, i.e., direct deliveries of extracted groundwater in-lieu of
imported water to member agencies, will include dedicated pipelines, pump stations, and turnouts
owned and operated by IEUA. Turnouts will be metered to track deliveries of CBP water made to
member agencies to accurately determine how much water member agencies are using in-lieu of
imported water. Like In-Lieu CBP, water deliveries from In-Lieu Local projects would need to be
metered to track deliveries of CBP water made to member agencies for accurate accounting.
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In-Lieu Local

The In-Lieu Local delivery mechanism involves using either new or existing wells and piping to
locally produce groundwater stored by CBP. If existing wells were used for In-Lieu Local, then it
was assumed that only existing wells that are currently offline would be considered to exclusively
to produce CBP water when they are brought back into service.

In-Lieu Local projects have been incorporated into the CBP, though the specific member agencies
that might participate in these projects are unknown. Additionally, the specific locations of the
wells within member agency service areas are unknown.

IEUA member agencies have many existing wells that are currently offline that previously
extracted potable water from the Chino Basin. The wells are generally not in operation due to the
concentrations of constituents such as 1,2,3-TCP, nitrate, PFAS, etc., the concentrations of which
exceed the MCL. As such, the CBP assumes that a wellhead treatment facility would be required
to reduce the concentration of constituents that degrade water quality to below the MCL for each
constituent, and resume operation of the existing wells for potable water usage.

The wellhead treatment system that would be installed to connect the existing wells to the
wellhead treatment would utilize a treatment system appropriate to treat the constituents of
concern affecting the specific well or group of wells.

This project assumes that up to 9 wells, and up to 3 wellhead treatment systems (averaging 3
wells per treatment systems) could be installed to support the CBP. These wellhead treatment
systems are assumed to be capable of treating up to 3,000 AFY per wellhead treatment system
or up to 6,000 AFY. The table below outlines the In-Lieu Local assumptions.

Table 19
POTENTIAL IN-LIEU LOCAL
WELL USE AND WELLHEAD TREATMENT FACILITY

Parameter Description
Wellhead Treatment Facility

Location Member Agency, Existing offline Well

Up to 3,000 AFY per wellhead treatment system,
maximum of 6,000 AFY assumed to be treated in total

Number of Extraction Wells (existing) 9 total

Treatment Capacity (Product Water)

Brine Conveyance

Disposal System Assumed utilization of the IEBL

Disposal Capacity 4,900 gpd per wellhead treatment system

Pipeline Length Up to 6,800 LF (8-inch)
In-Lieu CBP

Both In-Lieu CBP and MWD pump back involve the direct delivery of CBP water to a member
agency or to MWD, respectively, from a dedicated regional potable CBP pipeline. Therefore, they
are essentially the same regarding operations and construction of new facilities, the only
difference being the location where the CBP water is being delivered. Both delivery mechanisms
have three components:
e Groundwater Extraction and Blending, which includes extraction wells, well collector
pipelines, and a blending and storage reservoir.
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o Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir, which includes pump
stations, high-hydraulic grade line (HGL) potable water pipelines, and turnouts and in-
conduit hydropower facilities (refer to Subsection 3.10.5).

e Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Below the Blending Reservoir, which includes low-HGL
potable water pipelines and turnouts and in-conduit hydropower facilities (refer to
Subsection 3.10.6).

3.10.5 Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir

Delivery to hydraulic elevations above the blending reservoir includes one or more pump stations,
potable water pipelines, and turnouts and hydropower facilities to agencies with HGLs higher than
the storage reservoir. The HGL of the Rialto Pipeline, as well as some member agencies pressure
zones, is higher than the proposed storage and blending reservoir. To deliver In-Lieu CBP water
or MWD pump back water to those pressure zones, a pump station and pressurized pipeline
network is required above the reservoir. Coincidentally, the project area is on a south facing slope
from the San Gabriel Mountain Range to the north, and all of the delivery locations that are higher
in elevation than the proposed reservoir are north of the reservoir as well. The inverse is true that
all delivery locations south of the proposed reservoir are lower in elevation than the reservoir.

Agencies that may receive water from the Component B facilities include the following with the
HGL of the facility indicated:

e Metropolitan Water District (MWD): Rialto Pipeline — 1,936 ft

¢ Cucamonga Valley Water District (CVWD): Zone Il — 1,658 ft

¢ Fontana Water Company (FWC): Highland Zone — 1,504 ft

o Water Facilities Authority (WFA): Agua de Lejos WTP Clearwell — 1,632 ft

Pump Stations

TAKE options include the construction of Potable Water Pump Station #1, which is to be located
adjacent to the proposed reservoir and would use the reservoir as a forebay to provide suction
head. Typically, Pump Station #1 would lift water up to the highest HGL of all of the Component
B turnouts (Rialto Pipeline, HGL 1,936 ft). Because all other Component B turnouts are lower than
the Rialto Pipeline, this would result in over-pressurizing some water which would require
Pressure Reducing Valve (PRV) stations or in-conduit hydropower facilities to reduce the head.

In some options, it is more cost effective to construct a second pump station (Potable Water Pump
Station #2) to lift MWD’s share of water to the HGL of the Rialto Pipeline (1,936 ft), rather than
requiring Pump Station #1 to lift all water in Component B up to 1,936 ft. This was typically done
when the allocation of water to MWD was low enough to make the cost of constructing Pump
Station #2 lower than the cost of losing energy from over-pressurizing water to every other
member agency turnout in Component B. In options with Pump Station #2, Pump Station #1 lifts
water to the HGL of the second highest turnout in Component B (CVWD Zone Il — 1,658 ft), and
Pump Station #2 takes only MWD’s share of water and lifts it from 1,658 ft to the Rialto Pipeline
HGL. The decision to construct a second pump station would be re-evaluated using a hydraulic
model in the preliminary design phase once the preferred TAKE option has been selected.

High HGL Potable Water Pipelines

A potable pipeline network is proposed north of the blending and storage reservoir to deliver water
to the agencies and pressure zones listed above under 3.10.5. The primary feature is the northern
pipeline, which would comprise pipelines with diameters ranging from 30 and 54 inches and would
align from the reservoir north along Milliken Avenue, east along Baseline Road, and north along
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Day Creek Boulevard to the general area of the CWWD Lloyd W. Michael WTP. The Lloyd W.
Michael WTP is owned and operated by CVWD and is the location of some of CVWD’s Zone Il
tanks. This northern pipeline would supply CVWD Zone IIl and the MWD Rialto Pipeline.

For options that include delivery to FWC’s Highland Zone, a 24-inch pipeline would branch off
from the northern pipeline at the intersection of Day Creek Boulevard and Baseline Road and
would align East in Baseline Road until reaching FWC’s system.

For options that include delivery to WFA, a proposed 36 to 72-inch east-west pipeline would
branch off from the northern pipeline at the intersection of Foothill Boulevard and Milliken Avenue.
The east-west pipeline would align in Foothill Boulevard until turning North at Mountain Avenue
in Upland, then turning west again at 18th Street toward the Agua de Lejos WTP. The east-west
pipeline would terminate at its connections to Agua de Lejos. Maps of all potable pipeline
alignments are provided with the TAKE options below under 3.10.7, TAKE Facilities Summary.

Turnouts and In-Conduit Hydropower Facilities

MWD would receive delivery of CBP water into the Rialto Pipeline near the Lloyd W. Michael WTP
in Rancho Cucamonga (off the northern pipeline). A new turnout would need to be constructed
from the regional CBP pipeline into the Rialto Pipeline. The turnout would include a sampling port
for monitoring CBP water quality flowing into the Rialto Pipeline, and a backflow prevention device
to prevent water from the Rialto Pipeline from entering the CBP pipeline. Because the CBP
regional pipeline network is potable and Rialto Pipeline is raw, the Division of Drinking Water
would be involved in the permitting of the interconnection between the Rialto Pipeline and the
CBP pipeline. Very strict redundancy and safety requirements to ensure the potable pipelines are
not contaminated with raw Rialto Pipeline water would be required.

CVWD Zone Il would receive delivery of CBP water at the storage tanks on the Lloyd W. Michael
WTP site from the northern pipeline. The HGL of the northern pipeline would be 1,936 ft (Rialto
Pipeline) in some options, and therefore the turnout to CVWD Zone Ill may include a PRV station
of in-conduit hydropower facility to recapture energy. The CVWD Zone Il turnout would include a
sampling port to monitor water quality entering CVWD’s system.

FWC Highland Zone would receive delivery of CBP water into a transmission main in Baseline
Avenue (Baseline becomes “Avenue” East of the Fontana/Rancho Cucamonga city line). The
HGL of the Highland Zone is 1,504 ft, and the FWC Highland turnout would always require a PRV
station or in-conduit hydropower facility to reduce pressure to the Highland Zone HGL. The FWC
Highland turnout would include a sampling port to monitor water quality entering FWC’s system.

WFA owns and operates the Agua de Lejos WTP in Upland. The Agua de Lejos WTP has a clear
well with a surface elevation of 1,632 ft more than 450,000 people in the west-end of San
Bernardino County, and is governed by its member agencies: the City of Chino, the City of Chino
Hills, MVWD, the City of Ontario, and the City of Upland. The Agua de Lejos clear well is the ideal
location to deliver CBP water because it provides the CBP water in the same location as imported
water currently enters their systems. The new system would connect to the Agua de Lejos
Clearwell from the proposed east-west pipeline, including a sampling port to monitor water quality
entering their systems.
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3.10.6 Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Below the Blending Reservoir

Delivery to hydraulic elevations below the blending reservoir includes the potable water pipelines
and turnouts and hydropower facilities to agencies with HGLs lower than the storage reservoir.
As such, the CBP proposes a north-south pipeline that would go from the northern portion of
IEUA’s service area to the southern portion of IEUA’s service area. Due to elevation changes,
some delivery locations are at HGLs below the proposed reservoir and can receive water via
gravity.

Low-HGL Potable Water Pipelines

The southern pipeline would deliver CBP water from the proposed reservoir to IEUA member
agencies. The pipeline is anticipated to vary in size between 24 and 36-inches based on the
delivery amount to those agencies proposed in each option. The southern pipeline is alignment
location has not yet been determined.

Turnouts and In-Conduit Hydropower Facilities

The southern pipeline may require one or more turnouts to reach member agencies. Because of
the anticipated high difference in HGL from the proposed reservoir (1,180 ft) to the certain areas
within IEUA’s service area, it is assumed that an in-conduit hydropower facility may be at one or
more turnouts. However, at other locations there is not enough of a difference in head to justify
an in-conduit hydropower facility at possible turnout locations.

Sampling ports would be included at all turnouts to monitor water quality entering member
agencies’ systems.

3.10.7 TAKE Facilities Summary

TAKE-1: 100% pump back with standard delivery

TAKE Option 1 (TAKE-1) includes delivery of 50,000 AFY of CBP water to the Rialto Pipeline
during call years, with standard delivery (i.e., no pre-delivery of CBP water during non-call years)
and no delivery of CBP water to member agencies for in-lieu. Table 20 provides the breakdown
of CBP water deliveries to MWD and the member agencies during call and non-call years in
TAKE-1.

Table 20
TAKE OPTION 1 DELIVERIES TO EACH AGENCY (AFY)

Agency Call Year Non-Call Year
Metropolitan Water District 50,000
IEUA Member Agencies -

TOTAL 50,000

Note: *Water supplied from the WFA Agua de Lejos WTP.

TAKE Option 1 includes the following facilities, shown on Figure 6:
e Component A — Groundwater Extraction and Blending
o 17 extraction wells
o 9 miles of 12- to 36-inch collector pipelines
o 5 MG Storage Tank #1
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e Component B — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir
o Potable Water Pump Station #1: 9,300 HP, 31,100 gpm firm capacity, 823 ft total
dynamic head (TDH)
o 5 miles of 54-inch potable northern pipeline
o Proposed 54-inch turnout to the Rialto Pipeline
e Component C — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Below the Blending Reservoir

o None
e Component D — Delivery to member agencies via In-Lieu Local (Example Projects)
o None

e Existing Facilities
o Rialto Pipeline (HGL 1,936 ft)

TAKE Option 1 would be operated to deliver 50,000 AFY to the Rialto Pipeline during call years.
Although the facilities would not be operated for Program purposes during non-call years, the
infrastructure would be available for local and/or regional uses. The operation of the TAKE-1
components during call years is described below.
¢ Component A — Groundwater Extraction and Blending
o The extraction wells, collector pipes, and Storage Tank #1 would extract and blend
50,000 AFY (about 31,100 gpm) of groundwater during call years.
o Component B — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir
o Storage Tank #1 would serve as a forebay for Potable Water Pump Station #1.
During call years, Pump Station #1 would deliver 50,000 AFY of water to the Rialto
Pipeline through a proposed 54-inch northern pipeline and a proposed 54-inch
turnout into the Rialto Pipeline.

TAKE-3: Partial pump back and partial in-lieu with standard delivery

TAKE Option 3 (TAKE-3) involves the delivery of 50,000 AFY combined during call years to the
Rialto Pipeline, five member agencies, and Jurupa Community Services District. Since this option
is based on standard delivery, no water would be delivered during non-call years. Table 21
provides the deliveries to each Agency in TAKE-3.

Table 21
TAKE OPTION 3 DELIVERIES TO EACH AGENCY (AFY)

Agency Call Year Non-Call Year
Metropolitan Water District 25,500
IEUA Member Agencies 24,500
TOTAL 50,000

Note: *Water supplied from the WFA Agua de Lejos WTP.

TAKE Option 3 includes construction or use of the following facilities, shown on Figure 7:

e Component A — Groundwater Extraction and Blending
o 15 extraction wells
o 9 miles of 12- to 42-inch collector pipelines
o Storage Tank #1: 5 MG and in-conduit hydropower facility

e Component B — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir
o Potable Water Pump Station #1: 7,000 HP, 23,300 gpm firm capacity, 823 ft TDH
o 8 miles of 16- through 48-in potable northern pipeline (includes branches to

Fontana Water Company (FWC) and Cucamonga Valley Water District (CVWD)
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o Proposed 16-inch turnout to FWC Highland Zone (and optional hydropower facility)
o Proposed 24-inch turnout to CVWD Zone Il (and optional hydropower facility)
o Proposed 36-inch turnout to the Rialto Pipeline
e Component C — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Below the Blending Reservoir
o 4 miles of 12- through 24-inch potable southern pipeline
o Proposed 12-inch turnout to unknown member agency
e Component D — Delivery to member agencies via In-Lieu Local (Example Projects)
o Up to 6,000 AFY wellhead treatment by 3 wellhead treatment systems treating
water pumped from up to existing member agency 9 wells.
e Existing Facilities:
o Rialto Pipeline (HGL 1,936 ft)
o Member agency wells

TAKE Option 3 would be operated to deliver 50,000 AFY to the Rialto Pipeline, member agencies,
and JCSD during call years only. Although the facilities would not be operated for Program
purposes during non-call years, the infrastructure would be available for local and/or regional
uses. The operation of the TAKE-3 components would be as follows:
¢ Component A — Groundwater Extraction and Blending
o The extraction wells, collector pipes, and Storage Tank #1 would extract and blend
44,000 AFY (about 27,300 gpm) of groundwater during call years.
e Component B — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir
o Storage Tank #1 would serve as a forebay for Potable Water Pump Station #1.
During call years, Pump Station #1 would deliver 37,500 AFY combined of water
to the Rialto Pipeline, CVWD Zone lll, and FWC Highland Zone through the
proposed 7.1-mile northern pipeline network and turnouts to all three agencies.
e Component C — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Below the Blending Reservoir
o Potable Water Pump Station #1 is designed to lift water to an HGL of 1,936 ft to
be able to deliver to the Rialto Pipeline. CVWD and FWC, who would both receive
water from Pump Station #1, are at HGLs much lower than 1,936 ft. To recapture
some of the lost energy from over-pumping, in-conduit hydropower facilities are
proposed at both the CVWD and FWC turnouts. Preliminary calculations showed
that the energy loss from over-pumping and recovering energy from hydropower
facilities is less costly than the expense of constructing two additional pump
stations designed to deliver water exactly to the HGLs of CVWD and FWC (1,658
ft and 1,504 ft, respectively).
o Water would flow by gravity from north to south in a pipeline with a size between
X’ and X”; The volume of water that would flow by gravity under this option is
anticipated to be 6,500 AFY of water. Water would flow by gravity from Storage
Tank #1 South to turnouts to member agencies along a proposed 24-inch southern
pipeline. Coming from an HGL of 1,180 in Storage Tank #1, an in-conduit
hydropower facility may be appropriate at some turnout locations, but not at others.
o Component D — Delivery to member agencies via In-Lieu Local (Example Projects)
o The remaining 6,000 AFY would be delivered to member agencies via In-Lieu
Local and groundwater treatment. TAKE Option 3 proposes up to three new
groundwater treatment facilities for member agencies that would enable
reactivation of local wells currently offline due to water quality. These facilities
would produce up to 3,000 AFY of potable supply which they would use in-lieu of
MWD Rialto Pipeline Water. Existing infrastructure would be utilized to convey
treated groundwater throughout their distribution systems to their customers. The
Program would help fund these facilities in exchange for in-lieu participation.
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TAKE-7: Partial pump back and partial in-lieu

TAKE Option 7 (TAKE-7) involves the delivery of 50,000 AFY combined during call years to the
Rialto Pipeline, WFA, CVYWD, and FWC. Table 22 provides the deliveries to each agency for
TAKE-7.

Table 22
TAKE OPTION 7 DELIVERIES TO EACH AGENCY (AFY)

Agency Call Year Non-Call Year
Metropolitan Water District 28,0000
IEUA Member Agencies 22,000
TOTAL 50,000

Notes: *Water supplied from the WFA Agua de Lejos WTP.

TAKE Option 7 includes construction or use of the following facilities, shown on Figure 8:
e Component A — Groundwater Extraction and Blending
o 9 extraction wells
o 6 miles of 12- to 36-inch collector pipelines
o 5 MG Storage Tank #1
o Component B — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir
o 8 miles of 12- to 36-inch northern pipeline
Proposed 12-inch turnout to FWC Highland Zone
Proposed 12-inch turnout to CVWD Zone Il
Proposed 54- to 72-inch turnout to the Rialto Pipeline
9 miles of 36- to 72-inch east-west pipeline
Proposed 36-inch turnout to Agua de Lejos clear well (WFA)
WFA Booster Pump Station at 1,700 HP
FWC Booster Pump Station at 300 HP
o CVWD/MWD Booster Pump Station at 4,800 HP
e Component C — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Below the Blending Reservoir

O O O O O O O

o None
e Component D — Delivery to member agencies via In-Lieu Local (Example Projects)
o None

e Existing Facilities

o Rialto Pipeline (HGL 1,936 ft)
Member agency wells
Agua de Lejos WTP Clearwell (HGL 1,632 ft)
Lloyd Michaels WTP Clearwell (HGL 1,658 ft)
FWC Highland Zone (HGL 1,504 ft).

O O O O

All facilities in TAKE Option 7 would be operated to deliver 50,000 AFY to the Rialto Pipeline and
member agencies, during call years. The following discusses call year operation.

e Component A — Groundwater Extraction and Blending
o The extraction wells, collector pipes, and Storage Tank #1 would extract and blend
50,000 AFY (about 31,000 gpm) of groundwater.
e Component B — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir
o Storage Tank #1 would serve as a forebay for Potable Water Pump Station #1, #2
and #3. Pump Station #1 would deliver 36,000 AFY combined of water to the Rialto
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Pipeline and to CVWD Zone Ill (HGL 1,658 ft). Pump Station #2 would deliver
4,000 AFY of water to FWC Highland Zone (HGL 1,504). Pump Station #3 would
deliver 10,000 AFY of water to WFA Agua de Lejos clear well (HGL 1,632 ft)
through the east-west pipelines network, and four turnouts.

TAKE-8: Partial pump back and partial in-lieu
TAKE Option 8 (TAKE-8) involves the delivery of 40,000 AFY of CBP water to all MWD, CVWD
and FWC during call years. Table 23 provides the deliveries to each agency for TAKE-8.

Table 23
TAKE OPTION 8 DELIVERIES TO EACH AGENCY (TAFY)

Agency Call Year Non-Call Year
Metropolitan Water District 10,000
CVWD and FWC 30,000
TOTAL 40,000

Note: *Water supplied from the WFA Agua de Lejos WTP.

TAKE Option 8 includes construction or use of the following facilities, shown on Figure 9:
e Component A — Groundwater Extraction and Blending
o 17 extraction wells
o 6 miles of 12- to 36-inch collector pipelines
o 5 MG Storage Tank #1
o Component B — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Above the Blending Reservoir
o Potable Water Pump Station #1: 5,300 HP, 11,300 gpm firm capacity, 558 ft TDH
MWD Booster Pump Station: 650 HP
6.3 miles of 48-inch northern pipeline
Proposed 24-inch turnout to FWC Highland Zone
Proposed 48-inch turnout to CVWD Zone Il
o Proposed 24-inch turnout to Rialto Pipeline
e Component C — Delivery to Hydraulic Elevations Below the Blending Reservoir
o 2 miles of 36-inch potable southern pipeline
o 0.7 miles of 24-inch potable pipeline to FWC Jupiter Zone F17 Tank (HGL 1,103

O
O
O
O

ft)
e Component D — Delivery to member agencies via In-Lieu Local (Example Projects)
o None

e Existing Facilities
o Member agency wells

All facilities in TAKE Option 8 would be operated to deliver 40,000 AFY to the Rialt