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Plan of Action

The Las Virgenes-Triunfo Joint Powers Authority (JPA) considers recycled water a valuable resource to be
beneficially reused. The JPA produces recycled water at its Tapia Water Reclamation Facility (Tapia) by treating
wastewater flows from its service area to meet strict state and federal water quality standards. The amount of
recycled water produced at Tapia is relatively constant throughout the year. However, customers’ needs or
“demands” for recycled water fluctuate significantly during the year.

To balance the constant supply of recycled water with fluctuating demands throughout the year, the JPA has
established this Plan of Action to initiate implementation of a recycled water seasonal storage project to help
secure the water supply needs of its service area. As directed by the JPA Board the Plan of Action focuses on two
scenarios, Scenario 4, the use of Las Virgenes Reservoir for indirect potable reuse and Scenario 5, re-purposing
Encino Reservoir for seasonal storage. The Plan is intended to outline the objectives, strategies, and initial actions
to move the scenarios forward in a parallel path until a decision is made to focus on a particular scenario. It
should be updated periodically to incorporate new information and JPA direction. The JPA Board adopted the
following Seasonal Storage Guiding Principles (see Appendix B) which are the foundation for the objectives and
strategies in the Plan of Action.

Seasonal Storage Guiding Principles:

Maximize Beneficial Reuse

Seek Cost Effective Solutions
Seek Partnerships beyond the JPA
Gain Community Support

Govern with a Partnership
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Be Forward Thinking by Considering the Possibilities

Objectives

1. Minimize reliance on imported water by maximizing the beneficial reuse of recycled water.
2. Achieve a high cost/benefit ratio by utilizing existing facilities where possible and maximizing funding

sources.
3. Ensure the proposed project is beneficial to rate payers and other water users.
4. Secure and maintain public acceptance.
5. Develop a proposed project that is sustainable and meets or exceeds regulatory standards.
6. Provide leadership as an environmental steward of the Malibu Creek Watershed.
Strategies

1. Continue to engage Key Stakeholders identified during the Seasonal Storage Plan of Action workshop
series and find opportunities to involve them in project planning

2. Expand public outreach program to include the entire service area of the Triunfo Sanitation District and
Las Virgenes Municipal Water District.

3. Engage with LADWP and other potential partners to promote interest in the project and find common
ground for moving forward.
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Refine project descriptions and facility requirements and fully identify project costs and issues of
implementation.

Prepare a funding strategy to identify all potential sources and any special application requirements or
deadlines necessary to maximize funding assistance for the proposed project.

Initiate environmental documentation immediately once project is defined to support funding
applications.

Wherever possible, perform actions concurrently to create shovel-ready projects suitable for construction
funding.

Engage with regulators early to identify special needs or requirements of project implementation..
Develop a project schedule and set milestone dates to maintain project momentum. Develop a financial
model to track impacts of project implementation on rate payers.

Actions

The following table shows the planned actions for Scenario 4 and Scenario 5 over the next four fiscal quarters.
Each action item has been numbered and is referenced in the 1-year plan of action schedule shown below.

Workshops are denoted with a “W” prefix, and JPA Board actions denoted with a “B” prefix. An overall project

schedule for both scenarios is also included below.

MWH
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Recycled Water Seasonal Storage Facility Plan of Action

Year One

Scenario 4

Scenario 5

Item Action Remarks (Las Virgenes Encino
Reservoir) Reservoir
Fiscal Quarter 3, 2015
Board adoption of the Plan of Action Board adoption of the Plan of Action will initiate evaluation of the selected scenarios. v v
Initiate exploratory meetings with Metropolitan These meetings are meant to clarify availability of LRP funding and Metropolitan participation v v

Initiate exploratory meetings with LADWP

These meetings are intended to clarify the positions and potential issues for LADWP regarding LYMWD use of Encino
Reservoir facilities.

Negotiate agreement for Basis of Design Report (BODR)

This agreement is needed to further deftine the facilities, costs, and schedules of the selected scenarios.

Prepare RFP for selection of funding consultant

A funding consultant is needed to ensure all potential sources of funding are identified and proper steps for application are
followed.

On-going negotiation with RWQCB for TWRF discharge permit

The RWQCB discharge permit must be renegotiated to continue discharging to Malibu Creek, or to other reservoir locations.

Prepare draft engagement plan for Stakeholders

A continuing stakeholder engagement plan is an important aspect of the selected scenarios. The JPA may wish to retain a
dedicated consultant and combine this with the public outreach program {see below).

Board approval of BODR agreement

This action item is needed to initiate facility engineering.

Initiate pipeline alignment and hydraulic studies

Hydraulic studies and alernative pipeline alignments are needed to define the size, length, and feasibility of recycled water
conveyance to and from the reservoirs.

Initiate exploratory meetings with Division of Drinking Water (DDW)

DDW needs to be informed of the selected scenarios and participate in the development of the Concept Study (see below).

S N I N B N I N . N A

Initiate RW operational storage study at Las Virgenes Reservoir

Evaluate reservoir volume, inflows, outflows, mixing, and residence time for general conformance with proposed surface
water augmentation regulations for potable reuse.

S B N O T W O U N

Initiate RW operational storage study at Encino Reservoir

Evaluate reservoir operations for recycled water storage, including inflows, outflows and losses due to evaporation and
seepage.

Identify modifications to Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP)

The IRWMP must be modified to include the selected scenarios to be eligible for Proposition 1 funding.

'y

Select and negotiate agreement with funding consultant

Consultant selection will allow funding work to begin in following quarter.

Prepare draft public outreach program for project, including NGO engagement

A public outreach program is an important aspect of the selected scenarios, to gain and keep public support.

S N N N

Fiscal Quarter 4, 2015

Board update of project, and approval of funding consultant agreement

The Board will receive an update on the selected scenarios each quarter. Consultant should review and edit the Plan of
Action to ensure steps are in place to prepare applications and meet submittal deadlines.

Prepare summary of water quality data and supplemental sampling plan

Water quality for the most recent three years will be summarized and a supplemental sampling plan developed for
constituents of concern.

Prepare supply and demand summary for facility sizing

A daily water balance of recycled water supply and demand for the most recent three years will be prepared to support
facility sizing and operational analysis.

Identify potential sites for new pump stations, tanks, and/or treatment facilities

Based on pipeline alignment studies {see above), facility siting alternatives will be identified and evaluated.
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On-going negotiation with RWQCB for TWRF discharge permit, including reservoirs

Discussions may generate the need for additional information and modifications to the Plan of Action.

L N AT A A
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@ Workshop #1 Workshop with JPA Board to discuss pipeline alignments, and reservoir operations v
Initiate discussions with Calleguas MWD on use of brine line and RW supply Discussions are needed to determine feasibility of brine disposal and issues with increased recycled water use. v
Continue meetings with Metropolitan for LRP funding Discussions will determine eligibility of either project for LRP funding from Metropolitan v
. . . e Similar projects will be identitied and reviewed for common issues and potential solutions in the implementation and
Conduct literature search of operational issues for recycled water storage facilities . e
operation of proposed facilities. v
. . . . . The existing sewer source control plans will be reviewed and compared to expectations of DDW to determine if additional
Review source water control plans and identify issues in the collection system ,
efforts are needed to ensure quality for potable reuse. v
The fundi ftant will strategies fi h chapter of Prop 1, and identify the timeli d licati
@ Prepare Prop 1 funding strategies and schedules for Chapters 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 e .un ing consu a.n. will prepare strategies for each chapter of Prop 1, and identify the timelines and application
requirements to position the JPA for success. v v
. . . . Based on initial discussions with DDW and blending considerations from the operational storage study of Las Virgenes
Conduct initial treatment analysis for meeting potable reuse regulations . .
Reservoir, a conceptual treatment process will be developed.
On-going meetings with LADWP Continuation of discussions to resolve issues and define the potential use of Encino Reservoir for recycled water. v
@ Formulate facility alternatives for each scenario Facility plans for each project scenario will be developed and refined with staff input. v v
Prepare preliminary project descriptions for coordination with funding efforts Project descriptions will be prepared to meet the needs of funding applications. v v
Board approval of supplemental water quality sampling plan Based on discussions wi‘.th RWQCBE and DDW, supplemental water quality sampling may be needed to support regulatory
approval of each scenario. v v
@ Submit modification to IRWMP Project descriptions must be incorporated into the LA IRWMP to allow projects to be eligible for Prop 1 funding. v v
Prepare initial water savings model Water savings models will be prepared for both scenarios to determine actual water saved by each project. v v
Update website and conduct public outreach event Continuation of public outreach, including planned event and NGO engagement. v v
Fiscal Quarter 1, 2016
Board update of project The Board will receive an update on the selected scenarios each quarter. v v
On-going negotiation with RWQCB for TWRF discharge permit, including reservoirs Continuation of discussions for discharge permit. v
Based on water quality, reservoir blending, and treatment process analysis, prepare and submit a Concept Study to DDW to
@ Prepare Concept Study and submit to DDW q v 5 P bysis, prep P v
document approach to potable reuse. v
@ On-going meetings with LADWP Continuation of discussions to resolve issues and define the potential use of Encino Reservoir for recycled water. e
@ Conduct ROW and utility research to evaluate siting and alignment alternatives Develop detailed information to evaluate alignment and siting alternatives. v
Conduct initial geotechnical assessments of siting alternatives Develop detailed information to evaluate alignment and siting alternatives. v
@ Develop initial control strategies Develop control strategies for proposed facilities, including SCADA coordination and staffing requirements. v v
Finalize water savings model Finalize draft water savings models for each scenario. v
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On-going discussions with DDW and Calleguas MWD

IMeet to address issues with Concept Study and brine disposal.

® v
Prepare schedule and cost analysis for each scenario Complete project schedules and Class 4 cost estimates of proposed facilities. v v
@ Workshop #2 Present draft BODR to Board and stakeholders, including recommendation on the preferred scenario. v v
Update website and conduct public outreach event Continuation of public outreach, including planned event and NGO engagement. v v
Prepare RFP for selection of environmental consultant Prepare scope and RFP for selection of environmental consultant. v v
Prepare financial planning model and CIP development Financial planning model will provide insight into project timing, benefits of potential grant funding, and impacts on rates. e v
Prepare application for Prop 1 funding (planning) Based on funding strategies dev.elo!)ed earlier, .prepare applicatit.)n(sj for submitt.alfor planning elements of work. CEQA
must be completed before applications for design and construction can be submitted. v v
Fiscal Quarter 2, 2016
) The Board will receive an update on the selected scenario each quarter. Approval by the Board will allow the selected
Board update of project, and acceptance of final BODR . . .
projectto move forward to implementation. v v
Negotiate agreement for Pilot Study A pilot study will be needed to satisfy DDW and demonstrate treatment and control for potable reuse. Vs
Submit application for Prop 1 funding for pilot study of potable reuse {if selected) Pilot studies are eligible for funding under Prop 1. v
Board approval of pilot study consultant and environmental consultant agreements Board approval will allow CEQA, NEPA, and permitting work to begin. Board will approve initial pilot study plan. v v
Prepare MOU with LADW P for use of Encino Reservoir A formal MOU will define the terms of use for recycled water storage at Encino. v
Prepare annual update to the Plan of Action The selection of a preferred scenario will allow the Plan of Action to be refined to focus on implementation. e e
Obtain approval of DDW for pilot study testing and sampling protocols DDW will be engaged throughout the pilot study to ensure key concerns are addressed. Vs
File Notice of Intent and complete initial study Needed to begin environmental work. v v
Prepare project permitting handbook Handbook will identify all local, county, state and federal permits required for implementation. v v
Initiate development of pilot plant testing protocols and design Based on DDW comments, prepare the testing and sampling plan for the pilot plant and preliminary design drawings v
. . i . . . o Pilot plant will provide data to obtain agreement with DDW on treatment and control for potable reuse. It may also have
Selection of pilot equipment, it Las Virgenes Reservoir scenario is selected . . i
substantial benefit for public outreach program. v
@ Update website and initiate public outreach event Continuation of public outreach, including planned event and NGO engagement, and possibly involving the pilot plant. Vs v
Define project alternatives for environmental review and begin detailed analysis of biological, cultural, . .
. . Environmental studies should be fully underway.
traffic, land use, etc. issues v v
@ Workshop #3 Conduct stakeholder engagement workshop and initial discussion of environmental concerns v v
Prepare scope of work for preliminary design of facilities Preliminary design should be scheduled for completion to coincide with CEQA approval. v 7
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Recycled Water Seasonal Storage Facility

Board Approval of Feasability Study

)> Agreement Plan of Action - Year One
8/3/2015
Board Update of project and approval of
) funding consultant agreement
10/5/2015 Board update of project and aceptance of
> final Feasability Study
Board approval of supplemental water 4/4/2016
Board adoption of Plan of Action . quality sampling plan
> 7/6/2015 " 12/7/2015 Board approval of pilot study
consultant and environmental
: Board update of project ) consultant agreement
} 1/4/2016 5/2/2016
g Ql : '
2015 |a3 golt Q2 2016
| 2016 7
> 11/2/2015 ) 2/1/2018 8/6/2016
Workshop #1 Workshop #2 Workshop 43

Data Collection and Review | g @ 2_1 8/15-11/15

Reuse Studies | @ @ @ B @

Siting and Alignment Studies

9/15 - 4/16

12/15 - 4/16

@. 9/15 - 4/16

E 7/15 -8/186
6

Feasability Study Report

Interagency Coordination l @ @

Funding Strategy and Finance Model

8/15 - 6/16

Permitting
Environmental 3/16 -6/16
Outreach 7/15 -6/16

Preliminary Design 6/16 -6/16
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Recycled Water Seasonal Storage Facility Plan of Action — Overall Project Schedule
Scenario 4 — Las Virgenes Reservoir

Basis of Design Report _ 7/1/2015 -3/31/2016

10/1/2015 -
Outreach B
Permitting and Environmental D <2/2015 -6/3072018
Pilot Study and Pre-Design _ 4/1/2016 -3/31/2017

Design ' ‘ 4/1/2017 - 6/30/2018
Bidding - 7/1/2018 -9/30/2018

N :0/2/2015.- /020
Startup _4/1/2021-9/30/2021

2015 2021
Today
Basis of Design Report _ 7/1/2015-3/31/2016
Outreach e = | S : i5/a12081

permitting and Environmental 0 47372016 53072018
Pilot Study and Pre-Design _ 4/1/2016 -3/31/2017

Design ' ‘ 4/1/2017 -6/30/2018
Bidding - 7/1/2018 -9/30/2018

N :0/1/201 - /0202
Startup _4/1/2021-9/30/2021
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List of Abbreviations

AF — Acre Feet

BODR — Basis of Design Report

BPAT — Blink Prioritization Assessment Tool
DDW — Department of Drinking Water

DPR — Direct Potable Reuse

IPR — Indirect Potable Reuse

IRWSP — Integrated Regional Water Supply Plan
JPA — Joint Powers Authority

LVMWD - Las Virgenes Municipal Water District
MGD — Million Gallons per Day

MWH — Montgomery Watson Harza

PESTLE — Political, Economic, Social, Technical, Legal, Environmental
TMDL — Total Maximum Daily Load

TSD — Triunfo Sanitation Districts

TWRF — Tapia Water Reclamation Facility

RWQCB — Regional Water Quality Control Board
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Project Authorization

The Las Virgenes —Triunfo Joint Powers Authority (JPA) retained MWH to provide professional engineering
services to develop a Recycled Water Seasonal Storage Plan of Action. The JPA was established in 1964 by
LVMWD and Triunfo Sanitation Districts (TSD) to cooperatively treat wastewater for the two agencies. This work
is completed in fulfillment of a contract between JPA and MWH, dated December 8, 2014.

Project Background

Under the JPA, LVMWD and TSD operate and maintain the Tapia Water Reclamation Facility (TWRF). The TWRF
has a treatment capacity of 12 mgd and currently treats about 10 mgd or 10,000 AF per year. To meet operational
goals, the JPA started developing its recycled water system in the 1970’s and since initial construction, has grown
to serve roughly 6,000 AF of recycled water demands or 60% of TWRF annual outflows. Another 2,000 AF of
recycled water demand must be met with supplemental potable and groundwater supplies. Due to seasonal
demand imbalances, the remaining 4,000 AF is released to Malibu Creek. Wastewater inflows in 2035 are
estimated to increase to 12 mgd, increasing the seasonal demand imbalance to 7,500 AFY.

Increasing regulatory and environmental requirements, especially stringent Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)
on nitrogen and phosphorus, are making continued seasonal stream discharges to Malibu Creek problematic. At
the same time, imported drinking water supplies are increasingly unreliable and costly due to drought, and
imported water supply challenges. Over the years, a number of technical studies have been commissioned to
investigate possible solutions, but these studies have not yet resulted in a viable path forward. The JPA
commissioned the current Study to unify the Board, customers, and stakeholders around a common set of
objectives, while allowing a Plan of Action to be developed around the most promising way forward.

Project Kickoff

The kickoff meeting for the Seasonal Storage Plan of Action project took place on December 8, 2014, and included
LVMWD, TSD, and MWH staff, as well as the JPA Board of Directors. A slideshow presentation was given that
highlighted project goals, structure, and schedule. An initial framework for the project was presented at the
kickoff meeting. The project involved three workshop meetings with MWH staff, the JPA Board of Directors, and
key stakeholders in the region. This presentation also laid out the first step in the project: individual interviews
with each of the JPA Directors by MWH staff. Appendix A shows the slides as presented during the kickoff
meeting.

Interviews with JPA Board

MWH conducted individual interviews with each of the JPA Directors in order to capture goals for the project, as
well as capture previous work done on the project and lessons learned from previous projects. JPA Directors were
interviewed on December 18" and 19" of 2014. Interviews were conducted over the period of one hour per
interview and notes were taken to capture the Directors’ responses. This information was used in subsequent
phases of the project to inform the project team as to goals and limiting factors in delivering a Plan of Action upon
project completion. In addition to the interviews, the JPA Board has also established a set of Recycled Water
Seasonal Storage Guiding Principles. Common input received from the interviews and the Guiding Principles are
presented in Appendix B.
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Public Workshop Overview

The main activity of the Seasonal Storage Plan of Action project was to conduct public workshops with the JPA
Board of Directors, LVMWD and TSD staff, and key stakeholders in the project. These workshops addressed
project goals, potential implementation scenarios for the project, and issues that may impact project delivery. In
order to capture this information and conduct the public workshops in an organized manner, the MWH team
employed a PESTLE and BPAT management exercise. PESTLE, which stands for Political, Economic, Social,
Technical, Legal, and Environmental, is a structured exercise that asks participants to list issues as they pertain to
each of the six categories. This exercise is meant to foster participation from all workshop attendees, and to
structure concerns into the six unique categories. These issues are then prioritized during the BPAT exercise.
BPAT, which stands for Blink Prioritization Assessment Tool, asks participants to rank issues generated during the
PESTLE exercise into order of importance, and gives a framework on what issues are most important to project
success.

Public outreach for this project was divided into three workshops, each representing a distinct phases of the
public acceptance process. The initial workshop focused on Context. By taking the workshop participants through
the PESTLE exercise in the first workshop, MWH and the LVMWD/TSD staff were able to get a better context of
the issues surrounding the project. The second workshop focused on Convergence. Using the BPAT process, the
MWH team used the second workshop to converge the issues brought up during the PESTLE exercise into a select
grouping of three to four issues per category that are most important to project success. Finally, the third
workshop focuses on Affirmation. The MWH team used the issues generated from the second workshop to
develop several project configurations or Scenarios that were evaluated on their ability to deliver the project
goals and overcome the project obstacles delineated in the first two workshops. The workshop participants are
then able to view the project alternatives and provide feedback on them in order to affirm the issues have been
addressed.

Workshop 1

Workshop #1 was held at the LVMWD Headquarters’ boardroom in Calabasas, Calif. on Thursday, January 29,
2015 at 4:00pm. Workshop #1 focused on Context and collecting participant’s concerns and thoughts of the
overall project. The goal of the initial workshop was to introduce the public and key stakeholders to the project
goals, project methodology, and to conduct the PESTLE exercise. The workshop included a slide show that
provided project participants some background as to the state of water reuse, including a discussion of Direct
Potable Reuse (DPR) and Indirect Potable Reuse (IPR). The presentation also discussed case studies in water reuse
such as the Pure Water project in San Diego, Calif.,, and went into the current state of the LVMWD/TSD reuse
system. Appendix C shows the slideshow as presented to the workshop participants.

PESTLE Exercise

The PESTLE exercise was conducted by MWH at Workshop #1. The MWH team formed six groups amongst the
project participants and began soliciting issues for project success from the workshop attendees. Once the groups
worked together to generate issues, the groups were then brought back together and PESTLE issues were listed
on large presentation boards by the MWH team. These issues were discussed in order to capture which PESTLE
category they best fit with and to group repeated issues together. These issues were later used as the basis with
which to form a BPAT prioritization list in Workshop #2.
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PESTLE Results

Once PESTLE issues were collected and grouped in Workshop #1, they were further organized and consolidated by
the MWH team. A final list of all issues generated during the PESTLE exercise was generated and disseminated to
the LVMWD project team for inclusion onto the project website (http://www.lvmwd.com/your-water/recycled-

water/recycled-water-seasonal-storage). Appendix D shows a full list of the PESTLE issues generated during
Workshop #1.

Workshop 2

Workshop #2 was the Convergence phase of the project, where issues developed previously were honed into
performance metrics. Workshop #2 took place on Wednesday, February 11, 2015 at 4:00 pm, and provided an
opportunity for the workshop attendees to review the PESTLE issues they had generated previously, as well as an
opportunity for the MWH team to give presentations on topics chosen by the participants in the previous
workshop. MWH presented information on the Malibu Creek watershed, as well as information on the role
seasonal storage plays in a wastewater and recycled water system. Core issues of available recycled water supply,
recycled water demand, and the imbalance between the two are key to understanding the need for seasonal
storage. Appendix E shows the slides created for Workshop #2.

Four Concepts for Seasonal Storage

In addition to topic presentations and the BPAT exercise, four conceptual scenarios were also presented for
participant feedback during the second workshop. The four scenarios illustrated the range of management
strategies for addressing TWRF discharge to Malibu Creek, and included:

e Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) TMDL Compliance
e Recycle and Export

e Seasonal Storage

e Potable Reuse

These scenarios, presented in Appendix F, incorporate concepts of treatment, storage, and the development of
new recycled water demands, which alone or in combination, can be used to achieve balance in the supply and
demand for TWRF water. The Scenario Concepts were discussed during the workshop in an effort to better
understand the stakeholders preferences and concerns regarding these conceptual management strategies. This
information was considered when these Scenario Concepts were further developed for Workshop #3.

BPAT Voting Results

BPAT was used as a tool to take the large amount of information generated during the PESTLE exercise and distill
it into the key issues for project success. The BPAT exercise was completed in two parts. The first part began with
splitting the participants into four groups. Each group was given the full list of PESTLE issues as presented in
Appendix D. Each group was asked to choose what they considered the three most important issues under each
PESTLE category. The criteria for selecting these issues were factors that may affect project implementation.
From this initial prioritization, the second phase of the exercise was to combine all issues selected by the four
groups and create voting ballots for each PESTLE category. The participants were then given electronic polling
devices and asked to vote for their most important issues. The results of this voting exercise were captured using
TurningPoint voting cards and software and are presented in Appendix G.
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The BPAT exercise yielded 19 issues, three for each PESTLE category except for “Environmental” which had four
issues. These issues were used to refine and expand the number of project scenarios. They were also used to
assess and rank the risk that each scenario would or would not satisfy that issue. These rankings were completed
by MWH with input from LVMWD management staff. Each project concept scenario presented in Workshop #3
shows these rankings as red (high), yellow (moderate), and green (low), denoting the risk of not satisfying the
PESTLE issue.

Workshop 3

Workshop #3 took place on Wednesday, March 18, 2015 at 4:00 pm, and included a short introduction and recap
of previous workshops. The slides presented for Workshop #3 are shown in Appendix H.

Workshop #3 represented the Affirmation phase of the Seasonal Storage project. In this phase, the issues,
rankings, and information collected during the first two workshops and Board of Director interviews were used to
present six project scenarios. Each of these scenarios illustrated a plan for the future management of the JPA
wastewater and recycled water resource, along with an assessment of how well they satisfied the PESTLE/BPAT
issues, an approximate construction and operating cost, a schedule, and summary of tasks for implementation.
The scenarios were shown on presentation boards in graphic format.

Each of the six alternatives presented to the participants of Workshop #3 are shown in Appendix I. A brief
description of each of these scenarios is provided below.

Scenario 1 - TMDL Compliance with Advanced Nutrient Removal

This scenario would involve construction of an advanced nutrient removal facility of about 6 mgd capacity to meet
more stringent future nutrient discharge requirements established by the RWQCB. This scenario would also
require an associated brine line to convey concentrated brine to disposal, and a return pipeline to convey treated
water back to the current point of discharge. This scenario does not result in additional water recycling and
continues the current discharge to Malibu Creek.

Scenario 2 - New Seasonal Storage Reservoir and Reuse Partner

Scenario 2 calls for constructing a new recycled water storage reservoir to meet peak demands in the existing
purple pipe system and store recycled water during times of low demand. This option would require a reuse
partner or other new recycled water demand in order to fully balance seasonal differences in supply and demand.

Scenario 3 - New Seasonal Storage Reservoir and Direct Potable Reuse

Scenario 3 is similar to Scenario 2 in that it also calls for constructing a new recycled water storage reservoir.
However, this scenario would utilize direct potable reuse (DPR) to create a new recycled water demand. Recycled
water would be treated through a small DPR water treatment plant of about 6 mgd and delivered directly to the
potable water distribution system. Regulations regarding DPR are still under development, so a temporary reuse
partner may be needed until DPR use is accepted in the State of California.

Scenario 4 - Las Virgenes Reservoir (IPR)

This scenario would utilize LVMWND’s existing potable water reservoir, Las Virgenes Reservoir, for seasonal storage
and as an environmental buffer for indirect potable reuse (IPR). Recyceld water from TWFP would be conveyed
through existing and expanded piping to a new IPR Water Treatment Plant of about 6 mgd capacity before being
conveyed to Las Virgenes Reservoir. Once in the reservoir, the water would be mixed with existing surface water
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supplies and eventually treated by the existing potable water treatment plant for delivery to the potable
distribution system. This would be less reliant on regulation as IPR is already an accepted water resource practice
in California.

Scenario 5 - Encino Reservoir for Seasonal Storage and Reuse Partner

Scenario 5 proposes the JPA use the currently inactive Encino Reservoir, owned by the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power (LADWP), in a scenario similar to Scenario 2. Water would be stored in Encino Reservoir during
times of low demand, and used in peak months. This would also require a reuse partner, as well as a partnership
with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) for use of the reservoir.

Scenario 6 - Regional IPR with Encino Reservoir

Scenario 6 calls for using Encino Reservoir for seasonal storage and as an environmental buffer for indirect
potable reuse (IPR). Recycled water from TWFP would be conveyed through new and expanded piping tot a new
IPR Water Treatment Plant, and then conveyed to Encino Reservoir where it would be mixed with surface water
supply. Water would be withdrawn and treated in a refurbished water treatment plant (also owned by LADWP)
and conveyed back to the potable distribution system, or possibly sold to other agencies or cities in the San
Fernando Valley.

Group Review and Comment

The scenarios described above and shown in Appendix | were displayed on easels for group review and comment
during Workshop #3. The participants were split into six groups and each group viewed one of the Scenario
boards for a period of 15 minutes. Participants elected a group leader and they took notes for the group, listing
potential issues and listing their overall thoughts. Groups moved from board to board until they had seen all of
them, and their notes were collected. Appendix J shows the notes taken by the project participants. These notes
were considered by the JPA Board of Directors, who ultimately made the decision of which alternative scenario(s)
to pursue.

Preferred Alternative
JPA Board of Directors Meeting April 6, 2015

The JPA Board met April 6, 2015 in order to discuss the previous workshops and choose a direction for the
LVMWD and TSD customers. The board selected, by unanimous decision, to further investigate Scenario 4 and
Scenario 5 for possible adoption. A plan of action for moving forward on the Recycled Water Seasonal Storage
Project has been prepared from Workshop materials and discussion and is presented as a standalone document at
the beginning of this report.
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Appendix A - Kickoff Slides
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Appendix B — JPA Recycled Water Seasonal Storage Project
Guiding Principles

Recycled Water Seasonal Storage Project Guiding Principles

MWH

A seasonal storage reservoir for recycled water would allow the JPA to balance supply and
demands. Excess recycled water could be placed in the reservoir during the winter months for
use during the high demand summer period. Additional demands for recycled water would need
to be developed to ensure that the reservoir could be drawn down each year, making room for
needed storage in the wintertime. Since the first Recycled Water Master Plan was completed in
the 1970s, seasonal storage has been envisioned to fully use the JPA’s recycled water. Most
recently in 2012, the JPA completed a Recycled Water Seasonal Storage Feasibility Study.

The JPA desires to fully and beneficially reuse its recycled water by moving forward with
investigation of seasonal storage guided by the following principles.

1. Maximize Beneficial Reuse by:
1.1. Being an environmental steward
1.2. Reducing existing potable water use
1.3. Reducing discharge to Malibu Creek and Los Angeles River
1.4. Encouraging infill use in both service areas
1.5. Providing regional benefits
1.6. Creating water supply reliability

2. Seek Cost Effective Solutions by:
2.1. Seeking funding from grants, matching funds and partnerships
2.2. Engaging permitting and regulatory agencies early and often
2.3. Each partner sharing in outside funding
2.4. Each partner funding their share
2.5. Being on time, on schedule and within budget
2.6. Analyzing impacts and benefits of the project from each partners perspective

3. Seek Partnerships beyond the JPA by:
3.1. Considering multiple uses such as;
3.1.1. Recreation
3.1.2. Education
3.1.3. Creation of open space
3.2. Engaging stakeholders early and often
3.3. Considering additional partners that will purchase recycled water

4. Gain Community Support by:
4.1. Engaging and educating the public and stakeholders

4.2. Being transparent
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4.3. Making public safety a top priority

5. Govern with a Partnership by:
5.1. Using the JPA Agreement as a guiding document
5.2. Communicating openly and frequently
5.3. Being committed to the project
5.4. Equitably allocating costs and sharing benefits from both partners perspective

6. Be Forward Thinking by considering the possibilities of:
6.1. Expanding the recycled water system beyond the JPA service area
6.2. Exterior residential reuse
6.3. Exterior and interior use for new and remodeled commercial projects
6.4. Indirect potable reuse
6.5. Direct potable reuse
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Appendix C - Workshop #1: Slides
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4:00 - 4:30 Introduction to Workshop, presented by Dr. Steve
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Joseph Jacangelo
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JPA Board Member
Interview Results

* Key Words and Phrases
— Customers

— Cost Effectiveness

— Using the most of existing resources
— Malibu Creek

— Expanding recycled water use

— Innovative forms of reuse

— Outreach

EXERCISE

Water Reuse Presentation
Part 1

Dr. Joseph G. Jacangelo
MWH
The Johns Hopkins Univ. Bloomberg School of Public Health
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What is Water Reuse?

The reclamation and treatment
lo}i for the
purpose of beneficial reuse.

Approximately 90% of Water Reuse Occurs in
Four States

—

om Miller, 2013

OCWD/OCSD
Central/West Basin
MWD

San Jose

LACSD

San Diego County
Irvine Ranch
Dublin San Ramon
EBMUD

Orlando
Scottsdale

Largest Water Reuse Programs in the US

Phoenix

San Antonio

El Paso

Tarrant Regional
St. Petersburg
Pinellas County
King County (WA)
Austin

Santa Rosa

Las Virgenes-Tri
SNWA/LV #
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Categories of Reuse

e Unplanned or Incidental Reuse

* Non-Potable Reuse

— Examples: irrigation and industrial reuse

Indirect Potable Reuse
— GWR OCWD/OCSD
— West Basin MWD
Direct Potable Reuse

- — Windhoek, Namibia

Unplanned / Incidental Reuse

e 25 DWTPs recently
studied

Unplanned reuse
ranged from 7 to ’

100% under low Wastewater

Treatment

stream flow

conditions a

WW flows increased N ’
68% between 1980 Treament
-and 2008

Non-Potable Reuse
(Title 22)
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Regulations and Guidelines Vary
Depending on Type of Reuse

e Direct Potable Reuse
Indirect Potable Reuse
Agricultural Reuse on Food Crops

Unrestricted Recreational Reuse
Unrestricted Urban Irrigation Reuse
Restricted Urban Irrigation Reuse
Restricted Recreational Reuse
Industrial Reuse

Environmental Reuse

Agricultural Reuse on Non-food Crops

geRco”

IPR Scenarios

Precipitation
and Surface
Runoff

Advanced $
Conventional Wastewater
Wastewater Treatment: Treatment Water Supply’

Discharge

Environmental Buffer X
(Groundwater or ‘ Blending
Surface Water

Reservoir)

Drinking
Water
Treatment

The Value of the Environmental Buffer

Detection/Response Time

Contaminant Removal
— Chemical

— Microbial

Dilution and Blending

Perception

om Miller, 2014; Steinie Darlin:
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What is Direct Potable Reuse?

Introduction of highly-treated reclaimed
water directly into the raw water supply
immediately upstream of a water
treatment plant, or directly into the
distribution system downstream of a water
treatment plant.

DPR Scenarios

i Precipitation
Discharge : and Surface
Runoff

Advanced 9
Conventional Wastewater
Wastewater Treatment Treatment Water Supply

] |
ding

Engineered
—
Storage Buffer Blen

Drinking
Water
Treatment

R4

Distribution
Sy

DPR vs. IPR

 Eliminates the need for an
environmental buffer and greatly
increases potential for reuse

e Decreases energy and costs and GHG
emissions associated with pumping

« Eliminates many costs and disruption of
pipe installation (digging up streets)

» Maintains very high water quali :
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California’s Recycled Water Goals

California has adopted a goal of increasing the use of recycled water from
approximately 0.65 MAF per year to 1.5 MAF/year by 2020 and then to 2.5
MAF/year by 2030 — approximately a four-fold increase over the next 16
years.

Impetus Behind the Current DPR Initiative

* Signed into law on September 30, 2010
(sponsored by State Senator Fran Pavley.)

Requires DDW to adopt regulations for surface
water augmentation by December 31, 2016, if an
expert panel convened pursuant to the bill finds
that the criteria would adequately protect public
health.

Requires DDW to investigate the feasibility of
developing direct potable reuse and to provide a
final report to the legislature by December 31,
2016.

Direct Potable Reuse Initiative

DPR became rallying cry for the entire
water and water reuse community.
Approximately 50 contributors.
Approximately $6 M raised (cash).
Additional $2.1 M granted by State of
California for DBP demonstration
project.




Current Research in Water Reuse

Development of the “Engineered Buffer” concept

Regulatory support concepts for microorganisms
and chemicals

Required safety factors to protect public health

New sensors and monitoring technologies of
water quality

Brine disposal technologies
Non-membrane treatment approaches
Public outreach and communication

Elements of a IPR / DPR Program

Technical
Aspects

IPR / DPR

Questions?
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Water Reuse Presentation
Part 2

Jim Borchardt
MWH

Non-Potable Reuse

: Precipitation
Discharge and Surface
| Runoff
Conventional ‘
Wastewater Treatment Water SLpply.

Irrigation and l

Industrial
(non-potable) Drinking
Reuse Water
Treatment

Distrib
System

4/7/2015
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JPA Recycled Water System

Enhanced Non-Potable Reuse

) Precipitation
Discharge and Surface
| Runoff
Conventional .
Wastewater Tréatment Water Supply:

Seasonal Recycled
Water Reservoir

Irrigation and
Industrial
(non-potable) Drinking
Reuse Water
Treatment

Distribution
System

11



Indirect Potable Reuse (IPR)

. Precipitation
Discharge and Surface
{ Runoff
: Advanced
Conventional —) Water
Wastewater Treatment Tréatment Water Supply
]

]

Environmental Buffer

(Groundwater or Surface Blending

Water Reservoir)

Irrigation and 1
Industrial

(non-potable)

Drinking
Reuse

Water
Treatment

Distribution |

System
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Indirect Potable Reuse Examples

GWR - OCWD/0OCSD
West Basin MWD

City of San Diego
Irvine Ranch WD
Dublin-San Ramon WD
City of San Jose

Example: Indirect Potable Reuse
GWR Advanced Water Treatment (AWT)

Backwash Brine
OCSD Plant 1 OCSD Outfall

12



RO Concentrate Disposal Options

Surface water discharge

Discharge to wastewater collection
system

Deepwell injection

Evaporation ponds (without and with
greenhouse)

Land application
Zero liquid discharge (ZLD
ncentrate line to of

DPR Scenarios

i Precipitation
Discharge and Surface
| Runoff

Full Advanced 3
Wastewater:

Conventianal
Wastewater Treatment

Trestment
Engineered i
— Blending

Irrigation and Drinkin
Industrial Waterg
(nor;::st:hle) Treatment

Engineered Direct Potable Reuse
Examples

* Big Spring, Texas

» Wichita Falls, Texas

* Cloudcroft, New Mexico
e Windhoek, Namibia

4/7/2015
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San Diego: Journey to Pure Water
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Progpased Advanced Watee Trastmant Faciity Pipelisg & Resareoir
—
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o

éavings >20%

Summary of Water Reuse Options

Unplanned or Incidental Reuse

Non-Potable Reuse
— Purple Pipe System
— Seasonal Storage
Indirect Potable Reuse
— Advanced Water Treatment
— Environmental Buffer
Direct Potable Reuse
— Full Advanced Water Treatment
i Buffer :

16
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Questions?

PESTLE EXERCISE
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Political
Economic
Social
Technical
Legal
Environmental

PESTLE EXERCISE

4/7/2015

NEXT STEPS:

TECHNICAL PRESENTATIONS FOR WORI

Tentative Schedule

Interviews with JPA Board Members December 18-19

\Workshop #1
Workshop #2

January 29

February 11

Working Group and Technical Group Meetings February

Working Group Meeting #2
Workshop #3

Board Presentation

March
March

April

18
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Questions / Comments / Adjourn
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Appendix D - Workshop #1: PESTLE Issues from Attendees
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Workshop #1 PESTLE Issue Summary

Get out of Malibu Creek

Re-use 100% of our water

Leadership

Board unity/consistent leadership
Disconnect among rate payers, regulators, &
utilities

Public stakeholder buy-in

Public support for project

Stakeholder speak as one

Support from environmental groups
Project gets built and not bogged down by
regulations

Regulators support for project

Changing Public Perception of DPR
Partnership

Maximizing resources
Avoid stranded costs

How to price recycled water
Funding

Maximize the use of an imported and costly
resource

o O O o

How to pay

0 Cost/benefit 0

O O O O O O O o o o o o o

o

Develop a plan for using reclaimed water that

has benefits proportional to its costs

Qualify for proposition 1 Section 8 money 0
Impact on rate payers 0
High water rates 0

Cost of project 0

Equitable cost/revenue sharing between

LVMWD:TSD

Funding and permitting an alternative to the

creek

Government financial support 0

Sustainable

Sustainable water supply
Future water supply
Perpetuating bad habits

End user reuse gray

Water literate public

Public support

Yuck factor

Public perception and acceptance
Include recreation

Create a water recreation area
Public recreation reservoir
Health & safety (env)

Visual impact of infrastructure

POLITICAL

o Regional Partnerships

o Public acceptance

o Createa project with large support

o Partnerships?

o Integrate resource concerns

o History of disagreement

o Election timing
o Active public
o Growth/No growth

o External relationships and partnerships

o Land use planning/zoning
o Increase level of reuse

o Reuse, not waste

ECONOMIC

Affordable project for rate payers
Recycled water storage cost

Timing

Banking future costs, pricing strategies

Alternative financing P3

Do we harden demand by adding purple
pipe?
Viable NPR customers

Cost

Financially feasible
Efficient use of money
Cost effective

Bad science drives up costs
Cost effective

Project cost $55$

Funding

SOCIAL

Timing
Reduced portable imports

Public Health

Make DPR possible

Community public support
Consensus

O O O O OO 0O o oo o o o o

public

Public awareness of costs/benefits
Get community investments buy in

Project protest public health

Maximum benefit of waste water

Incentives — change behaviors

Affordable water rates
Pumping cost

Efficient use of public money
Beneficial to rate payers

TMDL compliance/penalties

0 Ability to finance

o O o o

Eliminate unreasonable use and waste of water

Building resiliency in time of drought

Land acquisitions and scale
Land exchanges

Local job growth
Trickle down impact of drought
Aging infrastructure

USACE funding without
earmarks

Title XVI

Water bond

Drought grants/IRWM page.84
SRF$

Public support
Public acceptance
Outreach

Public perception
Partnerships
Transparency
Community disruptions
OAC's/Env.justice
Employment
Property values
Rural culture

Need for education
Lack of PR plans

O O O O O O o oo o o o o

Improve conservation awareness of the general

o

Engage community in process
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o

O O 0O 0O 0O 0O 0O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0OO0bOoOO0bOoOOoOOoOOoOooooo

Managing high flows to the plant

Brine disposal

Decentralize treatment infrastructure

Store on existing hardscapes

Large tanks on LVMWD spreading growth feasible for some
storage

How to best divide NPR/IPR/DPR recycled water use
Safety (water safe for designated use

Hybridize soft and hard watersheds

Pipeline length (getting the water there)

Hardened recycled demand committed recycle uses
Innovation

Available customers for additional RW

Affordable O &M costs

Landscape irrigation

Improved pervious surfaces and storage
Obsolescence of Technology

Local conditions verses one solution fits all
Technology verses practical solutions

Beneficial reuse

Reliability (water Supply)

Local water reliance

Reliable water

Resiliency during drought

Save drinking water

Piping mistakes---Cross contamination...

Safe water

Clean water

Storm water recharge and reuse as part of portfolio

Regulatory constraints & framework

Regulations

Permitting

Zero discharge to Malibu Creek

Public health

Already protected public parklands cannot be default site for reservoir
Keeping the Tapia plant permits

TMDL compliance in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay
Permitting in creek. NPDES

ESA

SWRCB/RWQCB

Voting requirements

Partnerships with others

Maintain fish flows

Ocean water quality is getting/improving better because MS 4
progress

Maximize resources

Landscape native plants

No grass

Invasive species

Healthy Malibu Creek ecosystem

Red legged logs recover in water shed

Steal head restoration/ protection must not be jeopardized
Approximate Natural Native Hydrological System
Improve the Malibu Creek water system
Environmental stewardship/leadership

Provide habitat for local Fauna, and Flora

No water to Pacific

No water in Malibu Creek

Dealing with growth

Resilience

Regulations (all)

Permitting requirements

Take a the long view

Resilience

Conservation

Conservation first

Clean water in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay
Greenhouse gas

Siting of reservoirs and other infrastructure
Runoff

Protecting Malibu

Regulatory Challenges

Revise ESA no treated H20 in creek

O O O o

o

O O OO OO O 0O 0O O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOoOOoOOoOOoOOooo

TECHNICAL

Limited recycled water supply

Can we really get of the creek year-round?
Settleable solids

Eliminating dry water run off

Qualifications of benefits

Correct mix of storage disposal & DPR
Deciding on an alternative to the creek
Modeling realistic solutions to water scarcity
Seasonal & Diurnal equalization
Thorough project ideas

Alternatives to MF/RO/AOP

Certainty (Actions vs changing regs)
Balance supply and demand
Goal=100% beneficial reuse

TMDL

No GW storage

Unique geology

Seismicity

Ecosystem

Constrained alignments

Topography

Non-point source solution

Maint. flow to creek

Reliance on imported water

Poor lacking GW

Storm water

Reduce discharges to Malibu Creek “0”

LEGAL
ENVIRONMENTAL
0 Protecting beneficial uses of Malibu Creek
0 Creek water quality

O OO0 O 0O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0bO0oOO0bOoOOooOooooo

Conservation

Water Conservation

Need reduction

Landscape consumption 50%-70% of total

Minimize runoff

Unseasonal runoff

Sustainability

Clean drinking water

Consider upstream changes over time (at user) point
Lessening environmental impacts

Environmental protection

Environmental impacts

Clean water

Retire with knowing | contributed to the environment
| believe that WQ in Malibu would improve with “more trees” and “more shad
CEQA/NEPA

ESA

Water Quality in creek

Fire prone

Noises

Wildlife Corridor

Drought

Flooding

Dam failure risk

Sediment transport

Odor

Nearby landfill
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Appendix E - Workshop #2: Slides
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Recycled Water Seasonal
Storage Facility Plan of Action

Comprehensive Water Resource Strategy

Small Group Workshop #1 PESTLE

Context

Workshop #2 BPAT

Convergence

“The Team”

MW Analysis

Workshop #3

Affirmation

Implementation
“Road Map”

Workshop 2 - Agenda

4:00 - 4:15 Welcome and Recap, presented by Dr. Steve Weber

“ Introduction and Water Quality, presented by Dave Pedersen
4:45 - 5:00 Technical Presentation: Seasonal Storage, presented by James
Borchardt

BPAT Part 1

m Break, Dinner is served

Concept Reuse and Storage Scenarios

Break

6:30 - 7:30 BPAT Part 2
30 - 8:00 Closing and Next Steps, presented by Dave Pedersen
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Guiding Principles

Maximize Beneficial Reuse

Seek Cost Effective Solution
Seek Partnerships beyond the JPA
Gain Community Support

Govern with a Partnership
Be Forward Thinking

Political

Get out of Malibu Creek Regional Partnerships

Re-use 100% of our water Public acceptance

Leadership Create a project with large support
Board unity/consistent leadership Partnerships?

Disconnect among rate payers, regulators, &
utilities

Public stakeholder buy-in History of disagreement
Public support for project Election timing
Stakeholder speak as one Active public

Support from environmental groups Growth/No growth
Project gets built and not bogged down by
regulations

Regulators support for project Land use planning/zoning
Changing Public Perception of DPR Increase level of reuse

Integrate resource concerns

External relationships and partnerships

Partnership Reuse, not waste

Economic

Maximizing resources Affordable project for rate payers ‘Affordable water rates
Avoid stranded costs Recycled water storage cost Pumping cost

How to price recycled water Timing fficient use of public money
Funding k 3

Maximize the use of animported and costly
resource

Altenative financing P3 TMDL compliance/penalties

Dowe harden demand by adding purple
sie?

Costbeneit Vible NPR custorers Land acquistions andscéle
Develop aplan for usingrecaimed water that
has benefits proportional to ts costs

Qualfy for proposion 1 Secton 8 money Financill easile Localjobgrouth

Impact onate payers ffcent useof money Trickle down impact of drought
High water rates. Cost effective Aging infrastructure

USACE funding without
eamarks

Howto pay Aty tofinance

Cost Land exchanges

Costofproject Bad scince drives up osts

Equitable cost/revenue sharing between

LMWDTSD

Funding and permitting an alternative to the

creek

Government financialsupport Funding Drought grants/ RWM page 84
SRFS

Costeffective: Title VI

Project cost $5S. Water bond

T
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Sustainable

Sustainable water supply
Future water supply
Perpetuating bad habits

End user reuse gray
Wateriterate public

Public support

Yuck factor

Public perception and acceptance
Include recreation

Create a water recreation area
Public recreation reservoir
Health & safety (env)

Visual impact of infastructure:

cocoocooooooo0o0o0o

Social

Timing

Public support

Reduced portable imports Public acceptance
Public awareness of costs/benefits Outreach
Get community investments buy in Public perception

Public Health

Partnerships

Project protest public health Transparency
Make DPR possible Community disruptions
Eliminate unreasonable use and waste of water OAC's/Env.justice
Maximum benefitof waste water Employment

Building resiliency in time of drought Property values
Incentives - change behaviors Rural culture
Community public support Need for education

Consensus

Lackof PR plans

Improve conservation awareness of the general

public

Engage community in process

Managing high flows to the plant
Brine disposal

Decentralize treatment infrastructure
Store on existing hardscapes

storage

How to best divide NPR/IPR/DPR recycled water use

Safety (water safe for designated use
Hybridize soft and hard watersheds
Pipeline length (getting the water there)

Hardened recycled demand committed recycle uses.

Innovation
Available customers for additional RW
Affordable O &M costs

Landscape rrigation

Improved pervious surfaces and storage
‘Obsolescence of Technology

Local conditions verses ane solution fits all
Technology verses practical solutions
Beneficial reuse

Reliabilty (water Supply)

Local water reliance

Reliable water

Resiliency during drought

Save drinking water

Piping mistakes---Cross contamination..
Safe water

Clean water

Storm water recharge and reuse as part of portfolio

e

o cooo

©00000000000000000006060G

Technical

Limited recycled water supply

Can we really get of the creek year-round?
Settleable solds

Eliminating dry water run off

Qualifications of benefits

Correct mix of storage disposal & DPR
Deciding on an aternative to the creek
Modeling realistic solutions to water scarcity
Seasonal & Diurnal equalization
Thorough project deas

Aternatives to MF/RO/AOP

Certainty (Actions vs changing regs)
Balance supply and demand
Goal=100% benefical reuse

™™DL

No GW storage

Unique geology

Seismicity

Ecosystem

Constrained alignments

Topography.

Non-point source solution

Maint.flow to creek

Reliance on imported water

Poor lacking GW.

Storm water

Reduce discharges to Malibu Creek ‘0"

Regulatory constraints & framework

Regulations
Permitting

4/7/2015

Zerodischarge to Malibu Creek

Public health

Already protected public parklands cannot be default site for reservoir
Keeping the Tapia plant permits

TMDL compliance in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay

Permitting in creek. NPDES

ESA

SWRCB/RWQCB

Voting requirements

Partnerships with others
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Environmental

Protecting beneficial uses of Malibu Creek

Maintain fish flows

Ocean water quality is getting/improving better because M5 4

progress
Maximize resources

Landscape native plants

Nograss

Invasive species

Healthy Malibu Creek ecosystem

Red legged logs recover in water shed

Steal head restoration/ protection must not be jeopardized

Approximate Natural Native HycrologicalSystem
Improve the Malibu Creek water system
Environmental stewardship/leadership
Provide habitat for local Fauna, and Flora
Nowater to Paciic

No water in Malibu Creek

Dealing with growth

Resilience

Regulations al)

Permitting requirements

Take a the long view

Resilience

Clean water in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay
Greenhouse gas

iting of reservoirs and other infrastructure

Runoff

Protecting Malibu

Regulatory Challenges

Revise ESA no treated H20 n creek

°

°

©0000000000000000000000000C0

Creek water quality

Conservation
Water Conservation

Need reduction

Landscape consumption 50%-70% of total

Minimize runoff

Unseasonal runoff

Sustainabilty

Clean drinking water

Consider upstream changes over time (at user) point

Lessening environmental impacts

Environmental protection

Environmental impacts

Clean water

Retire with knowing | contributed to the environment

1 believe that WQ in Malibu would improve with “more trees” and “more shad
CEQA/NEPA

Water Quality in creek
Fire prone

Noises

Wildife Corridor
Drought

Flooding

Dam failure risk
Sediment transport

odor
Nearby landill

4/7/2015

Malibu Creek Water Quality

Dave Pedersen, General Manager




Questions?

Seasonal Storage Presentation

Why is storage needed?

Solution for differences between
supply and demand

Storage is Solution for Differences
Between Supply and Demand

_ Insufficient
“__Supply

e T\

— Insufficient
Demand

4/7/2015
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Storage is Solution for Differences
Between Supply and Demand

Grey water o/r Scalping
Opportunities

Storage is Solution for Differences
Between Supply and Demand

Imported

2 __Potable Water
Y
e T /

Supplemental
Wells
.
Saamonal Soveem

Storage is Solution for Differences
Between Supply and Demand

2 Still Need Demand

R
N\




Scenarios to Minimize Discharge to
Malibu Creek

Store more — insufficient

Grey water or scalping — insufficient
Reuse Partner(s) to accept extra water
Use for some other demand

BPAT Part 1

Questions?

4/7/2015
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Concept Reuse and Storage
Scenarios

Scenario Concept #1:
RWQCB TMDL Compliance




Scenario Concept #2:
Recycle and Export

4/7/2015

Fitm Augmentaron s
et Wearnes Doy

Scenario Concept #3:
Seasonal Storage

=

Fiow Augmentanon and
Wt Weather Osly

o]

Scenario Concept #4:
Potable Reuse

Fitm Augmentaron s
et Wearnes Doy
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Questions?

BPAT Part 2

10
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Questions?

NEXT STEPS:

11



Tentative Schedule

Interviews with JPA Board Members December 18-19
\Workshop #1 January 29
'Workshop #2 February 11
\Working Group and Technical Group Meetings February
'Working Group Meeting #2 March 5th
'Working Group Meeting #3 March 12th
‘Workshop #3 March 18th

Board Presentation April

Questions / Comments / Adjourn

4/7/2015

12
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Appendix F - Four Concepts for Seasonal Storage

MWH

Scenario Concept #1:
RWQCB TMDL Compliance

Recycled Water Customers

Potable Water mm mm i
Supplement

Discharge to Malibu Creek

Wastewater sy ; ik

Treatment at Tapia Plant

Advanced Nutrient Removal

Scenario Concept #1

Scenario Concept #2:
Recycle and Export

Reuse Partner(s)

Recycled Water Customers

Potable Water mm ms s
Supplement

Discharge to Malibu Creek
Flow Augmentation and
Wet Weather Only

Wastewater sy

Treatment at Tapia Plant

Scenario Concept #2

LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT // RECYCLED WATER SEASONAL STORAGE // April 2015
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LVMWD Seasonal Storage// Executive Summary

Scenario Concept #3:
Seasonal Storage

Treatment &
Potable Customers

v i, s
Advanced Water
Treatment

_

Recycled Water Customers

Discharge to Malibu Creek
Flow Augmentation and
Wet Weather Only

Seasonal Storage Reservoir

suuswn Pl Reuse Partner(s)

Wastewater sl

Treatment at Tapia Plant

Scenario Concept #3

Scenario Concept #4:
Potable Reuse

Treatment &

Potable Customers §

—— v — —

Recycled Water Customers

Discharge to Malibu Creek
Flow Augmentation and
Wet Weather Only

Storage & Advanced
Water Treatment

Wastewater sy

Treatment at Tapia Plant

Scenario Concept #4

LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT // RECYCLED WATER SEASONAL STORAGE // April 2015
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Appendix G — BPAT Voting Results

Political

Leadership

Public Acceptance

External Relationship and Partnerships
Get out of Malibu Creek

Support from Environmental Groups
Regional Partnerships

Reuse 100% of our water

Changing Public Perception of DPR/IPR
Integrated Resource Management
Public Support for Project

ST IemmonNw>

BPAT Voting Result — Political

Economic

Funding 59%
Cost/benefit
Affordable Project for Rate Payers

Maximize funding resources

monNnwe

Beneficial to water users including rate 19%
payers 11%
4% 4% 4%

ﬁﬁf \“e-“y@"vr
fﬁ@ <4

F. Impact on rate payers

BPAT Voting Result - Economic

MWH LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT // RECYCLED WATER SEASONAL STORAGE // April 2015
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Social

A. Eliminate unreasonable use and waste
of water through incentives —Changing
Behavior

Sustainable

Future water supply

Public Support

Public Health

Public Perception and Acceptance

T IemMmUOow

Engage Community in process 6@“
@“ «’P

Qutreach and education j‘j‘ ‘f ‘"’f
'faf "' ,sb @ﬁ

Transparency jﬁp f

BPAT Voting Result — Social

Technical

A. Balance supply and demand

B. TMDL

C. Reliability (water supply)

D. Reduce reliance on imported water

E. Seasonal and diurnal equalization -

F. Infrastructure reliability i e

G. Affordable O&M B

H. Lot.:al water rellantie @J, qé% \%Pcf

I.  Build the right project balance supply ‘f@? ;-:@ "
and demand & ﬁ;@:@g&ﬁ \,:;_ﬁf

J. Brine disposal @ﬁ jy“’;&ﬁ 3&‘

11%

G

BPAT Voting Result - Technical

LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT // RECYCI

LED WATER SEASONAL STORAGE // April 2015
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Legal

A. Regulations 37%
B. ESA 33%
C. TMDL compliance in Malibu Creek and
Santa Monica Bay 22%
D. Already protected public park lands
cannot be default site for reservoir
E. Regulatory constraints and framework 0% 4% 4%

F. Public Health

BPAT Voting Result — Legal

Environmental

Healthy Malibu Creek Ecosystem

B. Siting of reservoirs and other
infrastructure

C. Conversation

D. Environmental Stewardship and

leadership
E. Provide habitat for local fauna and
flora
F. Sustainability o e
. - . . @""{%f \“ﬁ{?’@fw@?
G. Protecting Beneficial uses in Malibu & R
gy o FS &
Creek ﬂ«f ﬁ"f é‘g &
H. Consider upstream changes over time *ﬂ‘“ J“z@i& w“‘f &

{at user) point
I.  Take long view

J. Lessen other environmental impacts

BPAT Voting Result - Environmental

MWH LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT // RECYCLED WATER SEASONAL STORAGE // April 2015
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Appendix H - Workshop #3: Slides

MWH LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT // RECYCLED WATER SEASONAL STORAGE // April 2015
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Recycled Water Seasonal
Storage Facility Plan of Action

Comprehensive Water Resource Strategy

[Time  [tem |
4:00 - 5:00 Welcome and Recap, presented by Dr. Steve Weber
H 5:15 Break, Dinner is served

Presentation of Concept Scenarios, presented by
James Borchardt
Break

Closing Remarks, presented by Dr. Steve Weber and
Dave Pedersen

Guiding Principles

Maximize Beneficial Reuse

Seek Cost Effective Solutions
Seek Partnerships beyond the JPA
Gain Community Support

Govern with a Partnership
Be Forward Thinking




There are a wide variety of paths to choose from...

-..the correct
path for your
project may not
always be the

obvious one.

There are many ways to navigate your way

through the challenges

Small Group Workshop #1

Context

“The Team” Workshop #2

Convergence
Analysis

orkshop #:

Affirmation

Implementation
“Road Map”

GO Ti

PESTLE

BPAT

3/18/2015
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JPA Board Interviews
ORIENTATION

Interview Results

* Key Words and Phrases
— Customers

— Cost Effectiveness

— Using the most of existing resources
— Malibu Creek

— Expanding recycled water use

— Innovative forms of reuse

— Qutreach

Context - PESTLE
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Get out of Malibu Creek Regional Partnerships

Re-use 100% of our water Public acceptance

Leadership Create a project with large support
Board unity/consistent leadership Partnerships?

Disconnect among rate payers, regulators, &
utilities

Public stakeholder buy-in History of disagreement
Public support for project Election timing
Stakeholder speak as one Active public

Support from environmental groups Growth/No growth
Project gets built and not bogged down by
regulations

Regulators support for project Land use planning/zoning
Changing Public Perception of DPR Increase level of reuse
Partnership Reuse, not waste

Integrate resource concerns

External relationships and partnerships

Economic

Mainizing esources Affodable project orrate payers Affordable vaterates

‘Avoid stranded costs Recycled water storage cost Pumping cost

Howto price recycled water Timing Effcnt use ofpublic money
Funding K ; pajers
Mainizethe use o animported and costly
resurce

Aternative inancing P3 TMDL compliance/penaltes

Dovie harden demand by adding purple
ige?

Costfbenefit Viale NPR cstomers Land aquistions and scae
Develop aplanfor using recamed water that
has benefits proportional to ts costs
Qualfyfor propostion 1 ection 8 money Financilly feasble Localjobgrovth
Impactonrate payers ffdent use of money Tricke down impact of drought
High water rates Costeffective Aginginfrastructure

USACE funding without
eamarks

Howto pay Ablty o finance

o st Land exchanges

Costof project. Bad science drives up costs

Equitable cost/revenue shaing betueen

LVMWDTSD

Funding and permitting an atternative to the

oreek

Government financialsupport Funding Droughtgrants/ WM page 84
SRS

Costeffective Title VI

Project cost $$$$ Water bond

Social

Sustainable Timing Public support
Sustainable water supply Reduced portable imports Public acceptance
Future water supply Public awareness of costs/benefits Outreach
Perpetuating bad habits Get community investments buyin Public perception

End user reuse gray Public Health Partnerships

Water lterate public Project protest public health Transparency

Public support Make DPR possible Communty disruptions
Yuck factor Eliminate unreasonable use and waste of water OAC's/Env.justice

Publicperception and acceptance Maximum benefitof waste water Employment
Indude recreation Building resiliency intime of drought Propertyvalues
Create a water recreation area Incentives - change behaviors. Rural culture
Public ecreation reservoir Commurity public support Needfor education
Health & safety (env) Consensus Lackof PR plans
Improve consenvation awareness of the gereral
public

Visual impact of inrastructure Engage community i process




Technical

Managing high flows to the plant
Brine disposal

Decentralie treatment infrastructure:

Store on existing hardscapes

Large tarks on LVMWD spreading growth feasible for some
storage

Howto best ivide NPR/IPR/DPR recycled water use
afety (water safe for designated use

Hybridize soft and hard watersheds

Pipeline length (getting the waer there)

Hardened recycled demand committed recycke uses
Innovation

Avallable customers for additional RW.

Affordable 0 &M costs

Landscape irrigation

Improved pervious surfaces and storage
Obsolescence of Technology

Local conditions verses one solution its all
Technology verses practicalsolutions
Beneficialreuse:

Reliability (water Supply)

Local water reliance

Reliable water

Resillency during drought

Save drinking water

Piping mistakes-—Cross contamination.

safe water

Clean water

Storm water recharge and reuse as part of portfolio

Limited recycled water supply
Canwe reall get of the creek year-round?
Settleable solids

Eliminating dry water run off

Qualifications of benefits
Correct mix of storage disposal & DPR
Deciding on an alternative to the creek
Modeling realistic solutions to water scarcity
Seasonal & Diumnal equaization
Thorough project ideas

Alternatives to MF/RO/AOP.

Certainty (Actions v changing regs)
Balance supply and demand
Goal=100% beneficial reuse

DL

No GW storage:

Unigue geology

Seismicity

Ecosystem

Constrained alignments

Topography

Nor-point source solution

Mant. flow to creek

Relance on imported water

Poor lacking GW

Storm water

Reduce discharges to Malibu Creek “0"

E—

Regulatory constraints & framework
o Regulations
o Permitting
o Zerodischarge to Malibu Creek
o Publichealth

o Already protected public parklands cannot be default site for reservoir

o Keeping the Tapia plant permits

TMDL compliance in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay

o Permittingin creek. NPDES
o ESA
o SWRCB/RWQG
Voting requirements
o Partnerships with others

Environmental

Protecting beneficial uses of Malibu Creek

Maintain fish flows

ater quality 4

progress
Maximize resources

Landscape native plants.

No grass

Invasive species

Healthy Malibu Creek ecosystem

Red legged logs recover in water shed

Steal head restoration) protection must not be jeopardized
Approximate Natural Native Hycrological System
Improve the Malibu Creek water system
Environmental stewardship/leadership

Provide habitat for local Fauna, and Flora

No water to Pacific

No water in Malibu Creek

Dealing with growth

Resiience

Regulations (all

Permitting requirements

Take athe long view

Resiience

Conservation

Conservation first

Clean water in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay
Greenhouse gas

Siting of reservairs and other infrastructure

Runoff

Protecting Malibu

Regulatory Challenges

Revise ESAno treated H20 in creek

Creek water quaiity
Conservation

Water Conservation

Need reduction

Landscape consumption SO%-70% of total

Minimize runff

Unseasonal runcif

Sustainability

Clean drinking water

Consider upstream changes over time (at user) point

Lessening environmental impacts

Environmental protection

Environmentalimpacts

Clean water

Retire with knowing | contributed to the environment

1 believe that WQ in Malibu would improve with “more trees” and “more shad
CEQA/NEPA

EsA

Water Qualty increek

Fire prone

Noises
Wildiife Corridor
Drought

Flooding

Dam failure risk
Sediment transport

Nearby landiill

3/18/2015




Convergence - BPAT

3/18/2015

BPAT Results

* Political * Economic

BPAT Results

* Social * Technical

ey f,n,f .
f
” fx?’;f G
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BPAT Results

* Environmental

Dinner/Break

Affirmation




Storage is Solution for Differences
Between Supply and Demand

Insufficient
Supply

\ Insufficient

Demand

{«——— Prohibition Period ——————|

(veD)

Concept Reuse and Storage
Scenarios

* Six scenarios developed, including
— Map of facilities
— PESTLE/BPAT assessment
— Total construction costs
— Project implementation schedules
— Task lists identifying next steps

@ mwn

3/18/2015

& Bmm-{ Scenario 1: TMDL Compliance with Advanced Nutrient Removal




Scenario 1: TMDL Compliance
with Advanced Nutrient Removal

Existing line from RW system ([ New return line,
~15000-20,000

Tapia WRF

Scenario 2: New Seasonal Storage
Reservoir and Reuse Partner

—

Existing line from RW system

Tapia WRF

Scenario 3: New Seasonal
Reservoir Storage and DPR

R

3/18/2015
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Scenario 4: Las Virgenes Reservoir

(IPR)

Potable Water Distribution System

Expand pipeline, 25,000~ 30,000 ft

Treatment Plant
(6 MGD)

it

Scenario 5: Encino Reservoir for Seasona
Storage and Reuse Partners

Expand/Add Pipeline to Encino
Reservoir, ~ 50,000 - 60,000 t.

Existing line from RW system

Tapia WRF

Scenario 6: Regional IPR with
Encino Reservoir

Potable Water Distribution System

Existing line from RW system

Tapia WRF

3/18/2015
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Scenario Summary

Approximate Approximate Construction
Schedule Cost

1 6 years $100-120 Million
2 11 years $130-165 Million
3 11 years $170-215 Million
4 6 years $80-95 Million
5
6

6.5 years $30-35 Million
6.5 years $105-125 Million

Concept 1 conceptz concent

Political

11
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Exercise - “Art Critic”

Implementation

JPA BOARD MEETING - TBD

Questions / Comments / Adjourn

12



Questions?

So What’s Next?

JPA Board Scenario Selection

Stakeholder’s support continues beyond
tonight

JPA selects consultants to pursue permitting
and pre-design

LVMWD completes NPDES permitting

3/18/2015
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Appendix | - Workshop #3: Six Scenario Boards
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Scenario 1: TMDL Compliance with Advanced Nutrient Removal @ mwn

Economic

Legal

Regulatory Constraints and Framework

Cost/Benefit

TMDL Compliance in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay

Beneficial to Water Users Including Rate Payers

Regulations

130

Maximize Funding Sources

Environmental
Social Sustainability [
Public Perception and Acceptance Siting of Reservoirs and Other Infrastructure
Eliminate Unreasonable Use and Waste of Water Protecting Beneficial Uses in Malibu Creek [

Transparency

Environmental Stewardship and leadership

B T 525-30 M

SOM

Pipelines Pump Stations

SO M $0 M

Tanks Reservoir

S$75-90 M

Treatment

Environmental

Hydrolagy/Water Quality

- Reseda Regicnal Partnerships
_Pa rtners (Political) || Reuse Partnerships
Oak Park Interagency Partnerships
Chapter 5: Clean, Safe, Reliable Drinking Water
Tarzana Chapter &: Protecting Rlvers, Lakes, Streams,
f L us-A01N s Coastal Waters, and Watersheds
¥ B - i <
“Shnag Wy s Proposition 1 | Chapter 7: Regicnal Water Security, Climate,
Brine Waste Line Hidden %, - Drought Frepareciess
4 ;‘l ll'lz_‘“ a w Encine ¥ Py Chapter 8: Statewide Water System Operational
~ 85 000_95 000 ft 11s o= Improvement and Drought Preparedness
. ’ ) ) -
Ug. Calabasas - Funding/Financing (Economic) Chapter 9: Water Recyding
Tgy Agoura +GY
¥ - ¥ o -
Westla 5 Hills N b Proposition 84 - Round 3 of Funding - 2015
vill age - Veny U.S, Bureau of Redamation Title XVI
Metrepditan Water District of Southern California
Certificates of Participation
Partnering Opportunities
State Revalving Fund
Public Private Partnerships (FPPs)
. Website
NeW Ad VElnCEd NUt rient Public Qutreach (Social) ] Continued Stakeholder engagement
Removal Plant (~ 6 MGD) NGO Parmersfip
L Alignment and Sizing Study
& Feazibility Study [ Utilities, ROW, Easements, Traffic
Existing line from RW system New return line, pi [Linitiel Georechrical Analysis
Topanga Surszy
~ IS
15000—20;000 ﬁ Bl o Final Geotechnical Analysis
reliminary Design
Trensmisson = Materidl Selection_
Hydraulic Analysiz
Alignment
- Final Design Planz and Specifications
Tapia WRF |_Traffic Contral Plan
Construction
Frocess & Equipment Selection
— EKiStIIFIg y Blentwi [ TM D L Compl |ance } Pilot Study Construct Temporary Fadlities & Connections
—— Identify & Run Operational Scenarios
A — PI'OpOSEd z N ' \_l Facilities (Technical) Document Data and Report Conclusions
Site Assessment
Site Selection
Awailability/Aoguisiion
i 2 I'F-IE”-:” ' . Survey & Geotechnical Analysis
- x NHIACE Site Layout
: Treatment Fant Process Design Criteria
Malibu f 1 Preliminary Design  b——m—o————— o
Major Process Equip./Manuf. Identification
General Process Controls Strategy
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Brine Line Hydraulic Analysiz and Pump Selection
Basis of Design Report AR G
Firie] Biesiarn Detailed Interdisciplinary Design
OUtreaCh d Detailed Process Controls & Operation Strategy
itti Plans and Specifications
Permitting
d , Construction
Pre- esign Plan of Operation
Design
T JPA
Agreements
Bidding [ Service Agreements
Construction Wastewater Discharge Requirements
Sta rtup Proposition 218 Frocess
Public Hearing
Contracts
OBJECTIVES Risk of not meeting PESTLE goal: C t t H c t
‘ =high =medium . =low . O n s r u c I 0 n 0 S Criterion Mo, 1: Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters
TeChnnlcaI TOta l CO St S 100_ 120 M Bidogical Resources Criterion Mo, 2 Sensitive Wegetation Communities
Political Seasonal and Diurnal Equalization @ Criterion No, 3; Sensitive Species
Reuse 100% of Our Water @ | Balance Supply and Demand (Right Balance) [ ) O&M Cost = $3-4 M per Year el Resourcas - CTiEerion 4 Sultoral Resodrces
= - - Crit 51 Native A Wal
Regional Partnerships @ | Reduce Reliance on Imported Water [ ] CEQA/NERA (G eueimaemtse
Public Support for Project

Criterion 6: Water Quality

'l Criterion 7 Erosion/Sedimentation

Land Use Criterion 8: Land Use Disturbance

Seismic Hazards Criterion 9: Seismic-Related Hazards

Traffic -~ Criterion 10: Traffic Impacts

USACE: 404 Authorization (Nationwide or Individual Permit)

USFWS,/MOAA Fisheries: Biological Opinion; jecpardy decision; incidental take permit

COFW: Streambed Alteration Agreement { 1602 Permit)

CDFW: Consistency Determination or Incidental Take Permit

Permits

RWQCB: 401 Water Quality Certfication

RWQCB: NPDES Permit (General Construction Permit)

RWQUCB: Waste Discharge Requirement

SHPD: 106 Compliance

SCAQMD - Permit to Construct, Permit to Operate

Local Permits
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Scenario 2: New Seasonal Storage Reservoir and Reuse Partner @ mwn

S|

Reseda

————-———-—--—-—-' = o g Regional Partnerships

Partners (Political) |-| Reuse Partnerships
Interagency Partnerships

Oak Park
Ventura County

Reuse Partner(s)

Chapter 5: Clean, Safe, Reliable Drinking Water

Chapter &: Protecting RIvers, Lakes, Streams,
Coastal Waters, and Watersheds

Chapter 7: Regional Water Security, Climate,
Drought Preparedness

Chapter 8: Statewide Water System Operational
Improvem ent and Drought Preparedness

Chapter O Water Recycling
Proposition 84 Round 3 of Funding - 2015
U.5. Bureau of Reclamation Title X1
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Certificates of Participation
Partnering Opportunities
State Revolving Fund
Public Private Partnerships (PPPs)

Tarzana

“Forors

5 §

Add/Upgrade various pipelines, 80,000 — 90,000 ft. (total)
2 New pump stations, 1 new tank

Proposition 1

e e e e e e

Van LT

r

3 Py

Hidden

Hills o™
il L

Encing

Funding/Financing (Economic) ]

Reuse Partner

Calabasas

Agoura
Hills

—
Westlake ey
Village

\Website

Continued Stakehalder engagement

Public Outreach (Social)
NGO Partnership

Transmission main, 30-inch diameter, 4,900 ft.

Alignm ent and Sizing Study

Feasibility Study Utilities, ROW, Easements, Traffic
Initial Geotechnical Analysis

Survey

. . Final Geatechnical &nalysis
Preliminary Design -
Transmission Material Selection

New Reservoir _ -
Volume = 2,000 AF *,

Hydraulic Analysis
Detail Exact Locations

Final Design Elevation Drawings
Traffic Control Drawings

Canstruction

Top an ga

Existing line from RW system

Hydrology Study

Site Selection Initial Seismicity Investigations
Land acguisition

Final Geotechnical Investigation on Selected Site

Hydraulic analysis
Dam Studies Hydrology Analysis
i l Seismic Studies/Finite Element analysis
D500 Coordination

[ New Seasonal Storage Reservoir 1 Site Access

. Constructibility Review .
- Reservoir and Dam Availability of Materials
Facilities (Technical)

Operations Modeling

Tapia WRF

—_— Existing e

—  Proposed '—:

Thermal Study
Algae Study
Final Geotech Studies

Final Design Dam Safety Action Flans
Reviews by DSOD

Water Quality Control Study

M‘ al It'LI A aucH : Cleaning/grubbing
- - Construction - Layout
Temporary Facilities {eg batch plant)
2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Tial Gentochmiedl Anahes
H H Land A It
Basis of Design Report Site Selacion {— T
————— Initial Hydraulic Analysis
Outreach Site Access, Power Availability
P e Survey and Final Geotechnical Analysis
ermlttmg Pump Stations and Tanks Hydraulic Analysis
. PFreliminary Design —I =
and i EEEEEE =
Operations Analysys
Pre—de5|gn Final Layout & Detailed Design
ml 1dentify long lead-time equipm ent
. & it B
DeSIgn Construction
B|dd|ng Plan of Operation
Construction 3ra
] Servis agrements
ervice
Sta rtup Wastewater Discharge Requirements

Proposition 218 Process

OBIJECTIVES . Public Hearing
Risk of not meeting PESTLE goal: c c —
e e B onstruction Cost
- _ — Total Cost $130-165 M
Political Seasonal and Diurnal Equalization Criterion No. 1: Jurisdictional Wetlands and waters
Reuse 100% O‘F OUI' Water . Balance SUPPIV and Demand (nght Balance) 0& M cost — SZ'Z. 5 M per Yea r Biological Resources { Cnter!m Mo, 2! Senawt!ve “egetation Communities
N " . Criterion Mo. 3; Sensitive Species
Regional Partnerships @ | Reduce Reliance on Imported Water e mocoupces . CiarOn 8 Cultural Rasaurces
Public Support for PrOjeCt . 570-90 M EEEEE —[ Criterion 5: Mative American Values
— Criterion 6: Water Quality
Hydrolagy/Water Quality
- Criterion rosion/S edimentation
. I'egal Land Use Criterion & Land Use Disturbance
Economic Regulatory Constraints and Framework Seisimic Hazards  Criterion 9: Seismic-Related Hazards
Cost/Benefit @ | TMDL Compliance in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay T”af“h C“te”ﬂ(” 1o T”a_;“ﬂ Im":_“_sd | :
. . . . USACE: 404 Authorization (Mationwide or Individual Permit]
BeneﬂCIaI to Water USerS InCIUdlng Rate Payers . RegUIatlonS USFWS/NOAA Fisheries: Biological Opinion; jeopardy decision; incidental take permit
Maximize Funding Sources - CDFW: Streambed Alteration Agreem ent { 1602 Permit)
CDFW: Consistency Determination or Incidental Take Permit
. RWQCB: 401 Water Quality Certification
. En‘"ronmental Permie= RWQCB: NPDES Permit (General Construction Permit)
Social Sustainability $3-4 M $0.5-1.0 M RWOCE: Wasts Dischargs Requirem ent
Public Perception and Acceptance @ | Siting of Reservoirs and Other Infrastructure — = Ve R, Wtier eselite REMiEmiEnis
S - e o - SHPO: 106 Compliance
Eliminate Unreasonable Use and Waste of Water Protecting Beneficial Uses in Malibu Creek - . . e
= - = Pipelines Pump Stations Tanks Reservoir Treatment oeal Permits
Transparency @ | Environmental Stewardship and leadership
—
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Scenario 3: New Seasonal Reservoir Storage and DPR

@ mwH

Oak Park

Potable Water Distribution System

Hidden
Hills A

LT Agoura

4 Hills

\r':ll.:gz.;.

Brine Waste Line,
"’_85,000—95,000 ft.

New Reservoir
Volume = 2,000 AF

Existing line from RW system

Tapia WRF

— Existing

Proposed &

Malibu A

2019 2021

S S S S S S S e

Tarzana
[ US=I0LN -
o S 101 §

Encine

New DPR Water Treatment Plant (6 MGD)

Transmission main, 30-inch diameter, 4,900 ft.

Topanga

2022 2023 2024 2025

- Puy

" e

Blentwi

N

2026

Basis of Design Report

Outreach

Permitting

Land Acquistion

Pre-design

Design

Bidding

Construction

Startup

New Reservoir and DPR

OBIJECTIVES Risk of not meeting PESTLE goal:

@-=high  =medium @) =low

Technnical
Political Seasonal and Diurnal Equalization

Reuse 100% of Our Water @ | Balance Supply and Demand (Right Balance)

Regional Partnerships Reduce Reliance on Imported Water

Public Support for Project @

Legal

Regulatory Constraints and Framework

Economic

Cost/Benefit TMDL Compliance in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay

o0
oele

Beneficial to Water Users Including Rate Payers Regulations

Maximize Funding Sources

Construction Cost

Total Cost $170-215 M
O&M Cost = $§4-5 M per Year

$70-90 M

$20-25 M

Environmental
Social Sustainability
Public Perception and Acceptance @ | siting of Reservoirs and Other Infrastructure [ )
Eliminate Unreasonable Use and Waste of Water Protecting Beneficial Uses in Malibu Creek [ )

Transparency @ | Environmental Stewardship and leadership

—

Pipelines Pump Stations Reservoir

Treatment

Regional Partnerships

Partners (Political) | Reuse Partnerships
Interagsncy Partnerships

Chapter 51 Clean, Safe, Relisble Drinking Water
Chapter 61 Protecting RIvers, Lakes, Strearns,
Coastal Waters, and Watersheds

Chapter 71 Regional Water Security, Climate,
Drought Preparedness

Proposition 1

Chapter 21 Statewide Water Systern Operational
Irnprauarment and Drought Frapsrednass

Chapter 31 Water Recycling
position 84 - Round 3 of Funding - 2015

U, Bureau of Reclamation Title ¥V
Metropolitan water District of Southern California

Funding/Financing (Economic) ]

Certificates of Participation
Partnering Opportunities

State Revolving Fund

Public Private Partnerships (PPPs)

Website
GContinued Stakeholder engagement
NGO Partnership
lignment and Sizing Study

Feasibility Study | Ukilities, ROW, Easernerts, Traffic
Initial Gectechnical Analysis

Survey

Public Outreach (Social)

Final Geotechrical Analysis

Design
Transmission Material Selection

Hydraulic Analy sis
D stail Exact Locations
Final Design | Elevation Drawings

Traffic Contral Drawings

Construction

Hydrology Study

Site Selection | Initial Seismicity Tnwestigations
Land Acquisition

Final Geotechnical Investigation on Selected Site

Hydr aulic Analysis

Damn Studies | Hydrology Analysis
Seisrmic Studies/Finite Elerment Analysis

DE0D Coordination

Site Access

Canstructibility Review
Rezervair and Dam Ausilsbiity of Matarials

Operations Modeling

Therrnal Study

wiater Quality Cortrol Study
Algae Study
Final Geotech Studies
Final Design | Darn Safaty Action Plans

Reviews by DSGD

Cleaning/grubbing

Construction -| Layout
Ternporary Facilities (eg batch plant)

Facilities {Technical}

Initial Geotechnical Analysis
Land Acquisition
Site Selaction —————————
Initial Hydraulic Anslysis

Site Access, Power Availability

Survey and Final Geotechrical Analysis

Purmnp Stations and Tanks Hydr aulic Analysis

Preliminary Design

Purmp Selaction

Operations Analysys
Final Lay out & Detailed Design
Final Design
4| Identify long lead-time &quipment
Canstruction
ID Water Quality Chjectives

Process & Equipment Selection

pilot study | Identify & Run Operational Scenarios

Construct Ternparary Facilities & Connactions

Docurnent Data and Report Conclusions

Site Assessment
Site Selection —————
T o

Survey & Geotechnical Analysis

Site Layout

Treatrnent Plant Process Design Criteria

Preliminary Design | Magor Process Equip./Manuf, Tdentification

General Frocess Cortrols Strateay
Storage/Demnand Analysis

Brine Line
Finalize Layout

Detsiled Interdizciplinary Design
Final Design

Detsiled Process Cortrols & Operation Strat=gy

Plans and specifications

Constructian

Plan of Operation

P

Agresments
Semice Agreemnents

Wastew ater Discharge Requiremnents

Propasition 218 Pracess

Public Hearing
Cornkracts

Land Acquisition

Criterion Mo, 11 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters

Biclogical Resources [ Critarion No. 2/ Sensitive Vegetation Communities

Criterion No, 3: Sensitive Speces

Criterion 4: Cultural Resources

Culkural Resourees
Critsrion 5 Native Arnerican Waluss
CEQA/NERA

Criterinn &: Water Quality

Hydralogy Water Gualit;
LR B rterion 71 Erasiory Sedimentation

Land Use  Criterion 8: Land Use Disturbance

Seismic Hazards -~ Criterion 9: Seismic-Related Hazards
Traffic  Criterion 10; Traffic Impacts
USACE : 404 Autharization (Nationw ide or Individusl Permit)
USFWS/HOAR Fisheries: Biologicsl Opinian; jaopardy dacisi
CDFW: Streambed Alteration Agreernent (1602 Permit)
COFW: Cansistency Determination or Incidental Take Perrit
FWQCE : 401 Water Quality Certification
Parmits | RWGQCB: NRDES Parrit (General Construction Permit)

RWGO: Waste Discharge Requirement

RWQOB/DDW: Water Recyding Requirements

EHPO: 108 Cormpliance

€ CAQMD - Parmit to Construct, Parmit to Operate

Environm ental

; incidentsl take permit

Lacal Permits
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Scenario 4:

@ mwH

Regicnal Partnerships

Partners (Political) [ Reuss Partnerships
Interagency Partmerships

Chapter 5: Clean, Safe, Reliable Drinking Water

Chapter &: Protecting RIvers, Lakes, Streams,
Coastal Waters, and Watersheds

Chapter 7: Regional Water Security, Climate,
Drought Preparedness

Chapter 8: Statewide Water Systemn Operational
Improvement and Drought Preparedriess

Chapter 9: Water Recycling
Froposition 84 Round 3 of Funding - 2015
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Title XvI
Me tropelitan Water District of Southern Califormia

Froposition 1

Funding/Financing ( Econemic) }

Certificates of Parficipation
Fartnering Opportuniies

State Revolving Fund

Fublic Private Parmerships (FPPs)

Y bsi te
Public Outreach (Social) ] Continuied Stakeholder engagement

NGO Partmership

Alignment and Sizing Study

Feasibility Study Utilities, ROW, Easements, Traffic
Initial Geotechnical Analysis

SUrvey
Final Geotechnical Analysis

Preliminary Design

Transmission Materal Selection

Hydraulic Analysis
Detail Exact Locations

Final Design Elevation Drawings
Traffic Contral Plan

Construction

Initial Geotechnical Analysis
Land Acquisition
! Site Selection ——— .
1 Inifial Hydraulic Analysis
Site Access, Power Avallability

' Survey and Final Geotechnical Analysis

Pump Stations and Tanks Hydraulic Analysis
Pump Selection

Preliminary Design

Las Virgenes Reservoir IPR J

Reuse 100% of Our Water

Balance Supply and Demand (Right Balance)

Regional Partnerships

Reduce Reliance on Imported Water

Public Support for Project

Economic

Legal

Regulatory Constraints and Framewaork

Cost/Benefit

TMDL Compliance in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay

oo

Beneficial to Water Users Including Rate Payers

Regulations

Maximize Funding Sources

Social

Environmental

Sustainability

Public Perception and Acceptance

Siting of Reservoirs and Other Infrastructure

Eliminate Unreasonable Use and Waste of Water

B - $20-25M

O&M Cost = $3-4 M per Year

SO M

e e e e i A p— e e e Reseda
1 1
: Dak Park :
: 1
Brine Waste Line, : :
45,000-55,000 ﬁ_l Potable Water Distribution System i Al ESil Tarzana .
“a, . : I Vénny P : T301-3 "
Ve l Hidden - : Encine : ‘& Fwry
gt TN, - PN S0 P = e R T S e, 2% ~Hills_ a8 < Ciml
Toy. Agoura Calabasas . &
Hills -
Existing WTP
and pipeline Expand pipeline, 25,000 = 30,000 ft
New IPR Water :
Treatment Plant
Las Virgenes e it
Reser\f)ir NeW pipeline; it
~20,000 ft
Topan ga ]
Existing line from RW system
‘
Tapia WRF
—— EXisting Bf ent wi
Proposed
N
Pacific
Palisades
Malibu f
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
Basis of Design Report
Outreach
Permitting
Pre-design
Design
Bidding
Construction
Startup
OBIJECTIVES - -
Risk of not meeting PESTLE goal: -
@ hich . —medium @ <iow _ Construction Cost
Technnical Total Cost $80-95 M
Political Seasonal and Diurnal Equalization AL "

SOM

Protecting Beneficial Uses in Malibu Creek

Transparency

Environmental Stewardship and leadership

Pipelines Pump Stations

Reservoir

$60-70 M

Treatment

Cperations Analysys
Facilities (Technical) Final Design el LB Dol DR
4{ Identify long lead-time equipment
Construction
Process 8 Equipment Selection
Construct Temporary Faciliies & Connections
Idenfify & Run Gperational Scenarios
Document Data and Report Conclusions

Filot Study

Site Assessment

Site Selection
Availability/Acquisition

Survey 8 Geotechnical Analysis

Site Layout

Process Design Criteria

Major Process Equip./Manuf, Identification
General Process Confrols Strategy

Treatment Flant

Freliminary Design

Brine Line
Finalize Layout
Detailed Interdisciplinary Design
Final Design
Detailed Process Contrals 8 Operation Strategy
Flans and Specification

Constructon

Plan of Operation

JPa

Agreements
Service Agreerments

Wastewater Discharge Requirements

Proposition 218 Process
Public Hearing
Confracts

Land Acquisition

Criterion Mo, 1: Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters
Biological Resources I Criterion Mo, 2: Sensitive Vegetation Communitiss
I Criterion Mo, 3 Sensitive Spedies
Criterion 4 Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources
4{ Criterion 51 Nafive American \alues

Criterion & Water Quality
Hy drology/wWater Quality

Criterion 7: Erosion/Sedimentation
Land Use Criterion 8: Land Use Disturbance
Selsmic Hazards
Traffic - Criterion 10: Traffic Impacts
RWQCB: NPDES Permit (General Construction Permit)
RWQCB/DDW: Water Recyding Requirements

CEQA/MNEPA

Environmental

Criterion 9: Selsmic-Related Hazards

Permits

SCAQMD - Permit to Construct, Penmit to Operate

Local Permits




S VIBGEN

o V. &
b, MUNICIPAL
v‘,r! S o

ER piaTRL

Scenario 5: Encino Reservoir for Seasonal Storage and Reuse Partner

@ mwH

Seasonal Storage
at Encino Reservoir

;' LTS B ey ————
. 1
Oak Park 1
I Reuse Partner :
1
| i
Tarzana L--- R ———— |
: us 0N U
G S Yenny o iy So101§ "
b 4 Hidden - ; ur-Fory
Hills o
Westlake oy :.'g;-..}::rm G it 46"
Village s Vakiay, -
iy
Expand/Add Pipeline to Encino
. Reservoir, ~ 50,000 — 60,000 ft.
o Kaman = Encino
: Reservoir
S T"‘F‘-’\h qa
Existing line from RW system
Tapia WRF
— Existing Bl entwe
Proposed =
N
£ Pacific
- 2 Palisades
Malibu gucif W ¥
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
Basis of Design Report
Outreach
Permitting
Pre-design
Design
Bidding
Construction
Startup
OBIJECTIVES - - .
Risk of not meeting PESTLE goal:
e N Construction Cost
- : echnnica Total Cost $30-35 M
Political Seasonal and Diurnal Equalization (]
Reuse 100% of Our Water @ | Balance Supply and Demand (Right Balance) [ ) O&M Cost = SZ'Z'S M per Year
Regional Partnerships @ | Reduce Reliance on Imported Water
Public Support for Project
Legal - :
Economic Regulatory Constraints and Framework [ f $16-20 M
Cost/Benefit ® | 1vDL Compliance in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay | @ |
Beneficial to Water Users Including Rate Payers @ | Regulations @
Maximize Funding Sources $5-6 M
Environmental — $34m $3-4 M
Social Sustainability [ J — [ [ $0.5-1.0 M
Public Perception and Acceptance Siting of Reservoirs and Other Infrastructure [ )
Eliminate Unreasonable Use and Waste of Water Protecting Beneficial Uses in Malibu Creek @ . _ "
N - " Pipelines Pump Stations Tanks Reservoir Treatment
Transparency @ | Environmental Stewardship and leadership @

Regional Partnerships

Partners (Political)

Reuse Partnerships

Interagency Partnerships

Chapter 5: Clean, Safe, Reliable Drinking Water

Chapter 6: Protecting RIvers, Lakes, Streams,
Coastal Waters, and Watersheds

Chapter 7: Regional Water Security, Climate,

IATERAfiEn Drought Preparedness

Chapter 8: Statewide Water Systern Operational
Irmproverment and Crought Preparedness

Chapter 9: Water Recycling
Proposition 8¢ = Round 3 of Funding - 2015
1.5, Bureau of Reclamation Title XvI
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

Funding/Financing (Economic)

Certificates of Participation

Partnering Opportunities
State Revolving Fund
Public Private Partnerships (PPPs)

Website
] Continued Stakeholder engagement
NGO Partnership

Public Qutreach (Social)

Alignment and Sizing Study
Utilities, ROW, Easements, Traffic
Tnitial Geotechnical Analysis

Feasibility Study

Survey

Final Geotechnical Analysis

Preliminary Design

Transmission Material Selection

Hydraulic &nalysis
Final Alignment

Final Design Elevation Drawings

Traffic Control Plan

Consfruction

Facilities (Technical)

Initial Geotechnical Analysis

‘ , Land Acquisition
Site Selection

Initial Hydraulic &nalysis

Site Access, Power Availghility

Survey and Final Geatechnical Analysis

Purmp Stations and Tanks Hydraulic &nalysis

Preliminary Design

Purnp Selection

Operations Analysys

Final Layout & Detailed Design

Final Design
—[ Identify long lead-time equipment

Construction

Plan of Operation

Jp4

Agreements
Service Agreements

Wastewater Discharge Requirements

Proposition 218 Process
Public Hearing

Contracts
Criterion Mo, 1: Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters
Biclogical Resources Criterion No. 2: Sensitive Yegetation Communities
Criterion MNo. 3: Sensitive Species
Criterion 4: Cultural Resources
Cultural Resources
4{ Criterion 5: Native American Yalues
CEQA/MERA

Hydralogy/Water Qualt Criterion 6: Water Quality
rolo ater Quali
i g i { Criterion 7: Erosion/Sedimentation

Environmental

Land Use

Selsmic Hazards

Traffic - Criterion 10: Traffic Impacts

RWGQCB: NPDES Permit (General Construction Permit)

RWQCB/DDW: Water Recycling Requirements

SCACOMD - Permit to Construct, Permit to Operate
Local Permits

Criterion 8: Land Use Disturbance

Criterion 9: Seigmic-Related Hazards

Permits
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Scenario

6: Regional IPR with Encino Reservoir

@ mwH

Resada

Partners (Political)

Encino Reservoir and IPR ]

i :
! Oak Park Add new pipeline, ~ 15,000 ft
1
]
: Tarzana
b i Potable Water Distribution System L S i ;
, i e Brine Waste Line |
% = Encino
1
1
i, i Calabasas
Westake Alm oty ---AE"“:"‘ = S e e o RN
Village Hills Ven s - 4 m
Wy
New IPR Water
Expand/Add Pipeline to Encino Treatment Plant
P : Reservoir, ~ 50,000 ft (6 MGD) Encino Rehab
Reservoir  pyisting
Water
Treatment
, Plant 1
E
1+
F
> : Topanga
Existing line from RW system
Tapia WRF
—— Existing [ Bl entwi
Proposed 5
N
% - Pacific
2 Palisades
Malibu | l
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
Basis of Design Report
Outreach
Permitting
Land Acquistion
Pre-design
Design
Bidding
Construction
Startup
OBIJECTIVES
Risk of not meeting PESTLE goal: -
@-tigh  =medium @ =low _— Construction Cost
Technnica
Political Seasonal and Diurnal Equalization Total Cost $105-125 M

Reuse 100% of Qur Water

Balance Supply and Demand (Right Balance)

Regional Partnerships

Reduce Reliance on Imported Water

Public Support for Project

Economic

Legal

Regulatory Constraints and Framework

Cost/Benefit

TMDL Compliance in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay

Beneficial to Water Users Including Rate Payers

Regulations

o0

Maximize Funding Sources

Social

Environmental

Sustainability

Public Perception and Acceptance

Siting of Reservoirs and Other Infrastructure

Eliminate Unreasonable Use and Waste of Water

Protecting Beneficial Uses in Malibu Creek

Transparency

Environmental Stewardship and leadership

T} $30-35 M

Pipelines

$5-6 M
—

Pump Stations

O&M Cost = $3-4 M per Year

$3-4 M

Reservoir

$65-75 M

Treatment

Regional Parmerships

ReUse Partmerships
Interagency Parmerships

Chapter 5: Clean, Safe, Reliable Drinking Water
Chapter 6: Protecting RIvers, Lakes, Streams,
Coastal Waters, and Watersheds

Chapter 7: Regional Water Security, Climate,
Crought Preparedness

Chapter 8: Statewide Water System Operatonal
Improvement and Crought Preparedness

Proposition 1

Funding/Financing (Economic) ]

Chapter 9; Water Recycling

Environmental

Proposition 84 - Round 3 of Funding - 2015
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Title Xl

Mefropolitan VWater District of Southern California

Certificates of Participation
|_Partnering Opportnities

State Revolving Fund
mh\ps (PPPs)

Website

Public Outreach (Social) ] Continued Stakeholder engagement

Facilities (Technical)

JPA

Transmission

Pump Stations and Tanks

NGO Partnership

Alignment and Sizing Study

Feasibility Study Utlities, ROW, Easements, Traffic
Initial Geotechnical Analysis

Survey
Final Geotechnical Analysis

Preliminary Design

Material Selection

Hydraulic Analysis
Detail Exact Locations

Final Design Elevaticn Drawings
Traffic Control Plans

Construction
Initial Geotechnical Analysis
Land Acquisition
Initial Hydraulic Analysis
Site Access, Power Availability
Survey and Final Geotechnical Analysis
Hydraulic Analysis

Site Selection

Treatment Plant

Preliminary Design

Fump Selection

Operations Analysys
Final LayoLt & Detailed Design

Final Design

4{ Identify long lead-time equipment
Construction

Process & EqUipment Selection

Construct Temporary Facilites & Connections

Pilot Study Identify & Run Operational Scenarios
Analyze Results & Adjust

Document Data and Report Conclusions

Site Assessment

Site Selection
A ail abil ity fAcquisition

Survey & Geofechnical Analysis

Site Layout

[ Process Design criteria

Preliminary Design (New & Rehab)
Major Process Equip. /Manuf. [dentification

General Process Confrols Strategy

Brine Line
Finalize Layout
Detailed Interdisciplinary Design
Detailed Process Confrols & Operation Strategy
Plans and Specifications

Final Design (WNew & Rehab)

Construction (New & Rehab)

Plan of Operation

Adresments
————{ ervice Agreements

wastewater Discharge Requirements

Public Hearing
Contracts

Land Acquisition

CEQAMERA

Proposition 218 Process

Criterion No. 1: Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters

Biological Resources [ Criterion No. 2; Sensitive Vegetation Communities
[ Criterion No, 3: Sensitve Species
Criterion 4 Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources
—[ Criterion 5: Mative American Values

Criterion &: Water Quality

Hydrology/Water Quali
Y gy “uality Criterion 7: Erosion/Sedimentation

Land Use - Criterion 8: Land Use Disturbance

Seismic Hazards Criterion 9 Seismic-Related Hazards

Traffic - Criterion 10: Traffic Impacts

RWQCB: NPDES Permit (General Construction Permit)

RWQCB/ODW: Water Recydling Requirements

Permits

SCAQMD - Permit to Construct, Permit to Operate

Local Permits
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Scenario 1 - TMDL Compliance with Advanced Nutrient Removal

Pros

Cons

Fewest environmental permits required

A lot of problems

Low risk of failure and unexpected cost

RO water going into creek and wasted

$100 million to dump back into creek

No MWD-LRP funding

May not qualify for Prop 1 or any grants

This is the “No Project” alternative (will lose EPA lawsuit)

Not a chance

No beneficial re-use

No Multi-benefit

Still Expensive

Fails to meet TMDL & Groups objective

Water still in the creek from Facility

Possible cost of using Brine line (x3)

Seasonal discharge? Fish flow?

How to supply water reliability cost effectively with minimal
environmental impact (highest best use)

Single benefit

High Cost of O&M

No reuse

Benefits none

Schedule looks aggressive

No beneficial use of water

No income

Purpose of proposal is to get out of creek

Still has uncertainty about future of Malibu Creek regulations, future
facilities may be required

No funding source

Fewest environmental permits required

If recycled water is cut back may need to enhance the treatment plant

No outside support from other agencies

Need support to take brine line

Worst option

No: political partners economic partners, offsetting benefits

Meets perceived environmental benefit without looking at water system

Lost resource, no income from resource

Need to import same amount of water from MET




Scenario 2 - New Seasonal Storage Reservoir and Reuse Partner

Pros

Cons

No Prime

100% Recycle ( purple)

No treatment plant

Not enough cost — effective users (V.G. ....

No discharge to creek

New Reservoir in wildlife corridor

Why is public support for project red?

Regulatory challenge (to say the least)

Get way out of the creek

Puts money down the drain (No local district use benefit

Recreational reservoir

Prohibitive cost

Possible partner is Ventura agriculture, do
to restricted pumping of ground water

Key components not addressed (red dots)

More partnering opportunities

Issues with users

Two users instead of one

LADWP will not build pipeline to Braemar Country Club (less users than
Encino option)

Most of cost is reservoir

No identified place for reservoir

Too long to construct

Reservoir concerns

High cost to benefit ratio

No potable reuse

Unknown on Partnership

Long lead time

Cost is high & questionable

Difficulty in buying a new site

New reservoir is problematic without a specific site

What’s the upper L.A. River Watershed Masters position?

HEPA permitting issues

11 year time frame

Massive cost is hard to sell

Can we get support from public?

Legally challenging considering — EIR, R/W right of way, public support for
reservoir

EIR is expensive

Messaging to lots of different constituents

Water does not benefit producers of it.

(L.A. Benefits LV does not)

Special treatment to reuse water, was this cost estimate?

High Risk of failure

10 years at least to Malibu Creek compliance




Scenario 3 - New Seasonal Storage Reservoir and DPR

Pros

Cons

Retains all water within the service area district

Highest cost approach

Reduces reliance on imported water (x2)

Brine line costly and uncertain alignment

Shorter pipeline

Highest potable water

Best long term solution

Highest gross revenue

Upside to a drought - pass regulation easier like DPR

Good water reduction scenario

DPR could start as IPR & as regs change, could switch
to all DPR

Will people

Goal long term, cost benefit

Same issues with new reservoir as 2

Does the scenario include the income from selling

More rate payer pain (low probability of continued public assistance or

potable H20? financing)

We use our own water Doubles the rates
Will reduce imported water from Delta Too long

Need to think about phasing, can DPR be built sooner? [Red dots

More expensive

DPR unknown when and what will be required

Brine line

New reservoir

High cost of construction O&M

Not approved system yet- uncertainty

Environmental concerns on reservoir

Brine disposal

Expensive

Uncertainty

Longer implementation project has execution risk

11 year time frame

Direct portable reuse is most difficult public challenge

Cost is huge challenge

All problems with dam from previous page: safety, R/W, dam safety,
public support

Is 2 year cost schedule correct?

Can we mitigate all reservoir issues

Noise

Equipment work etc.

No benefit or compliance of Malibu Creek

High risk of failure or unexpected costs

Is 12 year cost correct?




Scenario 3 - New Seasonal Storage Reservoir and DPR

Pros

Cons

Water Supply benefit ( reduces import to district) (x4)

Brine disposal challenge- 2 concerns

1 plant, not 2

Could take years to get IPR permit

Plant already being upgraded

Uncertainty

Low cost

Schedule looks aggressive

Lower risk of unexpected cost and environmental supports

Not phase able?

Get water

Brine Line

Messaging is easiest; constituents share value

Comment: Compare locating the plant on existing site and possible
alternate Brine line to coast

Need Partnerships with Met & colleagues / for redundancy
benefit?

Need to couple increase in local portable water with reduction in use
overall

Overall thought: Highest beneficial use to cost ratio

People don’t increase domestic irrigation — grass thereby negative
benefits)

3" Party issue (from going to distribution system) CMWD or
could be partner ship

Gray water reuse on site still needed

Hits the goals ( not red dots)

Expensive

Shorter time frame

Can Brine Line run through Malibu?

1 of 2 favorites

Less uncertainty of regulatory than DPR

Less dependence on imported water

Lesser environmental concerns

Reusing water

Best long term solutions

Upside to drought- Pass regulation easier like DPR

DPR could start as IPR & as regs change. Could switch to all
DPR.

Benefit is quick (2016 vs. 2020)

Less environmental impact, so should be able to get permits

0O&M offset by income

Get more income

More benefit out of existing facilities

The best option

Regional approach to shipping H20 to colleagues

Value not included: unbought potable H20

Benefit to using in local area versus value of negotiated sale
of H20 to third party

Possible to divert in summertime to save $ from effort




Scenario 5 - Encino Reservoir for Seasonal Storage and Reuse Partner

Pros

Cons

Pro- Line agreement to Woodland Hills C.C. (View lake) Adds

circulation

Brine disposal

Lowest cost — existing reservoir (x3)

Biggest risk is agreement w/ DWP (x2)

IPR/DPR is an add-on potential (x3)

Risk of recycled water being used less in future

Most viable

No potable water reuse

Potential golf courses to add along the way

Reliance on partnership

Pierce has purple pipe but no supply

Need pumping both ways

Shorter time frame (x3)

Water benefits others, not LV

Already planning to go to Woodland Hills Country Club

Exporting some RW permanently (x2)

Low O&M cost (no membranes) (x2)

2 messages (LV residents, Encino residents)

Less uncertainty of regulatory than DPR

Nutrient-salt analysis (surface vs Aquifer vs ocean) should be done

Less dependence on imported water

Lesser environmental concerns

Reusing water

Lower pipeline cost because L.A. might build it

Could go back and forth in pipes

Got LV reservoir- 500 Aft

Some monetary benefit

Reuse 100% of LVMWD H2) not possible

Possible long term solution subject

No Brine line required (x2)

Elimination of potable water to reclaimed water system

Low risk option, likely to get support




Scenario 6 - Regional IPR with Encino Reservoir

Pros

Cons

Can add on DPR later (x2)

Siting of new IPR plant

Can benefit LV with recycled water & potable water

Same benefit as Scenario 4 but costs more

Can get funding now

Uncertainty of Brine line

Low risk

Cost

Public messaging wouldn’t need to be tailored to Woodland Hills,
LV.

Partnerships

Use others money

Brine waste could be a real long-term issue

Use existing infrastructure

Public perception for IPR

Low risk in terms of environmental and public stopping project

Why is timeline for Scenario 5 and 6 the same?

Malibu creek compliance sooner

A lot more complicated

Can be phased - scene 5- scene 6

O&M must be higher for IPR

Many choices for treatment

NEPA problematic with easements on parkland

Pipeline cost could be 0

Higher revenue from potable sales (pays for operations but not 1st costs)

Shorter timeline possible?

Higher costs

Income could offset O&M

Scenario 4 is cheaper and easier but similar

Mulholland pipe alignhment should be considered

Nimby issues for plant construction (no direct benefit)

Permitting could be easier

Need DWP's agreement

Same Pros as Scenario 5

Possible geologic problems

Political issue with homeowner resistance to putting RW in Encino
Reservoir
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