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Subject 
Authorize $4.94 million for final design of site preparation activities for the Diemer Oxidation Retrofit Program  
(Approp. 15389)  

Description 
The addition of ozone at Metropolitan’s five treatment plants will remove blend restrictions and substantially 
lower disinfection by-product levels for compliance with both Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the Disinfectants/ 
Disinfection By-Products Rule.  In March 2002, Metropolitan’s Board authorized preliminary design activities for 
the Diemer Oxidation Retrofit Program (ORP).  Since that time, Metropolitan staff and consultants have been 
finalizing site layouts and proceeding with the preliminary design.  In July 2003, Metropolitan’s Board selected 
ozone as the primary disinfectant at all Metropolitan treatment plants, and established an on-line date of 2009 for 
ozone at the Diemer plant.   

The Diemer plant is located on the top of a hill in Orange County adjacent to Chino Hills State Park, with few 
remaining open areas suitable for new facility construction.  Consequently, portions of the existing plant site will 
require remediation and existing facilities must be relocated on-site in order to accommodate the new ozone 
facilities.  Specifically, due to hydraulic constraints, the ozone contactors will be located at the southwest portion 
of the main plant level, above a south-facing slope that requires stabilization.  This location requires the relocation 
of existing plant maintenance and vehicle maintenance facilities.   

Due to the constrained nature of the Diemer plant, the various ORP facilities must be constructed in sequence.  
Major construction contracts will include relocation of the plant maintenance and vehicle maintenance facilities, 
ORP site preparation which includes stabilization of the south-facing slope, and general ORP construction.  At 
this time, final design of the maintenance facilities is underway, preliminary design of the site preparation work 
has been completed, and preliminary design of the ozonation facilities continues. 

This action authorizes $4.94 million for final design of site preparation activities for the Diemer ORP.  Staff plans 
to return to the Board in June 2004 for authorization of all remaining final design work under the Diemer ORP.  

Site Preparation Design ($4.94 million) 

Diemer ORP site preparation activities will include demolition of the existing maintenance and warehouse 
facility, protection or relocation of various pipelines and facilities within and adjacent to the slope area, deep 
excavation, and construction of a soil buttress for the south-facing slope.  This work will result in a graded pad for 
the ozone contactors.  The ozone contactors are expected to be under the jurisdiction of the California Division of 
Safety of Dams (DSOD), which must approve the stabilization design for hydraulic structures.  Coordination with 
DSOD has begun and will continue throughout the design process.  Construction of the site preparation work is 
planned to be complete in mid-2006.   

The initiation of final design for these activities is necessary at this time in order to meet the 2009 on-line date for 
the Diemer ORP.  Metropolitan staff will perform the final design with assistance from a geotechnical consultant, 
GeoPentech, and landscape architect, RNL Design. 

This project has been evaluated and recommended by Metropolitan’s Capital Investment Plan (CIP) Evaluation 
Team and funds have been included within the fiscal year 2003/04 capital budget.    
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See Attachment 1 for the Detailed Report, Attachment 2 for the Financial Statement, and Attachment 3 for the 
Addendum No. 2 to the Robert B. Diemer Plant Improvement Project Final EIR

Policy 
Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code § 5108: Capital Project Appropriation 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
CEQA determinations for Option #1: 

The potential environmental effects associated with the design, construction, and operation of the Diemer ORP 
(Project) and other related plant improvements were fully evaluated in the Robert B. Diemer Plant Improvement 
Project Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) that was certified by the Board on February 13, 2001.  On 
that same date, the Board also approved certain Findings of Fact (FOF), a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
(SOC), and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Project.  The requested board action 
seeks funding to carry out final design of site preparation activities for the Project, as described in the Final EIR, 
FOF, SOC and MMRP.  Accordingly, no additional CEQA review or documentation is required except as noted 
in the next paragraphs. 

In order to accommodate the proposed site preparation activities, staff has determined that certain changes need to 
be made to the construction techniques and schedule previously developed for the Project.  Staff has determined 
that these changes will not result in any new significant effects or any substantial increase in the severity of any 
significant effects previously identified in the Final EIR.  Furthermore, regardless of the techniques used or 
schedule followed, all site preparation activities will be managed so as to ensure that they do not result in any new 
significant effects or any substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified significant effects, unless 
and until the appropriate CEQA review and documentation has been completed. 

CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines require the preparation of an addendum to a previously certified EIR if 
changes or additions are necessary, but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred (Section 15164 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines).  Since none of the proposed modifications would result in any new significant effects or any 
substantial increase in the severity of any significant effects identified in the Final EIR, an addendum is the most 
appropriate means of documenting the proposed changes of the Project.  Accordingly, Addendum No. 2 to the 
Final EIR was prepared on February 25, 2004, a copy of which is included as Attachment 3. 

The CEQA determinations are:  (1) Determine that the potential environmental effects associated with the design, 
construction, and operation of the Project were addressed previously in the Final EIR, FOF, SOC, and MMRP 
certified and/or adopted by the Board in February 2001; (2) Certify that Addendum No. 2 has been completed in 
compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines; that the Addendum No. 2 reflects Metropolitan’s 
independent judgment and analysis; that the Board has reviewed and considered the information contained in 
Addendum No. 2 and the 2001 Final EIR; and that based on such review and consideration the Board finds that 
there is no substantial evidence that the proposed modifications to the previously-approved Project will create any 
new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of any previously identified significant effects. 

CEQA determination for Option #2: 

None required 
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Board Options/Fiscal Impacts 
Option #1 

Adopt the CEQA determinations and  
a. Appropriate $4.94 million in budgeted funds; and  
b. Authorize all final design activities up to award of a competitively bid construction contract for the 

Diemer ORP site preparation. 
Fiscal Impact: $4.94 million of budgeted CIP funds under Appropriation 15389 (Diemer ORP).  

Option #2 
Do not authorize Diemer ORP site preparation final design at this time.  This action will likely delay the on-
line date for the Diemer ORP. 
Fiscal Impact: Unknown  

Staff Recommendation 
Option #1 

 
 
 2/18/2004 

Roy L. Wolfe 
Manager, Corporate Resources 

Date 

 
 
 2/20/2004 

Ronald R. Gastelum 
Chief Executive Officer 

Date 

 
Attachment 1 – Detailed Report 

Attachment 2 – Financial Statement for Diemer ORP 

Attachment 3 – Addendum No. 2 to the Robert B. Diemer Plant Improvement Project Final EIR 

BLA #2731 
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Detailed Report 
The Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plant (Diemer plant) was placed into service in 1963 with an initial capacity of 
200 mgd, and was expanded in 1969 to a design capacity of 520 mgd.  The plant uses conventional water 
treatment processes and delivers treated, chloraminated water to Orange County and areas of Metropolitan’s 
Central Pool portion of the distribution system. 

Background  

Stage 1 of the Disinfectants/Disinfection By-Products (D/DBP) Rule, which was promulgated by the  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, became effective on January 1, 2002.  The rule includes two components:  
(1) new and reduced maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for disinfection by-products, and (2) implementation 
of a treatment technique (e.g., ozone disinfection, chlorine dioxide disinfection or total organic carbon removal) 
for many surface waters.  Water utilities must comply with both components of the rule.  

In March 2002, Metropolitan’s Board authorized preliminary design of both ozone and an alternative disinfection 
technology (e.g., chlorine dioxide) at the Diemer plant under the Diemer Oxidation Retrofit Program (ORP). 

In July 2003, Metropolitan’s Board selected ozone as the primary disinfectant for all Metropolitan treatment 
plants and established an on-line date for the Diemer ORP of 2009.  The use of ozone at the Diemer plant will 
remove blend restrictions and substantially lower disinfection by-product levels for compliance with both  
Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the D/DBP Rule. 

The Diemer plant is located on the top of a hill with few remaining areas that are suitable for new facility 
construction.  The ozone contactors will be located at the southwest portion of the plant on the main plant level, 
above a south-facing slope.  This location requires relocation of the existing plant maintenance and vehicle 
maintenance facilities and stabilization of the slope to withstand a major seismic event.  The ozone contactors are 
expected to be under the jurisdiction of the California Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD), which must approve 
the designs of the stabilization and hydraulic structures.   

Initial preliminary design efforts have focused on the complexities related to site constraints including required 
facility relocations and south slope stabilization to prepare the area for the ORP facilities.  Staff recommends 
dividing the final design and construction of the ORP into several phased projects.  In December 2003, 
Metropolitan’s Board authorized final design of the relocated plant maintenance and vehicle maintenance 
facilities.  This action addresses the next major element of the ORP, preparation of the site for later construction 
of ozone contactors. 

Preliminary design of the ozonation facilities continues.  Staff plans to return to the Board in June 2004 for 
authority to commence final design of all remaining Diemer ORP work.  

Project Description 

Site Preparation ($4.94 million) – The project includes demolition of the existing maintenance and warehouse 
facility; removal of an inter-tie pipeline between the east and west washwater tanks; construction of a temporary 
reclaimed washwater line; deep excavation and slope stabilization; protection of the Lower Feeder influent 
conduit and Yorba Linda Feeder power plant discharge pipelines; and relocation of the plant propane storage tank, 
existing sewer lines and electrical duct-banks in the south area. 

This action authorizes final design activities up to award of a competitively bid construction contract.  Final 
design activities will include: site and utilities design; major pipeline routing; landscaping design; cost estimating; 
and coordination with DSOD.     
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Cost Estimate  

Attachment 2 shows the breakdown of the total estimated cost of $4.94 million for final design of the site 
preparation work.  Metropolitan staff will perform the final design.  Specialized technical assistance will be 
provided by a consulting firm, GeoPentech, which will perform geotechnical investigations and make design 
recommendations.  GeoPentech’s work will be provided under an existing professional services agreement for on-
call geotechnical assistance.  Landscaping design will be performed by RNL Design, also under an existing 
professional services agreement for Diemer ORP architectural design.  Metropolitan staff will perform project 
management, permit coordination, environmental mitigation coordination, and will prepare the construction bid 
documents.  The final design cost as a percentage of the estimated total construction cost is approximately  
13.4 percent.  The Engineering Services goal for design of projects with construction cost greater than $10 million 
is 12 to 15 percent. 

Project Milestones 

• June 2004 – Authorization of final design for all remaining Diemer ORP work 

• February 2005 – Award of construction contract for Diemer ORP site preparation 

• July 2006 – Completion of Diemer ORP site preparation construction contract 
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Financial Statement for Diemer Oxidation Retrofit Program  
A breakdown of Board Action No. 3 for Approp. No. 15389 for final design of site preparation at the 
Diemer filtration plant is as follows: 

 
 Previous Total 

Appropriated 
Amount 

(Dec. 2003) 

Current Board 
Action 
No. 3 

(Mar. 2004) 

 

New Total 
Appropriated 

Amount 

Labor    

Studies and Investigations $1,800,000 $             0 $1,800,000 

Owner Costs (Program management, 
permitting, and bidding process) 

359,250 179,000 538,250 

Final Design 53,750 3,590,000 3,643,750 

Water System Operations  56,000 11,000 67,000 

Materials and Supplies 12,000 5,000 17,000 

Incidental Expenses 

DSOD fees 

12,000 

0 

0 

360,000 

12,000 

360,000 

Professional/Technical Services 
(Geotechnical engineering and 
landscaping design) 

1,675,000 150,000 1,825,000 

Equipment Use 22,000 0 22,000 

Remaining Budget 450,000 450,000 1,095,000 

  Total $4,440,000 $4,940,000 $9,380,000 

 
 
Funding Request 

Program Name: Diemer Oxidation Retrofit Program 

Source of Funds: Construction Funds (possibly General Obligation, Revenue Bonds, 
Pay-As-You-Go Fund) 

Appropriation No.:  15389 Board Action No.: 3 

Requested Amount: $    4,940,000 Capital Program No.: 15389-W 

Total Appropriated Amount:  $    9,380,000 Capital Program Page No.: E-32 

Total Program Estimate:  $186,000,000 Program Goal: WQ/Compliance 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Purpose of Addendum No. 2 
 
The purpose of Addendum No. 2 is to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with proposed 
modifications to the Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plant Improvements Project (Improvements Project).  
Acting as Lead Agency, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California’s (Metropolitan’s) Board 
of Directors certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the proposed Improvements 
Project on February 13, 2001.  The Board also certified Findings of Facts, a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Improvements Project.  On November 13, 
2001, Addendum No. 1 to the FEIR was certified by the Metropolitan’s Board of Directors and a Final 
Supplemental EIR (SEIR) for the Improvements Project was certified on August 20, 2002. 
 
The FEIR, Addendum No. 1 to the FEIR, and the SEIR were prepared and processed in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA: Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the 
State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq.). 
 
The proposed modifications include construction schedule changes and minor physical modifications 
such as the addition of retaining walls and revegetation of slopes for the safety and stability of the 
surrounding grounds.  Additional physical modifications include a change in the proposed location and 
size of the previously identified Vehicle Maintenance Center (addressed as a component of the Service 
Center in FEIR), the proposed relocation of the treatment system for the Fluoride Treatment Facilities 
(renamed Fluoridation Treatment System and Future Chemical Tank Farm), relocation of the heliport, 
relocation and construction of a larger Permanent Solids Handling Building and two thickeners 
(addressed as the Increase Residuals Processing Project in the FEIR), relocation of ozone related facilities 
(acid, caustic and hydrogen peroxide chemical tank farms, electrical yard, ozone generation building, 
ozone contactors, and destruct building), new construction method for the Demo Shop/Warehouse 
(renamed South Slope Stabilization), and construction of a 14,000-square-foot shop and 3,400-square-foot 
office building (Plant Maintenance Building).  Also proposed is the temporary installation of seven 
electric poles to serve the Permanent Solids Handling Facility and the Vehicles Maintenance Center.  
 
To comply with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, Addendum No. 2 to the certified FEIR and Final 
SEIR has been prepared to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
modifications to the Improvements Project. 
  
1.2 Regulatory Background 
 
Section 15164(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: 

“The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an Addendum to a previously certified EIR if some 
changes or additions are necessary, but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 that call for 
preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.” 
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Further, Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines lists the specific conditions that would require the 
preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration rather than an Addendum.  These include the 
following: 
 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR 
or negative declaration due to the involvement of new, significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; 

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken 
which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the 
involvement of new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; or 

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known 
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or 
the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the following:  

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or 
negative declaration;  

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the 
previous EIR;  

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

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in 
the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative. 

 
Metropolitan has reviewed the proposed modifications, which are described in Section 2.0 of this 
Addendum, in light of the requirements defined under CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.  In 
addition, Metropolitan has evaluated the potential impacts of the proposed modifications using the Initial 
Study and Environmental Checklist Form in Appendix A.  As noted in Section 1.4 of this Addendum, 
Metropolitan, acting as the Lead Agency, has determined that none of the above conditions requiring 
preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR apply, and therefore, an Addendum to the certified 
FEIR is the appropriate environmental documentation for the proposed modifications. 
 
1.3 Incorporation by Reference 
 
Consistent with Section 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the following documents were used in the 
preparation of this Addendum and are incorporated herein by reference: 

 Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plant Improvements Project EIR 
Volume I: Draft EIR (September 2000) 
Volume II: Technical Appendices to the Draft EIR (September 2000) 
Volume III: Final EIR (December 2000) 
Volume IV: Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (February 2001) 
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 Addendum No. 1 to the Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plant Improvements Project Final EIR 
(November 2001) 

 Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plant Improvements Project Supplemental EIR 
Volume I: Draft Supplemental EIR (May 2002) 
Volume II: Final Supplemental EIR (August 2002) 
Volume III: Amended Findings of Fact, Amended Statement of Overriding 

Considerations, and Amended Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (August 2002) 

 Interim Solids Handling at Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plan North Lagoons Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (April 2003) 

 
While all previous environmental documents are incorporated by reference, the proposed modifications 
only apply to projects described in the FEIR and SEIR.  Addendum No. 1 to the FEIR and the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for Interim Solids Handling at the Diemer Plant are incorporated by reference for 
background information purposes but are not germane to the proposed modifications. These documents 
are available for review during regular business hours at Metropolitan’s Reference and Research Center at 
Metropolitan’s Headquarters Facility located at 700 North Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 
90012. 
 
1.4 Summary of Effects 
 
As discussed in Section 3.0 and Appendix A of this Addendum, a thorough analysis has been conducted 
of the potential environmental effects associated with the proposed modifications. The proposed 
modifications would have less-than-significant or no effect on the physical environment. As noted in 
Appendix A, the analysis reveals that no new significant impacts or increases in the severity of the 
previously (in the FEIR and SEIR) identified significant impacts would result with the implementation of 
the proposed modifications. Two categories, aesthetics and air quality are addressed in detail in Section 
3.0 of this Addendum as these categories were determined to have significant impacts in the previous 
environmental documents and therefore, merited additional discussion in this document; however, the 
proposed modifications do not result in new significant environmental impacts or increases in the severity 
of previously identified significant impacts in any impact category. In conclusion, the proposed 
modifications do not meet any of the conditions that would require the preparation of a negative 
declaration set forth in Section 15162 or any of the conditions set forth in 
Section 15163 that would require preparation of a SEIR. 
 
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT MODIFICATIONS 
 
As noted in the FEIR, Addendum No. 1 to the FEIR, and the SEIR, the Improvements Project involves a 
number of improvements to the Plant, including modifications to existing Plant facilities and construction 
and operation of new facilities designed to improve Plant safety and efficiency and meet increasingly 
stringent water quality requirements.  Metropolitan is now proposing to make certain physical 
modifications and schedule changes to the Improvements Project.  The analysis provided in 
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Addendum No.2 assesses the potential environmental impacts that may result from these proposed 
modifications.  
 
2.1 Background/Location 
 
2.1.1 The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
 
Metropolitan delivers supplemental water to its member agencies situated within the coastal plain of 
southern California.  These member agencies consist of 26 cities, municipal water districts, and a county 
water authority that provide drinking water to approximately 18 million people in parts of Los Angeles, 
Orange, San Diego, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura counties.  
 
2.1.2 Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plant 
 
The Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plant (Plant) is one of five filtration plants in Metropolitan’s system.  
The Plant is located in the City of Yorba Linda and unincorporated Orange County, between Carbon 
Canyon Road and Imperial Highway (see Figure 1).  Plant facilities are situated on top of a hill at an 
elevation of approximately 820 feet (elevation observed at the center of the Plant) (see Figure 2).  Access 
to the Plant is achieved from the south via the Plant Access Road that connects to Valley View Avenue.  
Valley View Avenue provides access to Imperial Highway and the regional freeway network, including 
State Routes 57 and 90.  
 
The Plant occupies approximately 200 acres on top of a ridge on the southern edge of the Chino Hills in 
northeastern Orange County, about 30 miles southeast of Los Angeles (see Figure 1).  The eastern 166 
acres of the Plant site, which contain all of the existing Plant facilities, are in an unincorporated area of 
Orange County; the western 36 acres are in the City of Yorba Linda.  The Plant is in an area of mixed 
development and open space uses.  Chino Hills State Park is directly north and east of the Plant site.  
Carbon Canyon Regional Park, a regional facility operated by Orange County, is located approximately  
¼ mile northwest of the Plant.  Adjacent land uses to the west and south include a recently constructed 
residential development called Vista Del Verde.  Vista Del Verde is a golf course community designed 
around the Black Gold Golf Course located to the south of the Plant.  
 
The Orange County zoning designation for the Plant site is Al (Agriculture), and the county’s General 
Plan designation for the Plant site is Public Facility, which is the land use designation appropriate for 
water treatment facilities.  The existing use of the Plant is consistent with the land use designations set 
forth by the County.  The 36 acres on the west side of the Plant are governed by the City of Yorba Linda’s 
Zoning and General Plan designations.  The City of Yorba Linda General Plan and Zoning designate the 
West Site Area as part of the “Area Plan” and “Shell Master Planned Community Specific Plan,” 
respectively.  The City’s zoning designation within the Shell Master Planned Community Specific Plan 
identifies water treatment facilities as a potential use for the West Site Area.  However, Orange County 
and the City of Yorba Linda have no land use jurisdiction over the proposed Improvements Project, as  
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Figure 2: Aerial photograph showing the proposed physical modifications, the existing Robert B. 
Diemer Filtration Plant, and its surroundings. 
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construction of public water facilities is exempt from local planning and zoning regulations, pursuant to 
Section 53091 of the California Government Code. 
 
The Plant was built in two major phases.  The east side of the plant, consisting of four parallel trains of 
flocculation, sedimentation basins, and filters, was completed in 1963.  The Plant was expanded to the 
west between 1966 and 1969 by the addition of four additional treatment trains that mirror the original 
Plant layout.  The Plant also can be described as having three levels.  The upper level consists of the main 
Plant process structures, washwater reclamation plants, finished water reservoir, chemical storage and 
feed facilities, an administrative building, and warehouses.  The mid-level facilities are largely located to 
the south, southwest, and west of the upper level.  Mid-level facilities, on a pad south of the upper level, 
consist of meter and valve control structures, storage areas, and the helicopter pad.  Mid-level storage 
areas are located southwest of the upper level.  Directly west of the upper pad are two Plant thickeners 
that are part of the mid-level facilities.  Lagoons or drying beds located northwest to the Plant make up 
the lower-level facilities.  In addition to water treatment facilities, the Plant includes related offices, 
maintenance, and parking facilities. 
 
Most of the water filtered through the Plant is delivered via Metropolitan’s 242-mile Colorado River 
Aqueduct.  To a lesser degree, water treated at the Plant also comes from the State Water Project’s 
444-mile California Aqueduct.  One of the largest filtration plants in the United States, the Plant delivers 
up to 400 million gallons per day and has the capacity to treat up to 520 million gallons per day.  The 
Plant currently is being upgraded and improved.  The Plant improvements, as addressed in the FEIR, 
Addendum No. 1 to the FEIR, and SEIR, include: 

 West Sedimentation Basins Rejection System; 

 Finished Water Reservoir Seismic Safety Upgrade; 

 West Site Area Preparation (renamed Northwest Hill Grading); 

 Plant Maintenance Building; 

 Service Center (renamed Vehicle Maintenance Center); 

 New Water Reclamation Facilities; 

 Increased Residuals Processing Capabilities (renamed Permanent Solids Handling Facilities); 

 Oxidation Retrofit Project; 

 New Fluoridation Treatment Facilities;  

 Installation of a Redundant Power Supply (cancelled); 

 Yorba Linda Feeder Bypass; 

 Demolition of Shop/Warehouse (renamed South Slope Stabilization);  

 Chlorine Dioxide Alternative (cancelled); and 

 Demolition of Washwater Reclamation Plant No. 1 (renamed Fluoridation Treatment System and 
Future Chemical Tank Farm). 
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2.2 Objectives of the Proposed Modifications 
 
The objectives for the proposed modifications are the same as the objectives identified in the original EIR 
for the Improvements Project.  The project modifications discussed in Addendum No. 2 are needed to 
meet the overall objectives of the Improvements Project.  As described in the original FEIR, the approved 
Improvements Project has the following objectives: 
 

 To achieve and/or maintain compliance with recent or anticipated changes in federal and state 
drinking water quality regulations; 

 To increase the efficiency of the Plant operations; 

 To enhance the safety of the Plant operations; and 

 To maximize the useable/developable space on the Plant site.  
 
2.3 Proposed Modifications/ Project Description 

 
Since certification of the SEIR, additional modifications to the project have been identified.  These 
proposed modifications are located within various parts of the Plant and include refinements and/or 
physical modifications to the existing and planned facilities.  A number of construction schedule changes 
for individual project components also are proposed.  
 
The Initial Study (IS), and technical analyses conducted for the IS determined that the proposed 
modifications would not result in new significant environmental effects or substantially increase the 
severity of already significant effects identified in the FEIR or SEIR for the Improvements Project.  
During construction of the proposed modifications, Metropolitan will manage all construction activities to 
ensure that project impacts do not exceed those disclosed in the certified CEQA documents for the 
Improvements Project.   
 
The proposed modifications have been grouped into two main categories: (1) Proposed Construction 
Schedule-Only Modifications, which include project components where only the construction schedule 
has changed, and (2) Proposed Physical and Schedule Modifications, which include project components 
that have both construction schedule changes and physical changes to the proposed facilities previously 
identified in the FEIR and SEIR.  
 
Since certification of the SEIR, several project components have been completed, cancelled or combined 
with other project components.  Project components associated with Lagoon Nos. 4, 5 and 6 and 
relocation of the temporary dewatering equipment have been completed.  The Rehabilitation of Lagoon 3, 
New Storage Buildings, and the installation of Redundant Power Conduits have been cancelled.  The 
West Area Preparation (Northwest Hill Grading) and Finished Water Reservoir Seismic Upgrade are 
under construction.  The ozone option was selected over chlorine dioxide as the Plant’s primary treatment 
process, and demolition of Washwater Reclamation Project No.1 has been combined with the Fluoride 
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Treatment Facilities Project.  The construction activity scenario presented here is for the entire project and 
not just the proposed modifications. 
 
2.3.1 Proposed Construction Schedule-Only Modifications 
   
Construction schedule changes for various project components have been proposed mainly to meet the 
target on-line date of 2009 for construction of the ozone facilities.  Following are the construction 
schedule modifications for each project component, along with previously identified (in the FEIR and 
SEIR) construction schedules. 
 
Finished Water Reservoir Seismic Safety Upgrade: The SEIR indicated that this project component 
would be initiated in January 2004 and completed in approximately 3 months.  These activities are now 
proposed to begin in February 2004 and are expected to take only 1 month. 
 
West Site Area Preparation (Northwest Hill Grading Project): The SEIR indicated that this project 
component would be initiated in June 2003 and completed in approximately 14 months.  These activities 
began in September 2003 and are expected to take 10 months. 
 
West Sedimentation Basins Rejection System: The SEIR indicated that this project component would 
be initiated in April 2003 and completed in approximately 18 months.  These activities are now proposed 
to begin in January 2005 and are expected to take 18 months. 
 
Yorba Linda Feeder Bypass: The SEIR indicated that this project component would be initiated in 
September 2003 and completed in approximately 9 months.  These activities are now proposed to begin in 
August 2004 and are expected to take 17 months. 
 
Demolition of Washwater Reclamation Plant No. 1: This project component was originally proposed to 
begin in June 2006 and expected to take approximately 9 months to complete.  This work is now 
proposed to begin in June 2005 and is expected to take 7 months. 
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2.3.2 Proposed Physical and Schedule Modifications 
  
Physical and schedule modifications are proposed for the Plant Maintenance Building, Permanent Solids 
Handling Facility, Vehicle Maintenance Center, South Slope Stabilization Project, Fluoride Treatment 
System and Future Chemical Tank Farm, and Oxidation Retrofit Project (see Figure 2).  These facilities 
and project components were already identified and discussed in the FEIR and SEIR.  Following are the 
proposed schedule and physical modifications to these project components.  
 
Plant Maintenance Building: This project component was originally proposed to begin in January 2008 
and expected to take approximately 10 months to complete.  This work is now proposed to begin in 
September 2004 and be completed in September 2005.   
 
The Plant Maintenance Building would be located southeast of the main Plant building, across the road 
from the Finished Water Reservoir and north of the Black Gold Golf Course.  This location was identified 
in the FEIR as one of the alternative sites for location of the Plant Maintenance Building.  
 
Proposed physical modifications include:  
 

1. Erection of a retaining wall 
Detailed design and planning of the Plant Maintenance Building identified the need for a 
retaining wall to address safety and stability concerns.  A 600-foot-long and 15-foot-high (at its 
maximum height) retaining wall is proposed between the main access road and the Plant 
Maintenance Building.  The retaining wall is needed to retain the elevation of the access road 
north of the project site, which is being lowered by 15 feet at its maximum depth.  Starting from 
ground level, the wall would gradually increase in height from west to east to reach 15 feet at its 
highest elevation.  The retaining wall would ensure the safety of the main access road and 
existing and planned facilities located in the vicinity.  The color of the concrete used in the 
retaining wall would be specially stained and color treated to match the tones of the natural 
landscape.  This measure would help ensure visual integration of the wall with its surroundings.  
In addition, extensive landscaping would cover the face of the wall to buffer any views of the 
bare concrete.  

 
2. Slope planting at Plant Maintenance Building 

To prevent any loss of topsoil due to erosion, and to help stabilize the slopes, slope planting 
would be undertaken at the plant maintenance facility.  A variety of native plants would be used 
to plant the slopes.  Native plants are naturally adapted to the southern California environment 
and require fewer resources and less labor for maintenance. 

  
3. Construction of the 14,000-square-foot shop and 3,400-square-foot office building  

The Plant Maintenance Building includes a 14,000-square-foot shop and 3,400-square-foot office 
building to the south of the shop.  These buildings are proposed in place of the existing 
shop/warehouse, which would be demolished for placement of the Oxidation Retrofit Project 
(ORP) facilities and other additional facilities that previously were planned to be located within 
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the Service Center as identified in the FEIR.  The Plant Maintenance Building would be designed 
to be more architecturally pleasing and less bulky than older buildings at the Plant.  The building 
would be less industrial looking and would integrate the surrounding landscape and topographic 
form in its design.  

 
4. Relocation of the heliport to the top of the Finished Water Reservoir 

The heliport, which presently is located near the proposed Plant Maintenance Facility south of the 
main Plant, would be relocated to the top of the Finished Water Reservoir.  Associated heliport 
perimeter lighting would also be relocated.  This lighting would be oriented skyward and visible 
only to approaching aircraft. 

 
5. Stabilization of the adjacent fill area between the existing warehouses and helipad 

The fill area between the existing warehouses and helipad would be stabilized by excavating the 
existing soil and recompacting the fill using interlocking geo-grids.  The geo-grids would prevent 
the soil from major lateral movement in the event of a seismic event. 
 

As stated earlier, construction work for Plant Maintenance Building would begin in September 2004 and 
end in September 2005.  The grading work would start in September 2004 and end by November 2004; a 
total of 3.4 acres would be graded.  On average, 13.9 tons of dirt would be exported per day, and 12 tons 
of granular material would be imported per day.  Granular material imported would largely consist of 
crushed rock, granular soil or non-expansive soil, asphalt, or concrete.  On any given day, no more than 
20 construction personnel would be working on this project.  A total of 58 construction vehicle trips per 
day (including truck trips and construction personnel trips) are anticipated.  Staging of all equipment and 
materials will take place on the graded pads created by the Northwest Hill Grading Project.  Construction 
equipment would involve approximately 3 scrapers, 2 dump trucks, 1 loader, 1 wheeled dozer,  
1 compactor, 1 construction crane, 1 roller, 1 paver, 1 welder, 1 motor grader, 1 water truck, and  
1 backhoe loader.  Approximately, 283,000 cubic yards (CY) of material would be excavated, of which 
274,000 CY would be used as compacted fill; the remaining 9,000 CY would be exported offsite.  
Additionally, approximately 6,500 CY of granular material and 4,388 tons of gravel would be imported to 
the site (see Appendix C).  The construction activities discussed above are similar in scope to those 
proposed in the EIRs. 
  
Permanent Solids Handling Facility: This project component (formerly named Increased Residual 
Processing) was originally proposed to begin in August 2004 and expected to take approximately  
13 months to complete.  This work is now proposed to begin in October 2004 and be completed in  
August 2005. 
 
The Permanent Solids Handling Facility is planned as an approximately 14,000-square-foot facility, to be 
located on the upper pad of the West Site Area (Northwest Hill Grading Project).  The Permanent Solids 
Handling Facility would be at the location previously identified in the FEIR for 2-acre evaporation 
lagoons, a 9,400-square-foot sludge drying pad, and a 5,000-square-foot Solids Handling Facility.  
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The installation of two new thickeners was addressed in the SEIR as part of the Increased Residual 
Processing Project. 
 
Proposed physical modifications include:  
 

1. Erection of a retaining wall 
The Permanent Solids Handling Facility was addressed in the FEIR as a smaller  
5,000-square-foot facility to the east of the currently proposed location.  Upon detailed design, 
the need for a retaining wall outside the building was identified.  The retaining wall would be 
located south of the building to prevent storm water from flowing down the slope.  The retaining 
wall would be 300 feet long and 5 feet high, landscaped, and color treated to integrate with the 
surrounding landscape.  A smaller retaining wall would be built as part of the building design to 
define the southern passage/pathway of the building.   

 
2. Erection of seven temporary power poles  

Seven 30-foot temporary electric poles would be installed near the Permanent Solids Handling 
Facility to provide power to the new buildings (Permanent Solids Handling Building and Vehicle 
Maintenance Center) until permanent power is provided by the ozone facilities project in 2009. 

 
3. Slope planting at Permanent Solids Handling Facility 

To prevent any loss of topsoil due to erosion and help stabilize the slopes, slope planting would 
be undertaken at the Permanent Solids Handling Facility.  A variety of native plants would be 
used to plant the slopes.  Native plants are naturally adapted to our southern California 
environment and require fewer resources and less labor for maintenance. 
 

As stated earlier, construction work for Permanent Solids Handling Facility would begin in September 
2004 and end in September 2005.  The grading work would start in August 2004 and end by October 
2004.  On average, 9.3 tons of dirt would be exported per day, and 17.8 tons of granular material would 
be imported per day.  Granular material imported would largely consist of crushed rock, granular soil or 
non-expansive soil, asphalt, or concrete.  Construction equipment would involve approximately  
2 dump trucks, 1 loader, 1 motor grader, 1 water truck, 1 backhoe loader, 1 compactor, 1 paver, 1 roller,  
1 welder, 1 construction crane, and 1 concrete mixer.  A total of 75 construction vehicle trips per day 
(including truck trips and construction personnel trips) are anticipated.  Approximately, 16,500 cubic 
yards (CY) of material would be excavated, of which 11,500 CY would be used as compacted fill; the 
remaining 5,000 CY would be exported offsite.  Additionally, approximately 8,000 CY of granular 
material and 5,400 tons of gravel would be imported to the site (see Appendix C).  The construction 
activities discussed above are similar in scope to those proposed in the EIRs. 
 
Together with the Vehicle Maintenance Center, a total of 13.8 acres would be graded for the two projects, 
and on any given day, no more than 30 construction personnel would be onsite for these two projects.   

 
Vehicle Maintenance Center: This project component (formerly identified as part of the Service Center 
in the FEIR) was originally proposed to begin in August 2004 and expected to take approximately  
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14 months to complete.  This work is now proposed to begin in October 2004 and be completed in  
August 2005.   
 
Proposed physical modifications include: 
 

1. A 2,000-square-foot Vehicle Maintenance Center 
As identified in the SEIR, the original Service Center complex was planned to replace the 
existing workshop.  The Service Center was planned as a 34,000-square-foot facility and the 
Vehicle Maintenance Center was identified as a component of this Service Center.  However, the 
plan for building the Service Center was cancelled, and currently the Vehicle Maintenance Center 
is proposed as a separate building.  The Vehicle Maintenance Facility would be a small  
2,000-square-foot facility located just northwest of the Permanent Solids Handling Facility, 
located at the upper pad of the West Site Area (Northwest Hill Grading Project).  

 
As stated earlier, construction work for the Vehicles Maintenance Center would begin in September 2004 
and end in September 2005.  The grading work would start in August 2004 and end by October 2004.  On 
average, 3.7 tons of dirt would be exported per day and 5.6 tons of granular material would be imported 
per day.  Granular material imported would largely consist of crushed rock, granular soil or non-
expansive soil, asphalt or concrete.  Construction equipment would involve approximately 1 trencher, 2 
dump trucks, 1 compactor, and 1 bobcat.  A total of 65 construction vehicle trips per day (including truck 
trips and construction personnel trips) are anticipated.  Approximately, 3,000 cubic yards (CY) of 
material would be excavated, of which 1,000 CY would be used as compacted fill, the remaining 2,000 
CY would be exported out of the site.  Additionally, approximately 2,500 CY of granular material and 
1,688 tons of gravel would be imported to the site (see Appendix C).  The construction activities 
discussed above are similar in scope to those proposed in the EIRs. 
 
South Slope Stabilization: This project component (formerly named Demo Shop/Warehouse) was 
originally proposed to begin in December 2003 and expected to take approximately 3 months to complete.  
This work is now proposed to begin in December 2005 and be completed in March 2007.   
 
Proposed physical modifications related to South Slope Stabilization include: 
 

1. Erection of Roller-Compacted Concrete (RCC) buttress wall 
At the time of the FEIR, it was anticipated that the existing shop/warehouse would be demolished 
and the south slope would be stabilized with piles.  However, after further design analysis it was 
recommended that a roller-compacted concrete (RCC) buttress wall be used because the RCC 
wall is more stable than piles.  More important, the buried 1,000-foot-long and 100-foot-deep 
RCC buttress wall would immobilize the plant effluent lines (Lower Feeder and Yorba Linda 
Feeder) and ozone contactors from significant seismic movement during a major earthquake of up 
to magnitude seven.  The RCC wall would be built into bedrock for stabilization. The top 15 feet 
of the RCC wall would be exposed. 
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2. Slope planting at the RCC wall and ozone facility 
At present, the south slope area cannot be planted with any significant vegetation, as survey 
crews must be able to determine by visual observation if there is any slope movement.  However, 
with installation of the RCC buttress wall, this slope would no longer be essential to the stability 
of the treatment facilities and could be extensively landscaped.  Consequently, the modified 
South Slope Stabilization Project would include landscaping consisting of a native palette, 
dominated by walnut trees.  Moreover, the exposed portion of the buttress wall would be treated 
to match the landscaping. 

 
Construction work for South Slope Stabilization would begin in December 2005 and end in March 2007.  
The grading work would start in June 2005 and end by September 2005; a total of 2.1 acres would be 
graded.  On average, 234 tons of granular material would be imported per day.  Granular material 
imported would largely consist of crushed rock, granular soil or non-expansive soil, asphalt, or concrete.  
On any given day, no more than 40 construction personnel would be working on this project.  A total of 
139 construction vehicle trips per day (including truck trips and construction personnel trips) are 
anticipated.  Construction equipment would involve approximately 2 scrapers, 1 loader, 2 motor graders, 
2 wheeled dozers, 2 water trucks, 1 backhoe loader, 2 backhoes, 4 dump trucks, 2 compactors, 1 paver, 1 
roller, 1 welder, 1 construction crane, and 1 jackhammer.  Approximately, 332,000 cubic yards (CY) of 
material would be excavated, of which 168,000 CY would be used as compacted fill; the remaining 
164,000 CY would be exported out of the site.  Additionally, approximately 168,000 CY of granular 
material and 113,400 tons of gravel would be imported to the site (see Appendix C).   
 
Fluoride Treatment System and Future Chemical Tank Farm: This project component was originally 
proposed to begin in April 2013 and expected to take approximately 7 months to complete.  This work is 
now proposed to begin in June 2005 and be completed in February 2006 in conjunction with the 
Demolition of Washwater Reclamation Plant No. 1.   
 
Proposed physical modifications include: 
 

1. Change in proposed location of the Fluoride Treatment System and Future Chemical Tank Farm 
The 300-square-foot chemical tank farms (including fluoride and sulfuric acid) were previously 
proposed to be located on the eastern end of the Plant.  However, the slopes on the east side were 
determined to be unstable and would need extensive ground stabilization for construction.  
Therefore, upon detailed design, safety, and efficiency evaluations, locating the fluoride treatment 
system and the future chemical tank farm behind the Alum and Polymer Storage building at the 
northern extent of the Plant was determined to be a better alternative.  The future chemical tank 
farm would be located at the site of the Washwater Reclamation Plant No.1, which is to be 
demolished as discussed in the SEIR. 

 
2. Erection of a retaining wall 

A 500-foot-long and 5-foot-high (at its maximum height) concrete retaining wall would be built 
on the north slope.  A retaining wall would be required because the adjacent road would be 
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elevated to provide a level surface for the unloading pads next to the new chemical tank farms.  
Even ground is required for safe unloading of chemicals from trucks to the Fluoride Treatment 
Facilities and future tank farm.  The landscaping near the wall would match the existing native 
vegetation.   
 

Construction work for Fluoride Treatment System and partial Chemical Tank Farm would begin in June 
2005 and end in February 2006.  The grading work would start in June 2006 and end by August 2006; a 
total of 7.2 acres would be graded.  On average, 12.4 tons of dirt would be exported per day, and 79.7 
tons of granular material would be imported per day.  Granular material imported would largely consist of 
crushed rock, granular soil or non-expansive soil, asphalt, or concrete.  On any given day, no more than 
10 construction personnel would be working on this project.  A total of 25 construction vehicle trips per 
day (including truck trips and construction personnel trips) are anticipated.  Construction equipment 
would involve approximately 1 motor grader, 1 water truck, 1 backhoe loader, 1 paver, 1 welder, 1 
construction crane, and 1 jackhammer.  Approximately, 250 cubic yards (CY) of material would be 
excavated; 5,000 CY would be used as compacted fill.  A total of 4,750 CY of waste soil would be 
transferred to this project site from within the Plant.  Additionally, approximately 600 CY of granular 
material and 405 tons of gravel would be imported to the site (see Appendix C).   
 
Oxidation Retrofit Project (ORP): This project component was originally proposed to begin in June 
2006 and expected to take approximately 43 months to complete.  This work is now proposed to begin in 
June 2006 and be completed in June 2009. 
 
Proposed physical modifications include: 
 

1. Rearrangement of the ORP facilities 
The ORP modifications include rearrangement and relocation of the electrical facilities, caustic 
soda tank farm, contactors, ozone building, ozone destruct building, and hydrogen peroxide tank 
farm.  The building site for the ORP as identified in the FEIR remains unchanged.  However, the 
elements of the ORP would be relocated within the originally proposed building site in order to 
improve efficiency of the ORP and ensure the best use of land at the Plant.  

 
Construction work for ORP would begin in June 2006 and end in June 2009.  The grading work would 
start in June 2006 and end by February 2009; a total of 0.2 acres would be graded.  On average, 1.7 tons 
of granular material would be imported per day.  Granular material imported would largely consist of 
crushed rock, granular soil or non-expansive soil, asphalt, or concrete.  On any given day, no more than 
75 construction personnel would be working on this project.  Construction equipment would involve 
approximately 5 motor graders, 5 pavers, 5 water trucks, 7 backhoe loaders, 4 backhoes, 4 dump trucks, 3 
compactors, 5 pavers, 5 rollers, 7 construction cranes, and 5 jackhammers.  A total of approximately 
332,000 cubic yards (CY) of material would be excavated; 168,000 CY would be used as compacted fill.  
Approximately, 164,000 CY of waste soil would be transferred to other project sites within the Plant.  
Additionally, approximately 168,000 CY of granular material and 113,400 tons of gravel would be 
imported to the site.  The construction activities discussed above are similar in scope to those proposed in 
the EIRs. 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND ANALYSIS 
 
No new significant impacts to the physical environment or substantial increases in the severity of already 
identified impacts would result with the proposed modifications to the previously approved 
Improvements Project.   Of the 17 environmental categories evaluated in the Initial Study and 
Environmental Checklist Form (see Appendix A), 2 categories would have less-than-significant impacts: 
aesthetics and biological resources; remaining were identified to have no impacts.  Two categories, 
aesthetics and air quality were determined to have significant irreversible and unavoidable impacts in the 
previous environmental documents.  Since previously significant effects were identified in these impact 
categories, the analysis of the potential impact of the proposed modifications on these impact categories is 
addressed in this section; however, the proposed modifications do not result in new significant 
environmental impacts or increase the severity of these previously identified significant impacts.  
 
For detailed information on the regional and local environmental settings, see applicable sections within 
the certified FEIR and SEIR. 
 
3.1 Aesthetics 
 
Addendum No. 2 provides an analysis of whether the proposed modifications would alter the conclusions 
of the certified FEIR and SEIR with regard to aesthetics.  The proposed schedule-only modifications 
addressed in this Addendum would have no effect on the aesthetics of the Plant.  The physical 
modifications addressed in this Addendum are minor and part of the project components already 
discussed in the previous environmental documents.  Refer to Appendix A of this Addendum, Section 3.1 
of the FEIR, and Section 3.4 of the Final SEIR for further discussion. 
 
In this section, the potential visual effects of the proposed modifications to the visual resources (effects on 
scenic views/vistas, effects of artificial light, and shading/glare in the project area) are evaluated.  
 
3.1.1 Setting 
 
The visual setting described in the FEIR and SEIR is similar to the existing conditions.  No substantial 
changes have occurred to the visual setting since the certification of the previous EIRs.  Refer to 
Section 3.1 of the FEIR and Section 3.4 of the Final SEIR for further discussion. 
 
The proposed modifications would occur at various locations within the Plant.  The modifications 
associated with the Plant Maintenance Building would be visible from areas to the south; the 
modifications associated with the Permanent Solids Handling Facility and Vehicle Maintenance Center 
would be visible from the areas to the north, northwest, west, and southeast; the modifications associated 
with the South Slope Stabilization and Oxidation Retrofit Project would be visible from areas to the south 
and southwest; and the modifications associated with the Fluoride Treatment Facilities would be visible 
from areas to the north and northeast.  On February 13, 2001, Metropolitan’s Board of Directors adopted 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for aesthetic impacts associated with the Improvements Project. 
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3.1.2 Potential Impact 
 
The existing Plant facilities are located largely on the upper pad of the Plant and have the visual character 
of industrial development, composed of large-scale structures with broad horizontal lines punctuated by 
tall vertical elements, such as tanks and tall trees.  The proposed physical modifications are minor, and 
given the industrial view and large size of the plant, the modifications would not be visible as separate 
large objects.  The proposed modifications have small footprints and visual mass compared to the existing 
Plant.  The proposed modifications would be similar to the industrial elements that already exist at the 
Plant and would not have sufficient height or width to substantially obstruct views from the surrounding 
properties.  Given the industrial setting of the Plant, views to the Plant are considered to be of low visual 
quality.  As noted in the FEIR, the Improvements Project site is not adjacent to or within a viewshed that 
defines any scenic highways; the residential and roadway views are not identified as scenic vistas in any 
local plans, and the views from the trails within the two parks, looking toward the Plant, are considered to 
be of low quality as scenic vistas.  All lighting would be oriented and shielded to confine illumination on 
site and away from property boundaries; there would be no large spotlights or other highly illuminated 
areas within the Plant site.   
 
Plant Maintenance Building: A 5,000-square-foot Plant Maintenance Building, addressed in the FEIR, 
was noted to have no adverse visual impacts on the views from the south.  In this Addendum, the Plant 
Maintenance Facility is proposed to include a 14,000-square-foot shop and a 3,400-square-foot office 
building south of the shop.  The buildings would be designed per modern industrial styles that integrate 
landscape and topographic form in the design of buildings.  Rather than being block-like structures, these 
buildings would have a more streamlined form.  Landscaping is planned to complement the built form.  
Given the proposed design and landscaping of the proposed Plant Maintenance Building, it would have a 
beneficial impact on the visual quality of the Plant.  The proposed retaining wall at the Plant Maintenance 
Building would follow the grade of the access road, with the proposed stained color treatment of the wall 
and landscaping, and would not appear as a separate large object.  The proposed wall would not deviate 
from the existing industrial setting of the Plant.  The proposed location of the helipad at the Finished 
Water Reservoir would not change the views of the Finished Water Reservoir, and thus no impact is 
anticipated.  The slope planting project would add to the visual quality of the slopes.  The stabilization of 
soils would have no impact on visual quality.  The Plant Maintenance Building is not visible from any 
scenic highways.  As stated in the FEIR, the residential and roadway views are not identified as scenic 
vistas in any local plans.  All lighting associated with the Plant Maintenance Building would be oriented 
and shielded to confine illumination on site and away from property boundaries; therefore, there would be 
no shade and glare impacts.  
 
Permanent Solids Handling Facility: The Permanent Solids Handling Facility is proposed as a  
14,000-square-foot facility, and the Vehicle Maintenance Center is proposed as 2,000-square-foot facility 
at the upper pad of the West Site Area (Northwest Hill Grading Project).  The retaining wall in front of 
the Permanent Solids Handling Facility would not appear as a separate large object or block any views.  It 
would be stained and color treated to match the tones of the landscape.  Slope planting and landscaping 
would have beneficial aesthetic impacts.  The seven electric poles would be temporary and would not 
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block any views.  The West Site Area is not visible from any scenic highways.  As stated in the FEIR, the 
residential and roadway views are not identified as scenic vistas in any local plans.  All lighting 
associated with the Permanent Solids Handling Facility and the Vehicle Maintenance Center would be 
oriented and shielded to confine illumination on site and away from property boundaries; therefore, there 
would be no shade or glare impacts.  In the FEIR, significant adverse impacts on views of the Northwest 
Hill from trails in Chino Hills State Park were identified.  The modifications related to the Permanent 
Solids Handling Facility and Vehicle Maintenance Center would not affect this previously identified 
adverse impact. 
 
South Slope Stabilization: The South Slope Stabilization RCC wall would be visible from areas to the 
south and southeast.  The view of the RCC wall would blend with the industrial setting of the Plant.  The 
color of the concrete would be specially treated to match the natural landscape.  The landscaping will also 
help to buffer the views of the bare concrete.  No impacts to scenic vistas, scenic highways, and light and 
glare are anticipated.  The RCC wall would have a beneficial impact on aesthetics by stabilizing the south 
slopes to accommodate new landscaping.  At present, the south slope area cannot be planted with any 
significant vegetation because survey crews must be able to determine by visual observation if there is 
any slope movement.  However, with installation of the RCC buttress wall, this slope would no longer be 
essential to the stability of the treatment facilities and could be extensively landscaped.  Consequently, the 
modified South Slope Stabilization Project would include landscaping consisting of a native palette, 
dominated by walnut trees.  Moreover, the retaining wall would be treated to match the landscaping.  
With the proposed landscaping, the views to the RCC wall would be largely buffered. 
 
Fluoride Treatment System and Future Chemical Tank Farm: The future chemical tank farm would be 
located on the site of the existing Washwater Reclamation Plant No. 1. The future chemical tank farm 
would be no larger than the Washwater Reclamation Plant No. 1, which is to be demolished.  Therefore, 
no additional aesthetic impacts would occur. The retaining wall would be a very small part of the 
viewshed of the Plant.  The retaining wall would be stained and color treated to match the surrounding 
landscape, and the landscaping near the wall would match the existing vegetation; therefore, no 
significant impacts are identified. 
 
Oxidation Retrofit Project: The aesthetic impacts of the ORP have already been addressed in the FEIR.  
The proposed modifications are limited only to relocating the various elements of the ORP.  The size or 
scale of the ORP facilities has not been modified.  Therefore, there would be no additional impacts above 
and beyond what was discussed in the FEIR. 
 
3.1.3 Conclusion 
 
Given the industrial setting of the Plant and minor nature of the proposed modifications, no new, 
significant aesthetic impacts would occur.  The modifications described in this Addendum are proposed to 
project components that were evaluated in the previously certified environmental documents.  
Architectural design elements, landscaping, and material treatment elements have been incorporated into 
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the project design to make the proposed modifications more aesthetic.  In conclusion, aesthetic impacts 
resulting from the proposed modifications to the Improvements Project would be less than significant.  
 
3.2 Air Quality 
 
Addendum No. 2 provides an analysis of whether the proposed modifications would substantially 
increase the significant air quality impacts that were identified in the environmental documents previously 
prepared for the Improvements Project. 
 
3.2.1 Setting 
 
The air quality setting for the Plant site, which is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), is 
substantially the same as described in the FEIR and SEIR (refer to Section 3.2 in each document).  Since 
the Plant is in the Basin, the existing Plant and the proposed modifications to the approved Improvements 
Project are in the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and, to a 
lesser extent, the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  The Basin has been designated by the 
Environmental Protection Agency as a non-attainment area for ozone, carbon monoxide, and suspended 
particulates.  Areas that are not achieving the Nationwide Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
defined under Clean Air Act (CAA) are required to develop and implement plans to meet these standards.  
The primary agencies for developing the plan in the South Coast Air Basin are SCAQMD and the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).  The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) 
establishes an emissions budget that represents emissions throughout the Basin and lists short-, medium-, 
and long-term strategies designed to improve air quality throughout the region.  On February 13, 2001, 
Metropolitan’s Board of Directors adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for Air Quality 
impacts associated with the Improvements Project.  
 
3.2.2 Potential Impact 
 
The air quality impacts due to the proposed modifications addressed in this Addendum are construction 
related.  Construction activities result in short-term impacts.  These short-term impacts include fugitive 
dust generated by site grading and surface disturbance, exhaust from construction equipment, and 
emissions associated with truck traffic and construction employees commuting to and from the 
construction site.  Long-term impacts are associated with operation of a project at build out.  Since there 
are no proposed changes to the project operations, long-term impacts are not anticipated.  
 
Emissions of NOX and PM10, which were identified in the FEIR and SEIR as being above the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds, were evaluated to assess whether the emissions from the Improvements Project as 
modified would be greater than evaluated in the SEIR.  The SEIR estimated that maximum daily 
emissions from construction activities would be 757 lbs/day for NOX and 296 lbs/day for PM10 (refer to 
Appendix B).  Emissions related to the proposed modifications discussed in this Addendum would be 
below these levels; thus the modifications to the Improvements Project would not result in a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. 
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The construction-related emissions due to the proposed modifications would be below what is accounted 
for in the AQMP. The types and quantities of construction equipment that would be used for the proposed 
modifications would be typical of the industry and would not exceed the assumptions used in the 
preparation of construction equipment emissions in the AQMP. The proposed modifications would, 
therefore, not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP.  Furthermore, mitigation measures 
adopted in the FEIR and SEIR to reduce emissions would remain unchanged.   
 
Since the number of trucks and employee trips during maximum construction activity would be lower 
than that projected in the SEIR, the conclusion reached in the SEIR would not be altered by the proposed 
modifications to the Improvements Project.  Thus as stated in the SEIR, construction traffic would not 
contribute measurably to the local air pollutant concentrations along major roads or near sensitive 
receptors such as housing.  Moreover, the emissions associated with heavy construction equipment and 
fugitive dust would occur within the Plant boundaries and would be removed from sensitive receptors; 
therefore, on-site construction would not result in a significant impact to sensitive receptors. 
As stated in the SEIR, the quantities of construction vehicles would not be of sufficient volume to result 
in a significant odor impact.  Because the proposed modifications would not result in any increase in 
traffic or any additional odor sources, no new odor impacts would occur. 
 
3.2.3 Conclusion 
 
The pollutant emissions associated with construction of the proposed modifications would not exceed the 
maximum daily emissions projected in the SEIR.  This Addendum does not change the conclusion of the 
previous EIRs that the Improvements Project would result in significant air quality impacts associated 
with NOX and PM10.  Mitigation measures identified in the FEIR and SEIR and contained in the Project’s 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program would remain unchanged. 
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APPENDIX A 
INITIAL STUDY/EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
The following Initial Study (IS), Environmental Checklist, and evaluation of potential environmental 
effects were completed in accordance with Section 15063(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines.   The IS was 
prepared to determine if proposed modifications to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California’s previously-approved Robert B. Diemer Plant Improvements Project (Improvements Project) 
would have any potentially significant effects on the physical environment. 

No environmental impact in the IS and Environmental Checklist Form was judged to be “potentially 
significant” or as “potentially significant unless mitigation was incorporated.”  All 17 environmental 
categories evaluated were determined to have either “no impact” or “less-than-significant impact.”  
Accordingly, the proposed modifications would not alter the original analyses, findings, or conclusions 
contained in the certified FEIR and SEIR either with respect to new, significant impacts or to 
substantially more severe impacts than what were originally addressed in these documents.  

As required, explanations are provided to support the determination of no impact or less-than-significant 
impact in the IS checklist.  For the purposes of this Addendum, no impact implies no additional impact 
beyond what was previously analyzed in the FEIR and SEIR.  Of the 17 categories, two categories 
(aesthetics and biological resources) were determined to have less-than-significant impacts, and the 
remaining were determined to have no impacts.  This Appendix is provided as supporting documentation 
for these conclusions and reflects the intent of CEQA in preparing environmental documentation such that 
when the effects found in an IS are clearly nonexistent or unlikely to occur, then the IS can be attached to 
the environmental document as the basis for limiting the discussion of impacts (Sections 15128 and 
15143 of the State CEQA Guidelines).  As noted in Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the 
Lead Agency can prepare an Addendum only if minor technical changes or additions are necessary and if 
none of the conditions listed in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or 
subsequent Negative Declaration have occurred.  Hence, this Appendix is provided by The Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) as supporting documentation, along with Addendum 
No. 2, as substantial evidence in the preparation and justification of the Addendum. 

INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM  

1.  Project Title: Addendum No. 2 to the Final EIR for the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California Robert B. Diemer 
Filtration Plant Improvements Project 

2.  Lead Agency Name and Address: The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California  
 700 North Alameda Street 
 Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

3.  Contact Person and Phone Number: Deirdre West 
 (213) 217-6696 
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4.  Project Location: The proposed modifications would occur at various 
locations within the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California’s Robert B. Diemer Filtration Plant 
(Plant). The proposed modifications are minor 
refinements and/or modifications to existing and planned 
facilities. The Plant is situated partially within the City 
of Yorba Linda and partially within the unincorporated 
section of the northern Orange County. 

5.  Project Sponsor's Name and Address:  The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
 700 North Alameda Street  

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
  
6.  General Plan Designation: The County of Orange General Plan designates the Plant 

site for public facility use. The City of Yorba Linda 
General Plan designates the West Site Area as part of the 
“Area Plan”.  

7. Zoning: Pursuant to Section 53091 of the California Government 
Code, the Plant property is exempt from local zoning 
regulations.  The eastern 164 acres containing the 
existing Plant facilities lies within unincorporated 
territory and is zoned “Al, Agriculture, by the County of 
Orange.  The City of Yorba Linda zoning designates the 
West Site Area as part of the “Shell Master Planned 
Community Specific Plan.” The City’s zoning 
designation within the Shell Master Planned Community 
Specific Plan identifies water treatment facilities as a 
potential use for the West Site Area. 

8.  Description of Project:   Proposed Schedule Only Modifications and Proposed 
Physical and Schedule Modifications to the 
Improvements Project (see the description of proposed 
modifications in Section 2.0 of Addendum No. 2 to the 
FEIR).  

 
9.  Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:    The existing Plant site occupies approximately 200 acres 

on a ridge located along the southern edge of the Chino 
Hills in northeastern Orange County, about 30 miles 
southeast of Los Angeles.  The site is bordered on the 
east and north by Chino Hills State Park and on the west 
and south by residential and golf course development.  
On the northwest part of the Plant site, there are four 
lagoons on the western segment of Telegraph Creek, 
near its confluence with Carbon Canyon Creek. 

10.  Other agencies whose approval is required for the proposed modifications:  

Orange County Fire Authority  
City of Yorba Linda 
Department of Safety of Dams  
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County of Orange 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airport Land Use Commission 
State of California, Department of Transportation
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: 
 

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

 Aesthetics  Agriculture Resources  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology / Soils 
 Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Hydrology / Water Quality  Land Use / Planning 
 Mineral Resources  Noise  Population / Housing 
 Public Services  Recreation    Transportation/Traffic 
 Utilities / Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
DETERMINATION:  (To be completed by lead agency) 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

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

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

 I find that the proposed project has been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and that the changes to the proposed 
project are minor and would not result in any new significant effects or substantially increase the 
severity of any previously identified significant effects.  An ADDENDUM to the prior EIR or 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION is required.   

   
Signature   Date 

Laura J. Simonek  The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Printed Name   For 

 



  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 

A-5 

 
I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project: 
 
 a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 

scenic vista?      
 
 b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 

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

 
 c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 

character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?      

 
 d) Create a new source of substantial light or 

glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?      

 
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES:  In 

determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model prepared by the 
California Department of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland.   

         Would the project: 
 
 a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 

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

 
 b) Conflict with existing zoning for 

agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract?     

 
 c) Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use?     
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III. AIR QUALITY:  Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to 
make the following determinations.   

 
 a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation 

of the applicable Air Quality Attainment 
Plan?     

 
 b) Violate any air quality standard or 

contribute to an existing or projected air 
quality violation?     

 
 c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing 
emissions, which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)?     

 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations?      
 
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 

substantial number of people?     
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the 

project: 

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

 
 b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 

riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?     
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 c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means?     

 
 d) Interfere substantially with the movement 

of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites?     

 
 e) Conflict with any local policies or 

ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance?     

 
 f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Conservation Community Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?     

 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the 

project: 

 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5?     

 
 b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a unique archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5?      

 
 c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature?     

 
 d) Disturb any human remains, including 

those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries?      
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the 

project: 
  
 a) Expose people or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

 
i)      Rupture of a known earthquake 

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

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction?     
iv)  Landslides?     

 
 b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 

loss of topsoil?     
 
 c) Be located on strata or soil that is 

unstable, or that would become unstable 
as a result of the project, and potentially 
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse?     

 
 d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code, creating substantial risks to life or 
property?     

 
 e) Have soils incapable of adequately 

supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater?     
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS -- Would the project: 

  
 a) Create a significant hazard to the public or 

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

 
 b) Create a significant hazard to the public or 

the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?     

 
 c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 

hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school?     

 
 d) Be located on a site which is included on a 

list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?     

 
 e) For a project located within an airport land 

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

 
 f) For a project within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip, would the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?     

 
 g) Impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan?     

 
 h) Expose people or structures to a significant 

risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent 
to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands?     

 



  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 

A-10 

VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -
- Would the project: 

 
 a) Violate any water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements?     
 
 b) Substantially deplete groundwater 

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

 
 c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 

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

 
 d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 

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

 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which 

would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storm water drainage systems?     

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 

quality?     
 
 g) Place housing within a 100-year flood 

hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map?     

 
 h) Place housing within a 100-year flood 

hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows?     
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 i) Expose people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam?     

 
 j) Inundation of seiche, tsunami, or 

mudflow?     
 
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the 

project:  
 
 a) Physically divide an established 

community?     
 
 b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 

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

 
 c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 

conservation plan or natural communities’ 
conservation plan?     

 
X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the 

project: 
 
 a) Result in the loss of availability of a 

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

 
 b) Result in the loss of availability of a 

locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?      
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XI. NOISE -- Would the project result in: 
 
 a) Exposure of persons to or generation of 

noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies?     

 
 b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 

excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?     

 
 c) A substantial permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project?     

 
 d) A substantial temporary or periodic 

increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?     

 
 e)  For a project located within an airport and 

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

 
 f) For a project within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels?     

 
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would 

the project: 
 
 a) Induce substantial population growth in an 

area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)?     

 
 b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 

housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?     
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 c) Displace substantial numbers of people 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?     

 
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES -- 
 
 a) Would the project result in substantial 

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

 i.  Fire protection?     
 ii. Police protection?     
 ii. Schools?     
 iv. Parks?     
 v. Other public facilities?     
 
XIV. RECREATION --  
 
 a) Would the project increase the use of 

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

 
 b) Does the project include recreational 

facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities, which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment?     

 
XV. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC -- Would 

the project: 
 
 a) Cause an increase in traffic, which is 

substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase 
in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections)?     
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 b) Exceed, either individually or 

cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads 
or highways?      

 
 c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 

including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results 
in substantial safety risks?     

 
 d) Substantially increase hazards to a design 

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

 
 e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
 
 f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
 
 g) Conflict with adopted policies supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)?     

 
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- 

Would the project: 
 
 a) Exceed wastewater treatment 

requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board?     

 
b) Require or result in the construction of 

new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could  
cause significant environmental effects?     

 
 c) Require or result in the construction of 

new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?     

 
 d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 

serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed?     



  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 

A-15 

 
 e) Result in a determination by the 

wastewater treatment provider, which 
serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments?     

 
 f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 

permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs?     

 
g) Comply with federal, state, and local 

statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste?     

 
XVII.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF       

SIGNIFICANCE 
 
 a) Does the project have the potential to 

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

 
 b) Does the project have impacts that are 

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

 
 c) Does the project have environmental 

effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly?     
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I. AESTHETICS.  Would the proposal:   

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

The proposed modifications are located mainly in the north, south, and western portions of the 
Plant, which is situated in the City of Yorba Linda and unincorporated Orange County, between 
Carbon Canyon Road and Imperial Highway.  The Plant facilities are on top of a hill at an 
elevation of approximately 820 feet (elevation observed in the center of the Plant).  Access to the 
Plant is via the Plant access road from the south via Valley View Avenue.  Valley View Avenue 
provides access to Imperial Highway and the regional freeway network including State Routes 
57 and 91.  The Plant is surrounded by Chino Hills State Park on the north and east sides, Carbon 
Canyon Regional Park on the northwest, residential development on the west, and the Black 
Gold golf course and the associated Vista Del Verde golf course community on the south.  Also 
beyond the southeastern extent of the plant, another phase of the Vista Del Verde residential 
community is under construction. 
 
The existing Plant is visible from many nearby locations due to its elevated location.  Existing 
view locations include public trails within Chino Hills State and Carbon Canyon Regional parks, 
residences in the vicinity, golf courses, distant homes, and roadways to the south in the existing 
Yorba Linda neighborhoods. 
 
The existing Plant facilities, located largely on the upper pad, have the visual character of 
industrial development, composed of large-scale structures with broad horizontal lines 
punctuated by tall vertical elements, including tanks and tall trees.  The proposed physical 
modifications are very minor, and given the industrial view and large size of the Plant, the 
modifications would not be visible as separate large objects.  The proposed modifications have 
small footprints and visual mass compared to the existing Plant.  The proposed modifications 
would be similar to the industrial elements already existing at the Plant and would not have 
sufficient height or width to substantially obstruct views from the surrounding properties. 
 
The FEIR and the SEIR identified significant adverse impacts on close views of the Northwest 
Grading Hill and the area of the west sedimentation basins from trails at Chino Hills State Park, 
due to grading and other construction activities. Implementation of the modifications discussed 
in this Addendum would not generate adverse impacts beyond those originally identified in the 
FEIR, SEIR, and Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations.  
 
As stated in the FEIR, the residential and roadway views are not identified as scenic vistas in any 
local plans, and views from the trails within the two parks, looking toward the Plant, are 
considered to be of low quality as scenic vistas. Since no scenic vistas have been identified, no 
impacts to scenic vistas would result due to the proposed modifications. 
 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

As noted in the FEIR, the Plant is not adjacent to or within a viewshed that defines any scenic 
highways.  There are no rock outcroppings or historic buildings at the Plant site.  The FEIR 
identified no scenic resources present on the Plant. The installation of 7 electric poles to provide 
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electricity to the Permanent Solids Handling Facility and the Vehicle Maintenance Center would 
be temporary and would be replaced by electricity provision from the ozone facilities.  The 
visual effects of the ozone facilities were discussed in the FEIR.  Therefore, the proposed 
modifications would have no additional impact on scenic resources. 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings 

The proposed modifications are designed to be more architecturally pleasant and streamlined in 
form, as compared to the industrial nature of the existing buildings, which are characterized by 
large footprints and naked gray concrete faces.  The retaining walls discussed in this Addendum 
as part of the physical modifications would be specially stained and color treated to match the 
natural tones of the landscape.  Although the proposed modifications include additional features 
that may be viewed from surrounding areas, the design elements, including architectural 
treatments and landscaping, make any impact on visual character of the site less than significant. 

Refer to Section 3.1.2 of the Addendum for further discussion. 

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

As described in the FEIR, there would be no large spotlights or other highly illuminated areas 
within the Plant site. All associated lighting fixtures and electricity-provision measures have 
been discussed as part of the project components in the FEIR. Lighting associated with the 
Vehicle Maintenance Center and Plant Maintenance Building would be oriented and shielded to 
confine illumination on site and away from property boundaries. The relocation of the helipad 
and associated perimeter lighting would be facing skyward and would be visible only to 
approaching aircraft.  

The materials used for construction, such as stained concrete, would be nonreflective and would 
cause no glare impacts on the surrounding areas. All lighting would be oriented and shielded to 
confine illumination on site and away from property boundaries. Therefore, no light or glare 
impacts would occur. 

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland.  Would the project: 

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

According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) of the California 
Resources Agency’s Orange County 2002 GIS data, there is no Prime Farmland or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance located within the Plant vicinity.  According to the FMMP, land within the 
Plant vicinity is “Urban and Built Up Land” and “Other Land.”  Recent aerial photos reveal that 
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the Plant is located on hilly terrain flanked by residential development, a golf course, and a state 
park, and no adjacent agricultural land is present.  Therefore, there would be no impact to 
farmland due to the proposed modifications. 

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

The areas in the Plant’s vicinity are zoned for residential, recreational, and state park use and are 
not zoned for agricultural use.  In addition, the Improvements Project is a public works project 
and does not involve privately owned land, and therefore, would not interfere with a Williamson 
Act contract.  The Williamson Act allows local governments to enter into contracts with private 
landowners for the purpose of restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open 
space use.1  Therefore, there would be no conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use due to 
the proposed modifications. 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, 
could result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use? 

The proposed modifications involve no changes to the existing environment that could result in 
the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use.  There is no agricultural land adjacent to the 
Plant, and the proposed modification would not change the existing environment (e.g., bring in a 
number of new workers to warrant new residential development on agricultural land) of the Plant 
vicinity to cause the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use.  Therefore, there would be no 
changes in the existing environment that could result in the conversion of farmland to 
nonagricultural use due to the proposed modifications. 

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

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has developed and adopted the 
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for air quality planning in the South Coast Air Basin.  
The AQMP is the regional plan that applies to the proposed modifications to the approved 
Improvements Project.  The AQMP establishes an emissions budget that represents emissions 
throughout the South Coast Air Basin and lists short-, medium-, and long-term strategies 
designed to improve air quality throughout the region.    

The construction-related emissions due to the proposed modifications would be within the range 
of what has been accounted for in the AQMP.  The types and quantities of construction 
equipment that would be used for the proposed modifications would be typical of the industry 
and would not exceed the assumptions used in the preparation of construction equipment 
emissions in the AQMP. The proposed modifications would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the AQMP; therefore, no impacts to the implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan would occur. 
                                                 
1 Information about the Williamson Act can be found on the California governmental website at 
     http://www.consrv.ca.gov/dlrp/lca/index.htm. 
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b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

Both the FEIR and the SEIR indicated that maximum daily emissions of NOX and PM10 would 
exceed the SCAQMD’s significance criteria, and while mitigation measures would reduce 
emissions, they would not reduce emissions to below a level of significance.  Maximum daily 
emissions associated with the proposed modifications to the Improvements Project are projected 
to be below the levels evaluated in the SEIR but still above the SCAQMD significance 
thresholds for NOX and PM10.  Violations to air quality standards at higher pollutant levels 
already have been addressed in the SEIR and, therefore, no impact to air quality standards would 
occur due to the implementation of the proposed modifications.  

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

Maximum daily emissions of NOX and PM10 are projected to be above the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds during construction.  As addressed in the SEIR, the South Coast Air 
Basin is considered to be a non-attainment area for both PM10 and ozone (for which NOX is a 
precursor); any emission increase above the significance thresholds would have a cumulatively 
significant impact on the ambient air quality for these pollutants.  The proposed modifications to 
the Improvements Project would have no additional impact on cumulative air quality impacts 
beyond those disclosed in the SEIR. 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

During construction of the proposed modifications, both truck traffic and construction employees 
would utilize access roads to the Plant. Based on traffic projections, the maximum number of 
trucks traveling to the site would be during the construction of the South Slope Stabilization 
component, when conducted simultaneously with the Settling Basin No. 8 project.  During that 
time period, a maximum of 180 construction vehicle trips per day are projected.  Of these 180 
construction vehicle trips per day, 70 are construction trucks; the remaining 110 are  
construction-worker vehicles that are projected to travel to and from the site. Because the 
proposed modifications do not increase the maximum number of truck or employee trips 
projected in the SEIR (SEIR projected a total of 222 construction vehicle trips per day during 
maximum construction period), the conclusion reached in the SEIR would not be altered by the 
proposed modifications.  Thus, as stated in the SEIR, construction traffic would not contribute 
measurably to the local air pollutant concentrations along major roads or near sensitive receptors 
such as housing. Therefore, the proposed modifications would have no impact on sensitive 
receptors.  

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 
 
The projected construction traffic associated with the proposed modifications is less than that 
analyzed in the SEIR. Therefore, as stated in the SEIR, the quantities of construction vehicles 
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would not be of sufficient volume to result in a significant odor impact.  Thus, no odor impacts 
would occur.  
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

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

 Proposed construction of the north retaining wall at the Fluoride Treatment System and Future 
Chemical Tank Farm would temporarily impact approximately 1,500-square-feet (a 3-foot × 
500-foot trench) of California walnut woodland.  Moreover, there is a potential for the presence 
of the federally listed, threatened coastal California gnatcatcher within this plant community.   

Potential impacts on coastal California gnatcatcher as a result of the Improvements Project were 
previously addressed in the FEIR and SEIR.  Under the existing Habitat Conservation Plant 
(HCP) (Shell Western E&P, Inc., and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
HCP 1996) developed for the Plant property, impacts to this California walnut woodland 
community and coastal California gnatcatcher have already been mitigated through the creation 
of a walnut woodlands conservation easement and purchase and transfer of property containing 
coastal sage scrub to the California Department of Parks and Recreation, among other mitigation 
measures.  All conditions set forth in the Section 10(a) permit of the Federal Endangered Species 
Act (FESA) issued for the Plant and all mitigation measures outlined in the FEIR and SEIR for 
biological resources will be implemented during construction of the proposed modifications.  
Additionally, all disturbed areas within the walnut woodland community will be replanted with 
walnut woodland species, as described in the project description and therefore, there would be no 
permanent loss of this vegetation community.  Accordingly, the proposed modification would 
have less than significant impacts on biological resources.   
 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 

community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.  Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Please refer to response to question IV(a) above regarding California walnut woodland and CSS. 
There would be less-than-significant impact to California walnut woodland and CSS. 

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

According to Figure 3.10-3 (the Jurisdictional Delineation/Impacts map) of the certified FEIR, 
the proposed project area is upland and not within California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) or Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) jurisdiction and, therefore, does not affect 
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the CWA.  Therefore, there would be 
no impact to federally protected wetlands due to the proposed project modifications. 
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

The existing Plant is flanked by residential development to the west and south, which obstructs 
or deters potential wildlife movement in those directions.  Chino Hills State Park is to the north.  
The only potential habitat corridor on Metropolitan property is between the park and the northern 
portion of the Plant running east-west and then past the North Lagoon and residential 
development to the west.  The proposed modifications would not affect wildlife movement 
through this corridor.  Therefore, there would be no impact to the movement of wildlife due to 
the proposed modifications. 

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

There are no policies or ordinances in Orange County for the protection of biological resources.  
Therefore, the proposed modifications would not conflict with local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources. 

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

The proposed modifications are in compliance with the construction and operation activities 
outlined for the Plant in the HCP adopted for the Plant property; therefore, the proposed 
modifications would not conflict with the existing HCP.  

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in Section 15064.5 in the State CEQA Guidelines? 

There are no historical resources on the Plant site or in the immediate vicinity that would be 
affected by the proposed modifications; therefore, the proposed modifications would have no 
impact on historical resources. 

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

Please refer to item V (c) for information regarding archaeological resources. 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontologic resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

The proposed modifications to the Improvements Project would include the relocation of various 
project components discussed in the FEIR, addition of four retaining walls and the erection of 
seven temporary power poles.  All relocated projects would be built on sites previously approved 
for grading and building in the certified FEIR and SEIR.  Proposed retaining walls would involve 
additional grading and excavation; however, these proposed modifications would be constructed 
in previously disturbed areas.  The roller-compacted concrete (RCC) buttress wall, intended to 
stabilize the south slope, would be built in place of the previously planned concrete piles and 
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would extend just as deep into the underlying bedrock.  Installation of the proposed 30-foot 
power poles would involve 10 feet of subsurface drilling. The construction of the relocated 
project components, power poles, and proposed retaining walls, including the RCC buttress, 
would not cause adverse physical effects on cultural resources because they would be 
constructed on previously disturbed areas or previously excavated and recompacted soils (“fill” 
areas) that have not previously yielded or disturbed historic, archaeological or paleontologic 
resources.  Therefore, the proposed modifications to the Improvements Project would have no 
impact on historic or prehistoric cultural resources or paleontologic resources. 

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

Refer to items V(a), (b), and (c) above.  Because the proposed modifications would be located in 
previously disturbed or fill areas no disturbance of human remains would result from the 
proposed modifications. 
 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

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

The addition of the proposed four retaining walls, especially the 100-foot-long by 
15-foot-high roller-compacted concrete (RCC) wall for stabilization of the south slope area, 
would improve the stability of the sloped areas and the overall Plant.  This is a beneficial 
impact and would reduce the potential for exposure of people or structures to risks 
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. 

  ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Please refer to response VI(a) above regarding the beneficial effects of the proposed 
retaining walls.  The retaining walls would reduce the potential for exposure of people or 
structures to risks involving strong seismic ground shaking. 

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Please refer to response VI(a) above about the beneficial effects of the proposed retaining 
walls on improving site stability.  The retaining walls would reduce the potential for 
exposure of people or structures to risks involving seismic-related ground failure. 

 iv) Landslides? 

Please refer to response VI(a) above about the beneficial effects of the proposed retaining 
walls on improving site stability.  The retaining walls would have the same beneficial 
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effect as that stated for other seismic-related risks, reducing the potential for exposure of 
people or structures to risks involving landslides.  

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

The certified FEIR states that there is a potential for loose, bare soil to be exposed to wind and 
water during construction of the various proposed project elements.  These impacts were reduced 
to less-than-significant levels by incorporation of erosion control measures incorporated within 
the previously certified FEIR.  Construction of the four retaining walls and slope planting would 
further reduce the potential for soil erosion or loss of topsoil by stabilizing the affected slopes 
resulting in a beneficial impact on soil erosion and loss of topsoil.  Please refer to response VI(a) 
above about the beneficial effects of the proposed retaining walls on improving site stability.   

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

The potential for landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse is less than 
significant, according to the Initial Study (IS) for the previously approved project [FEIR, 
Volume II, Appendix A:V(c)].  Construction of the four retaining walls would further reduce the 
potential for landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse by stabilizing the 
slope resulting in a beneficial impact on unstable soils.  Please refer to response VI(a) above 
about the beneficial effects of the proposed retaining walls on improving site stability. 

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

The proposed modifications would not be located on expansive soils and no risks to life or 
property would occur. Further, the construction of the four retaining walls would reduce the 
potential for landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse by stabilizing the 
slope and therefore, the proposed modifications would result in no impacts on expansive soils.  
Please refer to response VI(a) above about the beneficial effects of the proposed retaining walls 
on improving site stability. 

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

The proposed retaining walls and structures would not require septic tanks or waste water 
disposal systems.  Therefore, there would be no impacts on septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems. 
 
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
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The proposed modifications would not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials other than what was previously identified in the FEIR.  The FEIR addressed 
hazardous materials usage associated with planned and potential facilities, defined potential 
hazards, identified applicable regulatory requirements, and identified appropriate safety planning 
and operations measures that would minimize safety hazards for onsite personnel and 
surrounding sensitive areas.  Uses of such materials previously addressed in the FEIR would not 
change with the construction of the proposed modifications and no impacts on hazardous 
materials would result. 

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

For similar reasons to those described in response to item VII(a), the proposed modifications 
would not require or result in the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials beyond that 
identified and disclosed in the FEIR.  Thus, the proposed modifications would have no impact on 
the release of hazardous materials.  

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

The proposed physical and schedule modifications to the Improvements Project would not result 
in the handling or emission of hazardous materials or substances near existing or proposed 
schools, beyond that identified and discussed in the FEIR; therefore, there would be no impact 
on the handling or emissions of hazardous materials. 

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

As addressed in the FEIR, the Plant is in compliance with current regulations for hazardous 
substances and sites and for underground storage tanks.  The Plant is not involved in any current 
remediation activities, does not have any unresolved hazardous waste events, and is in 
compliance with applicable regulations concerning the transport, use, storage, handling, 
generation, and disposal of hazardous materials and/or hazardous wastes.  The proposed 
modifications would not change this aspect of the approved project and, therefore, would not 
result in impacts associated with a listed hazardous materials site.  

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

The Plant site is not within an airport land use planning area nor is it within close proximity of a 
public airport.  Therefore, the proposed project modifications would have no impact on aviation 
safety issues. 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
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The modifications propose to relocate the helipad at the Plant from its current location at the 
southern extent of the Plant to on top of the Finished Water Reservoir.  As the proposed 
relocation site is within the Plant proper, and all safety restrictions and guidelines associated with 
relocation of a helipad as mandated by the Federal Aviation Administration would be 
implemented, no impacts on safety to people working or residing in the area would occur.   

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

As addressed in the certified FEIR, street access to the Plant site (excluding the North Lagoons) 
is available through the City of Yorba Linda’s circulation network.  The City’s Emergency 
Response Plan is modeled after the state guidelines for a Multi-Hazards Function Plan (MHFP), 
which addresses emergency preparedness, response and evacuation procedures, and the roles and 
responsibilities of public safety personnel. Construction of retaining walls, erection of power 
poles, and relocation of facilities at the Plant would not affect the Yorba Linda MHFP or other 
adopted emergency response plans.  No impact to emergency response or evacuation plans 
would occur as a result of the proposed modifications.  

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

The proposed modifications would all take place within the Plant site on areas previously 
identified and disclosed for construction activities in the FEIR and SEIR.  Therefore, the 
proposed modifications would have no impact on the potential risk of new exposure of structures 
to wildland fires. 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

The FEIR states that there is a potential for loose, bare soil to be exposed to wind and water 
during construction of the various proposed structures.  If proper erosion control measures are 
not in place, this exposure could result in transmission of exposed materials into water 
downstream.  However, these impacts were reduced to less-than-significant levels by 
incorporation of erosion control measures within the previously approved Improvements Project.  
In addition, Metropolitan has obtained, is complying with the conditions of the General 
Construction Permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for the 
Plant.  As part of this compliance effort, Metropolitan’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) has also identified specific erosion control measures and construction Best 
Management Practices (BMPs).  The proposed modifications would comply with all 
recommended BMPs set forth by the SWPPP.  Thus, the proposed modifications would not 
violate any water quality standards or water discharge requirements. 

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

The proposed modifications would not require the use of groundwater, interfere with 
groundwater recharge, and or substantially increase the amount of impervious surfaces; 
therefore, the proposed modifications would not impact groundwater resources. 

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

The proposed modifications would be built on upland slopes and would alter the landscape to 
similar grades as the proposed construction addressed in the FEIR and SEIR.  As a result, the 
proposed modifications would not substantially alter existing drainage patterns, and no impact 
would occur. 

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

Please refer to response VIII(c) above about similarities in construction grading for construction 
of the proposed modifications and construction covered in the FEIR and SEIR; no impacts to the 
drainage pattern of the site, the course of a stream or river, or the amount of surface runoff would 
occur. 

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

The increase in impermeable surfaces related to the proposed modifications would be negligible 
and would have an insignificant effect on the storm water drainage system at the Plant.  
Moreover, the proposed modifications would not create sufficient runoff to exceed the capacity 
of the existing or planned storm water drainage system or provide substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff.  No impacts would occur. 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

The proposed modifications would not substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, no 
impacts to water quality would occur.  Please refer to response VIII(a) above regarding 
regulatory measures designed to protect water quality mandated under the General Construction 
Permit issued by the RWQCB and the BMPs in place under the SWPPP. 

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

No housing would be built as part of the proposed project modifications; therefore, there would 
be no impact on housing within a 100-year flood hazard area.  



Addendum No. 2 to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Robert B.  Diemer Filtration Plant Improvements Project 

 

 A-27

 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map 
No. 06059C0062H, the proposed project site is located in an area designated as Zone X.  Zone X 
is categorized as an area that is outside of a 500-year flood hazard area; therefore, no impact to 
flood hazard areas would occur as a result of the proposed modifications. 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

Please refer to response VIII (h) above regarding the proposed project site’s FEMA Zone X 
designation. 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

Seiche:  The proposed modifications are upland and, because there are no lakes or other large 
inland water bodies nearby, there is no risk of inundation by seiche. 

Tsunami:  The proposed modifications are greater than 10 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean.  
Given that the largest tsunamis inundate up to 2 miles inland, at this distance from the ocean, the 
proposed project site would not be at risk of inundation by tsunami. 

Mudflow:  Please refer to response VI (a) above about the beneficial effects of the proposed 
retaining walls on improving site stability.  Retaining walls would improve the overall slope 
stability and reduce the potential for mudflows. 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

The Plant has existed for more than 35 years and lies north of the established community of 
Yorba Linda.  The residential properties to the south, west, and east of the Plant were developed 
in the recent past, much later than the construction of the Plant.  The proposed modifications 
would be located entirely within the Plant property.  None of the proposed modifications would 
result in disruptions or alterations to the local street network or to the existing communities.  
Therefore, the proposed modification would not physically divide any established community. 

b) Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
Program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

The eastern 166 acres of Plant property lie within an unincorporated area of Orange County.  The 
remaining site area is within the City of Yorba Linda.  The Orange County zoning designation 
for the Plant site is Al (Agriculture), and the county’s General Plan designation for the Plant site 
is Public Facility, which is the land use designation appropriate for water treatment facilities.  
The existing use of the Plant is consistent with the land use designations set forth by the county.  
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The 36 acres on the west side of the Plant are governed by the City of Yorba Linda’s Zoning and 
General Plan designations.  The City of Yorba Linda’s General Plan and Zoning designate the 
West Site Area as part of the “Area Plan” and “Shell Master Planned Community Specific Plan,” 
respectively.  The city’s zoning designation within the Shell Master Planned Community 
Specific Plan identifies water treatment facilities as a potential use for the West Site Area.  
Therefore, the proposed modifications would not conflict with the applicable land use policies. 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan? 

As discussed in item IV(f), the proposed modifications would not result in any conflict with the 
HCP adopted for the Plant site and no impacts would occur. 

X. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

According to the findings by the State Geologist found in the certified FEIR, the Plant site does 
not contain any area that is classified as an MRZ-2 (MRZ-2 is a Mineral Resource Zone where 
significant mineral deposits exist and development should be controlled); therefore, the proposed 
modifications would not impact mineral resources that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state. 

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

Please refer to response X(a) above about the State Geologist’s findings regarding mineral 
resources on site. 

XI. NOISE.  Would the project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies? 

The proposed modifications would not substantially change the type or amount of construction-
related noise in areas previously approved for grading and building in the certified FEIR and 
SEIR.   

The Plant Maintenance Building and retaining wall, Fluoride Treatment system and Future 
Chemical Tank Farm and associated retaining wall, Oxidation Retrofit Project, and the RCC 
buttress wall would be constructed more than 1,000 feet from the nearest residential uses. Peak 
construction noise levels at residences more than 1,000 feet away would be the same as 
identified in the FEIR i.e. below 69 dBA. 

 Construction on the north pad of the West Site Area, which would include the Vehicle 
Maintenance Facility, Permanent Solids Handling Facility, and associated retaining wall, would 
take place more than 800 feet from residences on the Vista del Verde site.  Noise levels at  
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800 feet (as noted in the FEIR) are 24 dBA lower than those at 50 feet.  During construction, 
noise levels would range from 58 to 63 dBA at the residences nearest the West Site Area. 

Construction activities associated with the proposed modifications would take place between 700 
and 1,300 feet from the Telegraph Canyon Trail.  However, distance and elevation differences 
would reduce construction noise levels by 10 dBA.  Due to the temporary nature of construction 
activities, the small segment of trail affected, continual movement of trail users, and predominant 
weekend use, most of the trail users would not be subjected to construction noise.   

Construction of the proposed modifications would continue to take place during daytime hours, 
between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. and would not occur on weekends.  Additionally, mitigation measures 
identified in the FIER and SEIR for noise impacts due to construction and operational activities 
would remain unchanged.   

As discussed in the certified FEIR and SEIR, worst-case construction activities would occur with 
the West Site Area Preparation, and construction traffic (during peak construction) would 
amount to an increase of less than 5% over the existing traffic volume (generally, a doubling of 
traffic volumes is required to increase the noise levels a minimum of 3 dBA Leq). Therefore, 
noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA (the minimum change in noise levels discernable 
by human beings).  

The proposed modifications would not increase construction noise levels beyond those identified 
in the FEIR and SEIR.  The proposed modifications would not exceed noise level conditions and 
applicable standards set forth in the City of Yorba Linda and Orange County noise ordinances. 
Therefore, no additional impacts would occur. 

b) Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels?  

Please refer to item XI(a) for a discussion related to this concern. . 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

The proposed modifications would not result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels.  
Mitigation measures identified in the certified FEIR would continue to apply to the proposed 
Oxidation Retrofit Project (ORP) and Plant Maintenance Facility in their new respective 
locations and would therefore, reduce noise associated with the operation of these facilities to 
less-than-significant levels.  There would be no additional increase in ambient noise levels 
beyond that identified in the previous environmental documents, hence no impact would occur.  
Please see the discussion in item XI(a) regarding short-term construction noise. 

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

Please refer to item XI(a) for a discussion related to this concern.  
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

The proposed project modifications would not be located within 2 miles of a public or private 
airport.  No changes in operations of the existing helipad at the Plant are anticipated.  Hence, no 
impact would occur. 

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

Please refer to item XI(e) for a discussion related to this concern. 

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 

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

The proposed modifications do not include any housing or business development and would 
have no direct impact on population growth. The Improvements Project would not increase the 
capacity of the Plant.  All modifications addressed in this Addendum are within the scope of the 
Improvements Project addressed in the FEIR. 

Since the FEIR concluded that there would be no impact on population and housing related to the 
Improvements Project, the modifications addressed in this Addendum would also have no impact 
on population growth.  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

The proposed modifications would take place entirely within the Plant.  Since there is no existing 
or proposed housing on site, the proposed modifications would have no housing displacement 
impacts, and no replacement housing is required. 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

Since no employees reside at the Plant, the proposed modifications would not displace residents 
and would not require the construction of replacement housing.  Please see item XII(b) also.

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

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

As described in the certified FEIR, the Orange County Fire Authority would not need to 
add any personnel, services, or facilities to adequately maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, and other performance objectives for any of the public services as a result 
of the approved project.  The proposed modifications would not change this aspect of the 
approved project and, therefore, would not result in any fire protection impacts. 

Police protection? 

The proposed modifications would not adversely affect or materially affect police 
protection services because no new demands for these services would be generated. 

Schools? 

No school facilities would be required as a result of the proposed modifications, and no 
increase in the population would result from these modifications. 

Parks 

Public parks would not be affected by the proposed modifications, and no increase in 
population would result. 

Other Public Facilities? 

No new public facilities would be constructed and no physical alterations to any existing 
public facility would be required as a result of the proposed modifications and no impact 
would occur.  

XIV. RECREATION. 

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

The proposed modifications would be constructed entirely within the existing Plant site and 
would not directly affect any park facilities.  As noted in items XII(a), (b), and (c), the proposed 
modifications would not induce population or cause people to relocate to new areas.  
Accordingly, the proposed modifications would not result in the physical deterioration of 
recreational facilities or parks. 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

The reader is directed to item XIV(a) for a discussion of this concern. 
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

 
Based on traffic projections, the maximum number of trucks traveling to the site would be during 
the South Slope Stabilization project, when conducted simultaneously with the Settling Basin  
No. 8 project.  During that time period, a maximum of 180 total construction vehicles per day 
would be projected to travel to and from the site. Of these 180, 110 would be construction-
personnel vehicles, and the remaining 70 would be construction trucks. In the SEIR, during 
maximum construction activity, 222 construction traffic vehicles per day were projected. 
Therefore, total construction vehicles projected during maximum construction activity for the 
proposed modifications would be lower than that anticipated in the SEIR. Therefore, no impacts 
to the surrounding circulation system would occur.   
 
Construction traffic largely consists of export of excess cut materials, import of fill materials, 
and trips made by construction workers.  Truck trips for material import and export would be 
spread uniformly throughout the duration of the earthwork activity.  Earthwork activity would 
occur 5 days a week, approximately 12 hours per day. The assumptions related to trip generation, 
trip distribution, and trip assignment in the FEIR remain unchanged.   
 
Upon completion of the Improvements Project in 2014, the operation traffic estimates set forth in 
the FEIR would remain unchanged.  In the previously certified environmental documents, it also 
was determined that the total daily traffic to and from the Plant for the proposed Improvements 
Project, counting employee and truck delivery trips (carrying LOX, sulphuric acid, caustic soda, 
and hydrogen peroxide) would have a negligible impact on the surrounding circulation system.  
The proposed modifications would not affect these conclusions. 
 
In the FEIR, a potentially significant short-term safety impact associated with slower moving 
heavy trucks entering Carbon Canyon Road from the North Lagoons access road was identified. 
However, with mitigation, the impact was determined to be less than significant. The proposed 
modifications addressed in this Addendum are not located at the North Lagoons.  Access to all 
proposed modifications site would be via the main Plant service road.  Therefore, no changes to 
the significant impact or the proposed mitigation identified in the FEIR are anticipated. 
 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 

county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

The Orange County Congestion Management Program (CMP) requires a Traffic Impact Analysis 
on CMP roads and intersections for all projects that generate more than 1,600 daily trips and for 
projects that directly access or are in close proximity to a CMP road.  Imperial Highway, Carbon 
Canyon Road, Valencia Avenue, and Rose Drive are part of the CMP Highway System.  In the 
SEIR, it was noted that the project modifications to the approved Improvements Project would 
not result in a substantial increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system nor exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the Orange County Congestion Management Agency.  Since the peak construction 
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traffic projected in this Addendum is less than the peak construction traffic analyzed in the SEIR, 
the proposed modifications would not change this conclusion. Therefore, no impacts would 
occur. 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

The proposed modifications would not involve air traffic or intrude into navigable air space.  
Therefore, there would be no impact to air traffic patterns due to the proposed modifications. 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Construction of the proposed modifications would not affect the design of the roads at the Plant 
site.  Therefore, it would not introduce sharp curves or dangerous intersections.  Additionally, the 
proposed project modifications would not lead to incompatible uses, such as farm equipment, on 
area roads; accordingly, there would be no impact to traffic with regards to hazardous design 
features and incompatible uses due to the proposed modifications. 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Please refer to response VII(g) above for a discussion on the proposed modifications with respect 
to emergency access. 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

The FEIR has addressed parking and includes plans for adequate parking for existing and 
planned future uses of the Plant.  No new parking is proposed, and the project modifications 
would not affect onsite parking.  Therefore, there would be no impact to parking due to the 
proposed modifications. 

g) Conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or Programs supporting alternative transportation 
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

The proposed modifications would have no effect on, or create any need for, alternative 
transportation.  Therefore, the proposed modifications would not conflict with programs 
supporting alternative transportation. 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

The increase in size of some of the previously proposed buildings would require additional 
restrooms. However, this would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Hence, no impacts would occur. 
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b) Require or result in construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

The proposed modifications would not require new or expanded water or waste water treatment 
facilities; accordingly, no impact would occur.  The reader is also directed to item XVI(d). 

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

The proposed modifications would not create a substantial increase in storm water runoff and 
would therefore not result in a need for new storm water drainage facilities. Construction of the 
walls would not cause significant environmental effects.  Therefore, no impact would occur.  The 
reader also is referred to items VIII(a) and (d) regarding surface runoff.    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

Short-term construction-related water requirements would include the water necessary for 
mixing concrete and the water necessary to wet exposed soil (to help control wind erosion).  
Long-term water uses for the proposed relocated facilities would not be greater than those 
already identified in the certified FEIR.  Landscaping and slope planting would consist of xeric 
native (low-water consuming) vegetation.  Accordingly, the proposed modifications would not 
need new or expanded water entitlements. 

e) Result in a determination by the waste water treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

Please see XVI(a) and (b). 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs? 

Construction of the proposed retaining walls and relocated facility projects would generate 
limited amounts of solid waste and construction debris but would not exceed permitted capacities 
of landfills that serve the Plant.  The proposed modifications would not increase the amount of 
solid waste currently generated at the Plant.  Hence, no landfill capacity impacts would result 
from the construction or operation of the proposed modifications. 

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

No substantial change in solid waste generation at the Plant is anticipated as a result of the 
proposed modifications.  Additionally, Metropolitan would continue to comply with all 
applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.   
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

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

As noted above, the proposed modifications to the previously approved Improvements Project 
would not significantly affect the environment.  All construction would occur within the confines 
of the existing Plant site and within the footprint of the previously approved Improvements 
Project.  No degradation or impacts to habitats or wildlife would occur, and no impacts to 
historic or prehistoric resources would result from the proposed modifications. 

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

The FEIR and SEIR, taking a conservative approach, stated that the construction of the 
Improvements Project (and subsequent modifications in the SEIR) would result in significant air 
quality impacts, which depending on the timing of construction of other projects in the vicinity, 
may contribute to a cumulative significant adverse impact on short-term air quality. However, 
maximum daily emissions associated with the proposed modifications addressed in this 
Addendum are projected to be below the levels evaluated in the SEIR. Therefore, the proposed 
modifications would not have a cumulative impact on air quality beyond that disclosed in the 
FEIR and SEIR. 

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

The proposed modifications are designed to improve the safety and stability of the Plant site, 
increase efficiency of the Plant, and maximize the use of land at the Plant.  All work would be 
done within the confines of the existing Plant.  No direct or indirect significant adverse effects on 
human beings have been identified due to the modifications addressed in this Addendum. 
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APPENDIX B 
AIR QUALITY EMISSION ESTIMATES   

AS OF FEBRUARY 16, 2004 
 
 
The attached calculations present emission estimates for the construction phase of the Robert B. 
Diemer Filtration Plant Upgrades. 
 
Emission factors, estimated horsepower ratings, and load factors for heavy construction equipment 
were obtained from the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1999), Tables A9-8-
B, A9-8-C, and A9-8-D.  Emissions were estimated based on the following equation: 
 
 Emissions (lbs/day) = N x H x EF x Hp x LF  
 
Where 
 N  = number of pieces of equipment used per day 
 H = hours of operation per day 
 EF = SCAQMD emission factor, lbs/hp-hr 
 Hp = horsepower rating of equipment 
 LF = load factor, % 
 
For heavy offroad trucks, emissions were estimated based on manufacturer’s data provided to the 
Metropolitan by Volvo for the A35D haulers.  The emissions from dump trucks and water trucks 
were estimated as follows: 
 
 Emissions (lbs/day) = N x H x EF x CF1 x Hp x LF x CF2 
 
Where 
 N  = number of pieces of equipment used per day 
 H = hours of operation per day 
 EF = Volvo A35D emission factor, grams/kWh 
 CF1 = conversion factor, 1 kWh/1.341 hp 
 Hp = horsepower rating of equipment 
 LF = load factor, % 
 CF2 = conversion factor, 1 lb/453.59 grams 
 
Based on information provided by Metropolitan on January 22, 2004, the horsepower rating on the 
off-road truck is 475 horsepower, the horsepower rating on the water truck is 275 horsepower.  
Emission factors are attached. 
 
Emissions associated with construction employee commutes and on-road truck traffic (i.e., 
material deliveries, concrete trucks, etc.) were calculated using the California Air Resources 
Board’s EMFAC2002 model (ARB 2002).  The model was run for the project years 2003 through 
2009 for the South Coast Air Basin.  Emission factors for light duty trucks (LDT1) were assumed 
to represent emissions associated with construction employees commuting to the site.  Employees 
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were assumed to travel an average speed of 28 miles per hour per the Caltrans ITS Transportation 
Project Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, Table B.10, assuming most travel is on Arterial 
Classification II, average free flow speed of 35 miles per hour (Caltrans 1999).  On-road trucks 
were assumed to travel an average speed of 25 miles per hour, as it was assumed they would travel 
somewhat slower than employee vehicles.  It was assumed that employee trips would average a 
distance of 20 miles round trip, and truck trips would average a distance of 45 miles round trip, as 
stated in the FEIR.   
 
Emissions of particulates for grading activities and materials handling activities were estimated 
based on the methodologies provided in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9 
(for grading activities, emission factor 26.4 lbs/acre/day) and Table A9-9-G.  The emissions 
associated with materials handling are dependent on the type of materials, moisture content, and 
wind speed and are calculated based on the following equation: 
 
 Emissions (lbs/day) = [0.00112 x ({[G/5}1./3}/{[H/2]1.4})] x [I/J] 
 
Where 
 G = mean wind speed in miles per hour (assumed to be 12 mph) 
 H = moisture content of material 
 I = pounds of material handled 
 J = conversion factor, 2000 lbs/ton 
 
 
The construction schedule that was used to develop the emission estimates and identify 
construction projects occurring simultaneously is provided as Table B-1. Daily construction 
requirements by project components is provided in Table B-2, Table B-3 tabulates the emissions 
from construction of proposed modifications, and Table B-4 provides the maximum daily 
emissions by project components. Tables B-5 through B-7, provide various exhaust emissions 
standards for Volvo Articulated Haulers. 
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Table B-1: Construction Schedule 
 

New construction Dates 
 

Remarks Project Components 

Start Finish  
Lagoon 6   Completed (C) 
Lagoon 4   C 
Lagoon 5   C 
Lagoon 3   Cancelled 
Finished Water Reservoir 
Seismic Upgrade 

02/04 02/04  

Plant Maintenance Facilities 09/04 09/05  
West Sedimentation  Basins 
Rejection 

01/05 07/06  

West Site Area Preparation 
(NW Hill Grading) 

09/03 06/04  

Service Center (Vehicles 
Maintenance center) 

10/04 08/05  

New Storage Building   Cancelled 
Demo Shop/Warehouse (South 
Area Stabilization) 

12/05 03/07  

Increase Residual Processing 
(Permanent Solids Handling) 

10/04 8/05  

De-watering Equipment & 
Thickeners 

  C 

Ozone or Chlorine Dioxide 
Options 

6/06 06/09 Selected Ozone Option 

Demo Washwater RP No. 1 06/05 02/06 Combined with Fluoride 
Project 

Fluoride Treatment Facilities 
Treatment  

06/05 02/06 Combined w/ Demo RP 
No. 1 project 

Install Redundant Power 
Conduits 

  Cancelled 

Yorba Linda Feeder Bypass 8/04 12/05  
Relocation of Temporary De-
watering Equipment 

  C 
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Table B-2:  Project Components and Daily Construction Requirements 
Project Components Schedule Daily Construction Requirements 

  Personnel Truck 
Tripsa 

Acres 
Disturbed 

Material 
Handling, 
tons/day 

No. of 
Heavy 

Equipme
nt 

Northwest Hill 
Grading 

9/03 – 
6/04 

15 5 13.8 9.8 import 13 

FWR Seismic Safety 
Upgrade 

2/04 5 5 0.002 N/A 4 

Settling Basin 8 
Spillway Conduit 

1/05 – 
7/06 

15 11 0.2 7.2 dirt 
6.8 import 

18 

Plant Maintenance 
Building and E. South 
Pad Stabilization 

9/04 – 
9/05 

20 18 3.4 13.9 dirt 
12.0 

import 

15 

Permanent Solids 
Handling 

10/04 – 
8/05 

30 15 1.8 9.3 dirt 
17.8 

import 

12 

Vehicle Maintenance 
Center 

10/04 – 
8/05 

30 5 1.8 3.7 dirt 
5.6 import 

5 

Yorba Linda Feeder 
Bypass 

8/04 – 
12/05 

15 7 0.4 1.3 dirt 
9.0 import 

14 

South Area 
Stabilization 

12/05 – 
3/07 

40 59 2.1 234.3 
import 

23 

Initial Chemical 
Storage 

6/05 – 
2/06 

10 5 0.2 1.7 import 7 

Ozone Contactor and 
Building 

6/06 – 
6/08 

50 17 3.2 25.9 
import 

11 

Ozone Electric Facility 
and Major Duct Bank 

1/07 – 
1/08 

10 9 0.9 5.7 dirt 
7.0 import 

13 

Remainder of 
Chemical Tank Farm 

1/08 – 
7/08 

15 8 0.5 4.5 import 7 

Rejection Pipeline 7/08 – 
1/09 

10 8 0.5 19.1 
import 

10 

Ozone LOX Facility 1/09 – 
6/09 

5 14 2.1 6.7 dirt 
23.2 

import 

9 

aIncludes estimated maximum daily number of concrete trucks. 
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Table B-3: Emissions from Construction of Modified Project Activities 
 

Maximum Daily Emissions, lbs/day Project Components Construction 
Phase CO ROC NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 111.12 13.08 210.93 19.41 196.54 
Maximum 35.72 7.56 73.31 6.36 8.01 

Northwest Hill Grading 

Final 34.51 7.24 67.76 6.29 3.21 
Site Preparation 1.31 0.05 0.13 0.00 0.03 
Maximum 20.75 4.84 40.62 3.13 2.24 

FWR Seismic Safety Upgrade 

Final 18.36 4.50 35.63 3.07 2.07 
Site Preparation 46.49 11.50 130.32 7.59 7.38 
Maximum 66.72 20.41 265.19 7.94 13.11 

Settling Basin 8 Spillway 
Conduit 

Final 45.80 12.18 128.34 7.80 5.51 
Site Preparation 103.02 15.37 206.48 18.16 57.14 
Maximum 49.66 14.08 175.54 6.69 13.95 

Plant Maintenance Building and 
E. South Pad Stabilization 

Final 33.34 9.16 94.78 6.45 4.30 
Site Preparation 25.77 5.94 62.19 3.39 26.97 
Maximum 51.10 13.97 172.26 6.77 15.99 

Permanent Solids Handling 

Final 33.70 9.22 95.02 6.56 4.33 
Site Preparation 6.99 0.20 0.70 0.01 24.28 
Maximum 32.44 8.32 113.78 2.33 6.72 

Vehicle Maintenance Center 

Final 17.14 4.13 45.94 2.27 1.89 
Site Preparation 43.64 10.05 105.99 7.59 8.60 
Maximum 50.83 12.62 134.07 7.87 10.14 

Yorba Linda Feeder Bypass 

Final 41.83 10.23 95.56 7.78 4.70 
Site Preparation 118.39 22.05 260.72 20.64 38.89 
Maximum 91.58 25.58 333.86 10.35 122.42 

South Area Stabilization 

Final 56.59 14.89 157.86 9.57 6.71 
Site Preparation 12.28 4.22 43.45 1.80 4.54 
Maximum 28.46 6.20 55.12 4.51 3.69 

Initial Chemical Storage 

Final 25.23 5.87 50.60 4.44 2.76 
Site Preparation 21.07 4.45 44.33 1.81 43.99 
Maximum 67.22 15.33 136.20 10.77 19.51 

Ozone Contactor and Building 

Final 52.80 14.15 120.45 10.53 6.72 
Site Preparation 12.14 4.21 43.44 1.80 13.63 
Maximum 62.00 19.42 250.97 6.73 12.33 

Ozone Electric Facility and 
Major Duct Bank 

Final 43.60 11.45 118.10 6.72 4.95 
Site Preparation 12.95 4.23 43.53 1.80 8.33 
Maximum 31.90 7.18 65.74 5.27 5.52 

Remainder of Chemical Tank 
Farm 

Final 27.61 6.73 59.65 5.25 3.19 
Site Preparation 11.99 4.21 43.44 1.80 8.33 
Maximum 45.86 10.47 92.81 7.87 13.73 

Rejection Pipeline 

Final 42.59 10.07 87.10 7.86 4.49 
Site Preparation 10.96 4.18 43.32 1.80 28.77 
Maximum 40.53 9.66 89.35 7.15 16.38 

Ozone LOX Facility 

Final 37.39 9.04 80.20 7.13 4.16 
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Table B-4: Maximum Daily Emissions 
 

April 05 - May 05 Maximum Daily Emissions, lbs/day 
Project Components CO ROC Nox SOx PM10 
Spec 1468 Settling Basin 8 46.49 11.50 130.32 7.59 7.38 
Plant Maintenance Bldg, Heli Pad, & East South 
Pad Stabilization 103.02 15.37 206.48 18.16 57.14 
Permanent Solids Handling 51.10 13.97 172.26 6.77 15.99 
Vehicle Maintenance Center 32.44 8.32 113.78 2.33 6.72 
Yorba Linda Feeder Bypass 50.83 12.62 134.07 7.87 10.14 
Total Emissions 283.87 61.78 756.90 42.72 97.37 
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Above Threshold? No No Yes No No 
Maximum Emissions Evaluated in SEIR   757   
Exceed SEIR Maximum Emissions   No   

June 06 - July 06 Maximum Daily Emissions, lbs/day 
Project Components CO ROC Nox SOx PM10 
Spec 1468 Settling Basin 8 45.80 12.18 128.34 7.80 5.51 
South Area Stabilization 91.58 25.58 333.86 10.35 122.42 
Ozone Contactor and Ozone Building 21.07 4.45 44.33 1.81 43.99 
 158.44 42.22 506.53 19.96 171.91 
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Above Threshold? No No Yes No Yes 
Maximum Emissions Evaluated in SEIR   757  296 
Exceed SEIR Maximum Emissions   No  No 
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Exhaust Emissions: Volvo Articulated Haulers 

 

Table B-5: Volvo Articulated Haulers, Exhaust Emissions - Measurements according to 
ISO 8178 C1 

 A25D A30D A35D A40D 
Engine D10B ACE2* 

D10B ADE2** 
D9AABE2* 

D9AAAE2** 
D10B AAE2* 
D10B ABE2** 

D9AADE2* 
D9AACE2** 

D12C ABE2* 
D12C ADE2** 

D12C AAE2* 
D12C ACE2** 

Fulfils regulations * EPA:2 + EU:2 
** EU:2 

* EPA:2 + EU:2 
** EU:2 

* EPA:2 + EU:2 
** EU:2 

* EPA:2 + EU:2 
** EU:2 

* EPA:2 + EU:2 
** EU:2 

* EPA:2 + EU:2 
** EU:2 

CO   (g/kWh) 0.59 0.889 0.59 0.889 0.63 0.63 
HC   (g/kWh) 0.28 0.298 0.28 0.298 0.32 0.32 
NOx (g/kWh) 5.90 5.68 5.90 5.68 5.38 5.38 
PM   (g/kWh) 0.125 0.163 0.125 0.163 0.131 0.131 
 
 
 

Table B-6: Volvo Articulated Haulers, Current Emission Regulations in the United States 
for off-road machinery 
 
 EPA:1 EPA:2 EPA:2 EPA:3 EPA:3 
Applies from 1996 2001 2003 2005 2006 
Engine Power  225-450 kW 130-225 kW 225-450 kW 130-225 kW 
CO   (g/kWh) 11.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 
HC   (g/kWh) 1.3 HC+NOx HC+NOx HC+NOx HC+NOx 
NOx (g/kWh) 9.2 6.4 6.6 4.0 4.0 
PM   (g/kWh) 0.54 0.2 0.2 N.A. N.A. 
 

 

Table B-7: Volvo Articulated Haulers, Current emission regulations: Europe (off road 
machinery) 

 EU:1 EU:2 EU:3A  
Applies from 1999 2002 2006  
CO   (g/kWh) 5.0 3.5   
HC   (g/kWh) 1.3 1.0   
NOx (g/kWh) 9.2 6.0 4.0  
PM   (g/kWh) 0.54 0.2 0.2  
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APPENDIX C 
TOTAL EARTHWORK ESTIMATES 

 
Table C-1: Status of Project Components as of 2/09/04 

Described/Modified 

Project Components 
FEIR 9/00 Supplement 

5/02  

Add. 
#1 

Mar/0
4 

Status

Water Reclamation Projects          
  Carbon Canyon-Creek Bridge  X      CO 
  Rehab Lagoon 6 & Decant Return  X      CO 
  Rehab Lagoon 3  X      CA 
  Rehab Lagoon 4  X      CO 
  Rehab Lagoon 5  X      CO 
  Modify PRS  X        
  Process Sample flows  X      CO 
  FWR Drains  X      CO 

  Increase Residuals Processing (Renamed the 
Permanent Solids Handling Facility) X X  X FD 

  Relocation of temporary de-watering 
equipment   X    CO 

Water Quality Improvements          
  West Basin 8 Rejection System  X    X FD 
  ORP  X    X PD 
  Chlorine Dioxide Alternative    X    CO 

  Fluoride Treatment Facilities (Combined 
w/Demo  WashwaterReclamation Plant No. 1 X    X PD 

  Plant Maintenance Bldg  X X  X FD 

  Demo Shop/Warehouse (Renamed the South 
Slope Stabilization) X    X PD 

  
Demo Washwater Reclamation Plant 
(Combinde with Fluoride Treatment 
Facilities) 

  X  X PD 

Storage and Site Utilization Improvements        

  West Site Area Preparation (Renamed the 
Northwest Hill Grading project) X    X IN 

  Service Center (Renamed theo Vehicle 
Maintenance Center) X    X FD 

Safety Improvements           
  FWR Seismic Safety Upgrade  X    X IN 
  Redundant Power Supply    X    CA 
Others          
  Yorba Linda Feeder Bypass   X  X FD 
 
CO – Completed  

CA – Cancelled       
FD - Final Design       
IN - In construction       
PD - Preliminary Design       

Note: Modifications denoted in italics
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Table C-2: Summary of EIR Earthwork Quantities and Proposed Modifications 

FWR
Seismic 
Safety 

Upgrade
(Revised)

West Area Site 
Preparation 

(Northwest Hill 
Grading)

Service Center 
(Vehicle

Maintenance
Center)

Demo 
Shop/Warehouse
Building (South 

Area Stabilization)

ORP (Removal and 
Replace) (Ozone 

Facilities)

Increase
Residuals
Processing

Capabilities
(Permanent Solids 

Handling)

Fluoride
Treatment 

Facilities (Initial
Chem Tank Farm 

including
Fluoride)

Demo 
Washwater 
reclamation 
Plant (Initial 
Chem Tank 

Farm including 
Fluoride)

Yorba Linda 
Feeder Bypass 

(Revised)

Storage 
Building at 

Helipad (Plant 
Maintenance

Bldg @ Helipad)

Option 2B-S 
(Basin 8 
Spillway
Conduit)

Total Earthwork 
Relocate

Dewatering 
Equipment

Install
Redundant 

Power 
Conduits

Rehab
Lagoon 4 

Peak Total Vehicle 
Trip per Day 

Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill      
10   800,000 35,000 465,000 37,000 2,600 3,000   15,000   18,000   19,000   1,391,610 0       

EXCAVATION, CY 
    632,000   3,000       332,000   16,500   250   0   17,500   283,000 24,000 1,308,250 0       

Based on the perod 
that produced the 
most traffic for 
Addendum 2: 

  10   520,000   35,000       420,000   26,000   16,000       10,000   2,500   11,000 0 1,040,510       
1.  South Area 
StabilizationCOMPACTED FILL, CY 

    621,000   1,000       168,000   11,500   5,000       11,700   274,000 17,000 0 1,109,200       2.  Basins 8 Spillway
10   520,000   35,000       420,000   26,000   1,600           2,500       1,005,110 0       CUT/FILL, CY 
    621,000   1,000       168,000   11,500   250           11,500       813,250 0       
                    11,000                       11,000 0           

Waste Soils Onsite at Diemer 
    11,000           164,000       -4,750         7,800         170,250 7,800           
    150,000           45,000       1,000       5,000   15,000   8,000   224,000 0           

EXPORT, CY 
        5,000           5,000           1,100   9,000 7,000 27,100 0           
      1,000   35,000       51,000       1,600   6,000   3,000   4,000   4,000 0 99,600           

IMPORT granular or non-expansive, CY 
10   4,000   2,500       168,000   8,000   600       6,504   6,500 5,500 0 201,614           

                      8,700                     0 8,700           
IMPORT, gravel, tons 

7   2,700   1,688       113,400   5,400   405       4,390   4,388 3,713 0 136,091           
  100                 38         

TOTAL VEHICLE TRIPS PER DAY 
15 35 65 139 236 75 25 6 37 58 41         

Total Vehicle Trips per day during maximum construction 
activities per SEIR   100             30   38   16 12 25 221 

Total Vehicle Trips per day during maximum construction 
activities       139             41         180

Note: Modifications denoted in italics                              
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TableC-3: FEIR Earthwork Quantities for the Water Reclamation Components  
 

  

Decant Return, 
Rehabilitation Lagoon 

6 and Drain Ditch 
(Completed and/or 

cancelled) 

Decant Return, 
Rehabilitation 

Lagoon 3, 4 & 5 and 
Drain Ditch 

(Completed and/or 
cancelled) 

Modify PRS 
(Completed) 

Process Sample 
Flows (Completed)

FWR Seismic 
Safety Upgrade 

(Revised) 

Plant Maintenance 
Building and 

helipad (3rd Choice 
Location) (See SEIR 

Update) 

  Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill 
EXCAVATION, CY 4,100 --- 1,200 --- 55 --- --- --- 10 --- 18,000 --- 
COMPACTED FILL, CY --- 3,400 --- 600 --- 50 --- --- --- 10 --- 2,500 
CUT/FILL, CY 3,400 --- 600 --- 50 --- --- --- 10 --- 2,500 --- 
Waste Soils Onsite at Diemer --- --- --- --- 5 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
EXPORT, CY 700 --- 600 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 15,500 --- 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 4,000 IMPORT granular or non-expansive, CY 
                  10     

--- 6,600 --- 16,500 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- IMPORT, gravel, tons 
                  7     

            
TOTAL VEHICLE TRIPS PER DAY 

            
Note: Modifications denoted in italics 
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Table C-4:  FEIR Earthwork Quantities for the West Site Area Preparation and other Project Components 
 

  

West Area Site 
Preparation 

(Northwest Hill 
Grading) 

Service Center 
(Vehicle 

Maintenance 
Center) 

Demo 
Shop/Warehouse 
Building (Part of 

South Area 
Stabilization) 

Increase Residuals 
Processing 
Capabilities 

(Permanent Solids 
Handling) 

ORP (Toe 
Buttress) (Not 

Selected Option)

ORP (Removal and 
Replace) (South 

Area Stabilization)

Fluoride Treatment 
Facilities (Initial 
Chem Tank Farm 

including Fluoride) 

  Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill 
800,000 --- 35,000 --- --- --- 37,000 --- --- --- 465,000 --- 2,600 --- 

EXCAVATION, CY 
632,000   3,000       16,500       332,000   250   

--- 520,000 --- 35,000 --- --- --- 26,000 --- --- --- 420,000 --- 16,000 
COMPACTED FILL, CY 

  621,000   1,000       11,500       168,000   5,000 
520,000 --- 35,000 --- --- --- 26,000 --- --- --- 420,000 --- 1,600 --- 

CUT/FILL, CY 
621,000   1,000       11,500       168,000   250   

--- --- --- --- --- --- 11,000 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
Waste Soils Onsite at Diemer 

11,000                   164,000   -4,750   
150,000 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 45,000 --- 1,000 --- 

EXPORT, CY 
    5,000       5,000               

--- 1,000 --- 35,000 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 51,000 --- 1,600 IMPORT granular or non-
expansive, CY   4,000   2,500       8,000       168,000   600 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- 8,700 --- --- --- --- --- --- 
IMPORT, gravel, tons 

  2,700   1,688       5,400       113,400   405 
100             TOTAL VEHICLE TRIPS 

PER DAY               
Note: Modifications denoted in italics 
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Table C-5: FEIR Earthwork Quantities for the Water Reclamation Components 
 

West Sedimentation Basins Rejection System (See SEIR Update) 

  Option 1A Option 1B Option 2A Option 2B (See 
SEIR Update) Option 3 Option 4A Option 4B Option 5 

  Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill 
EXCAVATION, CY 32,000 --- 38,000 --- 18,000 --- 19,000 --- 9,000 --- 28,000 --- 34,000 --- 25,000 --- 
COMPACTED FILL, CY --- 35,000 --- 38,000 --- 12,000 --- 11,000 --- 5,000 --- 22,000 --- 28,000 --- 19,000 
CUT/FILL, CY --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
Waste Soils Onsite at Diemer --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
EXPORT, CY --- --- --- --- 6,000 --- 8,000 --- 4,000 --- 6,000 --- 6,000 --- 6,000 --- 
IMPORT granular or non-expansive, 
CY --- 9,000 --- 8,000 --- --- --- 4,000 --- 2,000 --- 6,000 --- 7,000 --- 6,000 
IMPORT, gravel, tons --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
TOTAL VEHICLE TRIPS PER DAY 34 36   38 38 38 46 38 
Note: Modifications denoted in italics 
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Table C-6: Supplemental EIR Earthwork Quantities for the Improvements Projects 
 

  FWR Drains (Completed) Lagoon 6 and Drainage 
Ditch (Completed) 

Yorba Linda Feeder 
Bypass (Revised) 

Relocation of 
Temporary Dewatering 
Equipment (Completed)

Demo Washwater 
Reclamation Plant 

(combine with 
Fluoridation 

Facilities) 

  Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill 
50 --- 3,325 --- 15,000 --- 50 --- 3,000 --- EXCAVATION, CY 
        17,500           

--- 74 --- 2,803 --- 10,000 --- 45 --- --- COMPACTED FILL, CY 
          11,700         

CUT/FILL, CY 74 --- 2,660 --- --- --- 45 --- --- --- 
25 --- --- --- --- --- 5 --- --- --- Waste Soils Onsite at Diemer 
          7,800         

--- --- 3,192 --- 5,000 --- --- --- --- --- EXPORT, CY 
        1,100           

--- --- --- 1,520 --- 3,000 --- --- --- 6,000 IMPORT granular or non-expansive, CY 
          6,504         

--- --- --- 3,392 --- --- --- 5 --- --- IMPORT, gravel, tons 
          4,390         

        6 
TOTAL VEHICLE TRIPS PER DAY 

          
Note: Modifications denoted in italics 
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Table C-7: Supplemental EIR Earthwork Quantities for the Improvements Projects 
 

  
Install Redundant Power 
through Ground Conduit 

(Cancelled) 

Install Redundant Power 
through Power Poles 

(Cancelled) 

Storage Building at 
Helipad (Plant 

Maintenance Bldg @ 
Helipad) 

Chlorine Dioxide 
(alternative to ozone) 

(Cancelled) 

  Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill 
50 --- 20 --- 18,000 --- 465,000 --- EXCAVATION, CY 
        283,000       

--- 40 --- 15 --- 2,500 --- 420,000 COMPACTED FILL, CY 
          274,000     

10 --- --- --- 2,500 --- 420,000 --- CUT/FILL, CY 
        11,500       

Waste Soils Onsite at Diemer --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
10 --- 5 --- 15,000 --- 45,000 --- EXPORT, CY 
        9,000       

--- 10 --- 5 --- 4,000 --- 51,000 IMPORT granular or non-expansive, CY 
          6,500     

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- IMPORT, gravel, tons 
          4,388     

        
TOTAL VEHICLE TRIPS PER DAY 

        
Note: Modifications denoted in italics 
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Table C-8: Supplemental EIR Earthwork Quantities for the West Basin Rejection Options 
 

  Option 1A-S (Not 
Selected) 

Option 2B-S (Basin 8 
Spillway Conduit) 

Option 4A-S (Not 
Selected) 

  Excavate Fill Excavate Fill Excavate Fill 
33,000 --- 19,000 --- 29,000 --- EXCAVATION, CY 

    24,000       
--- 36,000 --- 11,000 --- 23,000 COMPACTED FILL, CY 
      17,000     

CUT/FILL, CY --- --- --- --- --- --- 
Waste Soils Onsite at Diemer --- --- --- --- --- --- 

--- --- 8,000 --- 6,000 --- EXPORT, CY 
    7,000       

--- 9,000 --- 4,000 --- 6,000 IMPORT granular or non-expansive, CY 
      5,500     

--- --- --- --- --- --- IMPORT, gravel, tons 
      3,713     

35 36 38 
TOTAL VEHICLE TRIPS PER DAY 

      
Note: Modifications denoted in italics 
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