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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Background

The CH:CDM team is assisting Jurisdiction Groups 2 and 3 in developing an
Implementation Plan to address the requirements of the Santa Monica Bay (SMB)
Beaches Wet Weather Bacteria Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). This TMDL sets a
limit on wet weather bacteria exceedance days per year based on monitoring at the SMB
beaches.

There are seven jurisdictions, organized by watersheds, which are impacted by this
TMDL. Of these seven jurisdictions, the City of Los Angeles is the lead agency for
Jurisdiction 2 and is a significant participant in three other Jurisdictions (1, 3 and 7). The
City of Santa Monica is the lead in Jurisdiction 3 and is a participant in Jurisdiction 2.
Other responsible agencies within Jurisdictions 2 and 3 include El Segundo, the County
of Los Angeles, and Caltrans. This technical memorandum (TM) pertains to the joint
implementation planning effort for Jurisdictions 2 and 3 (see Figure 1).
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In support of the Jurisdictions’ efforts to prepare the Implementation Plan, the CH:CDM
team is under contract to provide the following tasks:

Task 1: Assist with TMDL Development Planning
Task 2: Provide Staff Support for the Development of Integrated Implementation Plan
Task 3: Regulatory Requirements
Task 4: Detailed Hydrologic Study
Task 5: Beneficial Use Evaluation
Task 6: Treatment and Management Options Evaluation
Task 7: Coastal Collection System Evaluation and Conceptual Alternatives
Task 8: Research Potential Sites for Collection, Treatiment and Diversion Facilities
Task 9: Analysis of Implementation Alternatives
Task 10: Prepare TMDL Implementation Plan
Task 11: Task Management E\
!
i

1.2 Purpose Et\

The purpose of this technical memorandum f;Fﬁ)\iQ to'evaluate pot ntial sites for
facilities that may be required to implementy'the TMDL ix«ﬁplementaiioxnpl\a}n under
various runoff management options. The range of bp\;léhs\ re described in"TM5 5,6,
and 7. In TM 5, various beneficial use oppo}\txt\mities for wet'weatheér.runoff within tl}e?z
Jurisdiction 2 and 3 subwatersheds were evaluated. TM 6 defined on-site.and regionial
methods of source control and treatment facilitieg that could bé‘rgguired to inplefnent
the beneficial uses defined in TM 5 and to implem\é%. er optionsfar reducing wet
weather discharges to the beaches. TM 7 de/termh&agl\ e capacity of th\ée;(jsting
wastewater collection and treatment systems that couldbe usedto treat w/g} weather
£f. / k SN S
runoff | / /,1 \\\\ o
This technical memorandum (TM 8) builds u son thesejtasks by id\éﬁ"c,ifying potential
sites at which the on-site and regional r\u\tioff ag,{ager‘ﬂ:ﬁgpti?ns }ﬁlder consideration

e e’
H

could be implemented. / E /A
. S ;

{ N\ .
N \ ;
" rr /
2.0 Runoff Managef;ﬁe%t Qptions\_ j
N R o
In order to categorize the tysze\s of facilities that require sititig, the runoff management
options were reviewed:-Based on the previous TMs, a three-tier approach for
implementdtion is recommenided. 'I‘ku'sgigproaéh\igyolves managing runoff through
institutional, on-site, and regionhngtoio These op/tions, as they pertain to facilities to
be sited, are summiarized.in this section. \\ )
) // &/\\ \\\\ n\\ \\ 7
2.1 f[ng&itution‘al\Optioné‘\ \\
These opt\ibns\ are inten\déd\to prevent or re;duce levels of bacteria, or potential bacteria
sources (e.g. garhage/ trash)\fr%n/mitially/l")eing picked up by runoff whether on-site, in
the curb/street, or in.the storm drain systém. They generally consist of efforts such as
education and implémentation of ”gog,d’ housekeeping” practices for individuals,

4
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businesses, and industry. They also include industrial process changes to minimize
waste production and enforcement activities to prevent illegal discharges and
connections and ensure industrial discharge permit compliance. Due to their
programmatic, “non-structural” nature, there are no facilities to be sited in order to
implement institutional options.

2.2 On-site Options

On-site options are intended to improve water quality and to reduce the total volume
and/or flow rate of runoff leaving properties and entering the storm drain system,
including any bacteria that might be picked up in the runoff on-site. These options
include cisterns, on-site storage/reuse, and small-scale capture and infiltration projects.
By reducing the volume of runoff that enters the downstream storm drain system, these
on-site options reduce the amount of runoff that needs to be managed downstream, or
regionally. Reducing the volume and/or rate of run@?f@/gan\ help reduce the
required capacity of other potential downstream treafiment t,dre?ge\{acilities.

\ /
I\
Cisterns collect diverted runoff from hnpervigﬁs}@\of%regs into on-ite storage
reservoirs ranging from 60 to 10,000 gallons/in volume. This stored r%eff could

provide a source of chemically untreated 's&\)ft wate(‘r'\fpi"\g\a\rd\gl}s\gnd comis\ost,ff;\ééﬂi

most sediment and dissolved salts. Cisterns\gf this size are\ﬁ}(ely ﬁl‘os’g\ appropriate fgr

installation at single-family and multi-family residences. They can be sited wherever a

property has sufficient landscaping to utilize theollected run%f{‘ TM 5 quaiitifi

single and multi-family residential land uses by sﬁbwa}e@hed. Thus, no additional

specific siting recommendations for this opt/i9n~w~illab:§'disc\ussed in thi\é\mgmorandum.
~ by

“On-site storage/reuse” involves capturii{g runoff from I%Of’{ops and\gth/e"f hardscaped

.

areas, performing limited treatment, and storiifig itifor subseqﬁen\’g\ reuse’on-site in a
much larger (on the order of 100,000 gallons) tindergrognd-type of sterage. The Open

Charter School Demonstration Project ﬁ\the/Ballg;na Gf"ree watershed is an example of

this option. Potential sites for th{iféfty\ﬁg o\f\systeniﬁ wout‘lg bg}puﬁﬁ‘c/f)arks, urban vacant
lots, government facilities, or schgols at'which t}‘ﬁz runoff ¢ould be reused for irrigation
under specific, controlled conéfi\ﬁbns without needing to meet full Title 22 treatment
standards (requiring filtrati i and disin ction). Potential sites for on-site storage/reuse

projects are discussed.in Section 3.1 of this memorandum.
T ~ .

Small—sce}lé capture and infiltrja\ﬁcgumv'o\lves ca}%iqg runoff from hardscaped areas
and inﬁltrating ir}l/tg»-thegpil. Vario ‘sgleﬁ\f&d\s for op-site infiltration include porous
pave}nent, retelxﬁon grading, dry wells; and bioregéntion. As described in TM 5, due to
the rfature of surface soils in Jurisdiction$\2 and 3, very limited opportunities exist for
on-s::h\%r;ﬁon projects that v\v\ﬂ\l lead té\gquantifiable reductions in runoff volumes.
There may be. some oppo tunities/however, along the beach areas of the Venice Beach
and Dockweiléﬁubwatershedsﬁn the ngjce beach area, a small-scale infiltration
project could be im})leg}ented. (Larger, ;e%ional infiltration projects in the Dockweiler
area will be discussed unider Regidnal/Options). As described in TM 6, runoff from
2

\\
‘\//

N

WGENESIS\Projects\Los Angeles CA, City of\176179\SMB_TMDL\Task_10_Imp} ionPlam\Draft IMAppendixes\APPEN J_Task 8 TM 8-18-04.doc




Task 8: Facilities Siting
Page 5

boardwalk and street areas near the beach could be routed to a treatment system to
remove grit and oil, and then routed to an infiltration system located in the sandy area.
The infiltration system would consist of a perforated culvert that could store the runoff
until it is infiltrated. A 48" perforated culvert, located parallel to the coast, would have a
storage capacity of 94 gallons per foot of culvert. In some cases, this volume may be
infiltrated in a 24-hour period. A small-scale infiltration project consisting of 1,000 feet
of culvert could be implemented, for example, in the southern area of Venice beach
where the historical bacteria exceedances are more of a concern than in the northern
section of Venice beach.

2.3 Regional Options

Regional options involve capturing runoff from the storm drain system after it has left
individual properties and before it enters the receiving waters. The options for handling
the runoff after it is collected include diversion to wag’c‘ewater treatment, treatment and
discharge, treatment and beneficial use, treatment and gra"mdwai*er\mjecﬁon, and ocean
disposal. Summaries of these options and of the, requ&d facilities follow.

All of the regional options involve diverting ‘some of all g\)ff the runoff f\foro\ the major
storm drains before it is discharged to the ocean. T‘hg;.,/\lm lementation of )che,r’eéiongl
options requires installing diversion structuxes and transpor ;ﬁipeﬁne\s.. Since the /
instantaneous runoff flowrate during a typical\ra@ event vafies from zero to a relatively
high flowrate and then decreases to zero, the regional options wauld also require short-
term operational storage to balance the rainfall h}\r&r\quaph inflow bver much more
limited outflow rates to treatment or reuse ff;p,czi'lit:i-es\s{{)N that'the required facility design
flowrate is more economical than at the pedk runoff rate. Thu@s'ting of operational
storage near major storm drain outlets will be gi,ggussed in Qg\tion N //
/ - N )
m Divert to wastewater treatment — As%{descril!bed in TM-Z, there is Some additional
capacity within the wastewater /qg\lleéx ion §y>st§}n tojhan lle diverted runoff. These
quantities, per subwatershed, !,a'fe digcusséd in' TM 7 From t}{_ié‘ﬂperaﬁonal storage
facilities, runoff may be directly diverted to the wasteWater cpllection system. For this
reason, separate sites for dj¥ersion o port‘uniti\eQ will not b;r"&:liscussed here, rather, it
is assumed that the divens/ions will be«co-located With the-Gperational storage
facilities. e S N '

S \\ .
S . ™

e - .

» Treatment and discharge - I\ﬁ‘tlli‘s \(\)‘pti\on, runoffwould be temporarily captured and
stored in oper)a/tional@torage facilities. \INQr\ould then be treated using newly
co;uéftructed' runoff trea?ﬁr-\e\nt plants esigne\d\tgfﬁneet the AB411 beach standards and
discharged to the ocean (typically throygh the storm drain outfalls). Based on the
design criteria pres t\?d in TM6, trea hent may consist of storage, influent pumping,
bar screeﬁs\tg remove t‘ra&h, seiiixnentat{pn basins to remove settleable solids such as
grit and orgarﬁcg.\aterial, ahdAdisinfection. As an alternative to traditional treatment,
it is possible that awetland treatment gystem could be constructed where a large

amount of land is available. There gfe potential benefits to wetlands. They support

\\\V/’
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vegetation and multiple recreational uses; are generally a more aesthetically pleasing,
“softer” solution than traditional plants or stormwater detention basins; and have
relatively low operations and maintenance costs. The main constraint for wetlands is
that they require a large amount of land, which may mean high acquisition costs and
may preclude their use in highly developed areas. Per TM 6, wetlands require 3
acres/mgd. In addition, the use of wetlands to remove bacteria from wet weather
flow has not been a proven treatment technology. Siting of new treatment facilities or
wetlands will be discussed in Section 4. If the treatment facilities or wetlands are not
located near the operational storage facilities, transmission pipelines will be needed to
convey the runoff from storage to treatment.

Treatment and beneficial reuse — This option involves capturing, storing (operational
storage facilities), diverting runoff to treatment facilities designed to Title 22
Standards (filtration and disinfection to meet a lesgthan 2.2 MPN coliform standard),
and then distributing to reuse sites. For this analys%is,\it\isgfs/sﬁx%that a plant to
treat runoff to these standards would be similar to the Santa Monica Urban Runoff
Recycle Facility (SMURRF), which is currer)tf)\f\@eé\to\ treat dry weather runoff. As
presented in the TM 6, the SMURREF has 9ﬁ average capacity of 500\,009\ga110ns per
day (gpd) and a peak capacity 750,000 gpd. It enﬁpl<}y§;§\r\gta;ipg drum Screen and
cyclone-type grit chamber to remove gritysmall paiticles arjd debis, a dissolved aip
floatation (DAF) system to remove oil and grease, rnicrofi{t/ration aﬁ&u\l{raviolet /(/UV)
disinfection. The footprint area for this plant is about 19,000-SF with the uisable”
portion at 12,000 SF because of setback requiréi‘n nts /(\Salgaon?ér,@OM). For the
purposes of this study, it will be assumed /thatwa@ewl pTant\ would ré\q\u\ire 12,000
square feet for each 0.5 mgd plus a 10 percent factBT\@'P:etthlis. This c}rresponds to
a footprint area of 0.6 acres per mgd. !P'otentigl reuse sites and t‘ﬁ&&ee(/i for seasonal
storage will be discussed in Section % | ( ) \‘\\ -
{ / H T

Large-scale infiltration projects — As Wiscusséd ébov}ét\&ue to the fdvorable infiltration
characteristics of the surface sg)-ii"s"}n t}\&@c{z;stq’i area of the DE%)ekz(fzeﬂer subwatershed,
there may be opportunities fox treatment through in}iltrﬁﬁonfiprojects on a larger scale
than those discussed abovef0rithe Viénice beach area. In the/vacant land areas just
inland from the beach salg’as, runoff E@d be captured and treated by infiltration into

.

thesoil. — N
e N

Treatxgéilt and groundwa\t\e injection - Wit}\l\ this option, runoff would be treated and
then /}J’Sed as a source of reg\i‘c:r%\groundy\vater inj\-ction. As discussed in TM 5, this
op;i()n does 13(‘: appeat-tq be feasible for Jutisdicfions 2 and 3, unless the water could
be/considered-as a suppleﬁe{ltal souree of supply with Hyperion effluent to the
exi?ﬁng\z\fest BasTm%unjcipa%I\Water D1§trict’s recycled water distribution system.

3 \
Discharget\ogc\ean thrc;fgh\gyénded ogftfa]l ~ This option involves discharging the
runoff using an outfall to extend the digcharge point of runoff without treatment for
bacteria/ pathoge;ihtxtg?yond the sy t/swim zone, thereby avoiding bacterial

/ ‘

. /
N
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contamination of waters used for recreational purposes. As presented in TM 6, it was
assumed that the only potential for this option is to consider routing runoff from the
Dockweiler area to the existing Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) 1-mile outfall.
Although this option does not improve water quality, it does reduce health risk along
the beaches by relocating the point of discharge. '

Based on the above summary of runoff management options, several categories of
facilities will require siting. These are: :

Potential on-site storage and reuse projects
Operational storage near major storm drain outlets
Transmission pipelines to treatment facilities
Treatment or wetland facilities for discharge or beneficial reuse
Beneficial reuse sites e

A
Possible locations for these types of facilities, siting régﬂrer\rieﬁts,\é‘n% criteria are
discussed in the next section. AL A Y,

& "\

SN

™ ~
31 : oy / A 3
3.0 Potential Sites for On-Site Stor\ageﬁapd Reus%x\ I~
As mentioned previously, “on-site storage and reusé‘/m\\f\é‘lg?\és%)tgrm g runoff fror

rooftops and other hardscaped areas, perforr}ﬁng limited treg;(tment, aﬁd\s\toring it f9:{
subsequent reuse on-site in a larger (on the order of 100,000 g\allQns) underground-ype
of storage. Potential sites for this type of system \o\uld }3e public ‘par\ks, urban vacant
lots, government facilities, or schools. If the runoff car'be'reused under.closely

\\\\\\ \ \\

managed, controlled irrigation systems wift{ no puBTi‘chntact, Title 22 treapment

standards (requiring filtration and disinféction) are not required e\ﬁtd\only limited

treatment prior to reuse is necessary. Potential’sites for on-sﬁé\s’{orag\e\fréuse projects
/ ™

are discussed in this section.

ISAE- S

“

‘‘‘‘‘
.y

i I
/ AN
/

"‘\ / Py ;‘f f \\’ //,/‘
3.1 Parks and Recreation/a'l’(? r}tel/s \ J I

f 3
Public parks within Jurisdictions\2 and 3,and ther apprdi'("i}nate} areas were identified
from land use data. Parks and retreatiénal land are good siteyfor underground cisterns
and other BMPs including vegetated swales since impraveménts will not interfere with
the natural surroundings and\pu\blic enjoyment of the park, the site will maintain its
recreationa/xfl/ﬁ/se, and acqﬁisitigim ébs@ are not inyolved. .
\ AN
tland ol i lioht enden o R > -
and parks are shown in light green on gure 1. }hey are also listed in Table 1. The
largeg/fhe park, the greater-the capacity\to captureand retain runoff. The largest ten
parké listed (and'shown in bold) in Tablé\1 include: Will Rogers Park, Rustic Canyon
Recreation Center, Palisades Pari%\ Memorial Park, Clover Park, Penmar Recreational
Park and Playground, SSuth Beach Park, ‘V\}lestchester Golf and Recreation Center,
Recreation Park;-and The Lakes at El Segujﬁdo. A photo of Rustic Canyon Recreation
Center is shown in Figgre 2. /

7
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Table 1
Public Parks
Area ,
Site (Acres) Subwatershed
Santa Ynez Canyon Park 9.6 |Castle Rock
Barrington Recreation Center 1.5 (Santa Monica
. L Pulga, Santa Monica Canyon, and Castie
Will Rogers State Historic Park 36.5
Rock
Temescal Canyon Park 9.0 |Pulga Canyon
Rustic Canyon Recreation Center 13.0 |Pulga Canyon
Palisades Park 4.7 |Pulga Canyon
Douglas Park 5.4 |Santa Monica
Schader and/or Park Dr. Park 4.8 |Santa Monica
Stewart Street Park 1.1 |Santa @\ﬁiea N
Palisades Park 22,5 |Santa Monica ./ N
Lincoln Park 7.0 |Santa M"Qnica /
Virginia Avenue Park 6.2 / Santa-Monica N
Memorial Park 11.9 Santé’Monis@ P
Clover Park 13.3\ Santa Mdhnica-. VAN = ~
Palisades Park 8.3 \[Santa Monica / N /
Joslyn Park 2.9  |Santa Monica ~ . /‘/
Penmar Recreational Park 14.4 Sa{nta Monica ™~ ‘
Los Amigos Park 6.9 Santa%n{cﬁ\\ \\
Marine Park 7.1 |Santa Menica .. .
Mary Hotchkiss Park 29 |Santa Monica~._ ™~ /
Crescent Bay Park ' /4.4 |SattaMonica ™ ~
Beach Park \ 4.6 {‘_Sant-Ta Monica \‘\»n,
Ocean View Park ‘\0.8 / ’@ta qu('nica\ /
Oakwood Recreation Center 7\ 5 |sdntaMdnica ] T~
Westminster Park \ 32 |santaMonica” |
South Beach Park / N\ |{16.9 |santaMonica /
Del Rey Lagoon Park 4 N85 |Dockwdller....
Westchesteflj,Golfandﬂg\c\:fat\lbn\\ 22}\‘ ockweiler
Center ,/ N . K
Vista dgf Mar NS Dockweiler
Congtitution Park . N 7.0 [Dockwéiler
Libfary Park ™ 3.1 |DocKiweiler
R%‘er\eation Park\\\ . N 2}),5 Dockweiler
Hilltop Park N \ 3.0 |Dockweiler
The Lakes \aibE\I. Segundo Golt Course | 14.7 [Dockweiler
Total Park Area ™ ! 304.3
S /
Ny /f”
‘\\
"
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| R \)
Figure 2. Rustic Canyon Recreation Center | 4
7N S
cxe e ‘{ { /\\ ) \\\\\ (il \*\\
3.2 Government Facilities \ AVARNGNVAN I

\ /
Government buildings and public facilities il}clyde city halls/ chamb\gfsxqf commerc,efl
fire and police stations, libraries and some hospi\’fals. If these facilities have'si w',,f,ie‘ént
irrigation demand relative to the amount of on-site runoff that could be captured, they
would make good potential sites for on-site storage and reuge projectsbecause land
acquisition would not be required, and thes€ public ¥ 'lities\%illset examples for future
on-site management of runoff for privateﬁommercialfit%.\\On-siFe\Qtoragéj and reuse
projects implemented at these sites cou/l-ﬁ be cofnbined with other on-sit€ BMPs, such as
porous pavement in parking lots, or ve’_getati\fé or pioretention sv(r\a‘le)s{,.

/ / /

¢

S §

Underground storage options could be ai’eg}orﬁm@hateciﬂ at tﬁese\;sitﬁg either in the
parking areas or in the green sp ice. Gb{ernmerit facili\fies~{dent;ified within Jurisdictions
2 and 3 are listed in Table 2. }hﬁskare stiown in Figure 1 as public land areas (purple).

\ /
AN -

- N —

P

. \\.\ Y
“~ “ \
NN \ }
\\\ \\/ / ; /
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Table 2
Government Facilities
Site Area (Acres) Subwatershed
Post Office 2.1 Pulga Canyon
DMV : 3.3 Santa Monica
School District Offices 5.8 Santa Monica
Gounty Courthouse ] 9.0 Santa Monica
Post Office 2.1 Santa Monica
El Segundo City Hall 2.0 Dockweiler
Fire Station 0.9 Santa Monica
J.Paul Getty Museum 11.6 Castle Rock
Fire Station #69 0.9 Santa Monica Canyon
Fire Station #23 / 13 ~_|Castle Rock .
St. John's Hospital and Health Center 10.9 3 Santa Monica
Fire Station #3 and #4 0.9 E SanTé\AA?onica
Santa Monica-UCLA Hospital 58 | |Santa Monica /
Main Library /17 'Santa Monica .
Fire Headquarters Station #1 ;"j 09 ¢/ Santa Monica N
Fire Station #5 L 1.6 \_/[Santa-Monica N
Santa Monica City Hall 2.1 Santa Monica ™ /
Santa Monica Civic Auditorium 47 Santa\Monica _ = ,,/
Fire Station 0.§3’ Santa M%mga e
#ire Station #63 2.2 . |Santa Monlca\\
Fire Station #63 _0:8-._|Santa.Monica
Fire Station #5 /0.8 Dockweiler. 7
Loyola Village Branch Library 6.7 D&kweller N /
Airport police / /34N Dockweller ~/
Fire Station #80 f i\ 1.5;‘; sDockweiler \‘mw
Post Office \] a5  lpookweiler /
Fire Station ,/‘/\ f/ 1 é { Docl%weiﬁe’r\/ (
Post Office { 1lo Boc’kweilér
Total Area RN \/ - 904, /
/ s
\f\/\\ \\\ e
3.3 Schoo}s T L .

On-site stofage and reuse pro]éets haVe been sucééssfully implemented at several
schools within Southern Cahform\ As mentioned prev1ously, the Open Charter
Elemeyitary Scho6f pro}\‘ckmvolved o strukhe off’an underground cistern and limited
treattnent systefn\to enable réuse of the Stored rud{off for on-site irrigation. A school
does 1 thave to be\la:(ge in ordexto be a otential site for an underground cistern. A
cistern facility can be ms‘t lled, for) example, underneath playing fields that are 0.25 to
0.50 of an acre Wlthm ]ur1schc{10ns 2and /8 there are approximately 40 or more public
school fac111t1es Z‘lhy of these facilities cotild make good potential sites for underground
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cisterns. During implementation planning, the Los Angeles Unified School District
should be contacted to help identify and prioritize candidates sites.

3.4 Urban Vacant Lots

Urban vacant lots could potentially make good sites for on-site storage and reuse
projects. If there were plans to develop new parks or other uses on the lots that had
sufficient irrigation demand, and reuse could be conducted in a controlled manner,
underground cisterns could be implemented in conjunction with the above-ground
improvements. A particular consideration is that urban vacant lots are privately owned
and implementing projects at these sites would first include the cost and negotiations
necessary to acquire the land. Urban vacant lots identified within Jurisdictions 2 and 3
are identified in Table 3.

\
Tabl AN
able 3 P \ /\\
Urban Vacant Lots N .
Site A ’\ Area (Acres) Subwatershed
Next to Getty Museum / N 3.9 Gastle Rock
Wilshire Bivd & 14th St ; (1.9 Santa.Monica.
- 1 NEAS S
Between Clover Park and Santa Monica Airport ¢ /g4 /. |Santa Monica )
3 ' /
Lincoln Bivd & La Tijera Blvd (next to Westchester\Rec \> AN /
Center) S 24 Dockweiler i
] . N
Lincoln Blvd (next to Westchester Golf Course) g/ ' 21 Dockweiler ™"
W Manchester Bivd & Vista Del Mar ~. o~ 45 Bockweiler
A
Westchester Pkwy & Pershing Dr T \2\7\4 Doacvmeiler
E Imperial Hwy & California St i N 2.6 N\ Dockweiler
E. Grand Ave & lilinois St / \ 4.3 Dockweiler
E Grand Ave & Continental Blvd / /] 57 N Dockweiler
Sepulveda Blvd and E Grand Ave | \ j ™~ 07 ™ Dockweiler
Total Area N 7/ 1] ele
P { Y
CNY N
\ \\ “ R ;
AN \
SN ‘/ \ /
/ N S ,,r/
i \\ \\
e T N “
; "
// \\‘\ \\\ \\
/ DN ™
7 N N \\\ I
// S \\ \\\ f‘(
, - e - i
/ / \\\\\ \ . \\\ {f’
f < . h Vs
N N N
RN N Y
N \\\\ Ay \
\\\ N i |
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\' N4 ;;’
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4.0 Siting for Regional Options

Based on the proposed regional options presented in Section 2.3, the following facilities
may be required:

Operational Storage

Treatment Facilities and Wetlands

Transmission pipelines

Reuse Locations for treated runoff

Potential sites for these facilities are discussed in this section.

4.1 Operational Storage Siting - i\\ o
In Task 4, Hydrologic Analysis, TMDL target runoff \}golumeé\ for e;Eb subwatershed
within Jurisdiction 2 and 3 were calculated. /e\s\ei[‘l\}ID{ target capﬁn‘e volumes equate
to the amount of wet weather runoff that neéds to be maplaged in orderto prevent water
quality exceedances at the outfall points at the bea&h o4 days or less eac Nyeat, 90
percent of the time (refer to TM 4 for details), The mf)‘aeljng\ét)’naﬁc\tg\d to determine this
volume assumed that the storage would be cﬁawn down in 24 hours ifterder to be gble
to handle closely spaced rain events. A summar\z‘ of the target-volumes calculated for
each subwatershed is presented in Table 4. As mentioned previoﬁl@plememtaﬁom

e

of some of the on-site options discussed in Sgction\\?;\xx\héy\ﬁavg the pot .@lto reduce
downstream runoff volumes. / TN ~ P
7 N \\\ e
£ o 4
7 P = 7
/ Tabled ™ N N
/ / { . ™S
Results of Task 4 Hydrolagic Analysis e
A YAV Eéﬁmated Target Runofi Volume

Subwatershed RN lx\reaa«@creé) | ] O (MG)

Castle Rock L N, 4,982 | ) 16
Santa Ynez /SN 1208 N\ / 6
7 N ~ 7
Pulga Canyon % 1,984 S 7
SM Canyon _.o-smen . 10,125 33
Santa Mopica S~ 9,152 63
Venice Beach ™ ™\ 109 | 0.3
Docleiler  ~~._ . 6879 / 49
7 7 %

Totals { S \ 34,457/ 174

{\ . A
Facili?fes\will be needed to capt‘\lfr and t(;\ﬁgporarily store the target volume. Logical
sites for tl%sQ\operationalﬁ\orage&aciﬁties }a\re as close as possible to each major storm
drain outfall. “Figure 3 shows.thé approxjmate locations of the major storm drains as
well as the tributla%\qea to each major drain. ‘

<

e
\\\ /

}_}

N
S
.
N4

WGENESIS\Projects\Los Angeles CA, Gity of\176179\SMB_TMODI\Task_10_Impl ionPlan\Draft IAAppendixes\APPEN J_Task 8 TM 8-18-04.doc



Task 8: Facilities Siting
Page 13

o, o

Upper Franklir
Store Canyon Reservoir
Canyon Reéservolr

Franklin
Canyon Researvoir
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The target volume to be captured and stored from each major storm drain was generally
estimated by distributing the total watershed volumes shown in Table 4 by the
subdrainage areas for each major storm drain as shown in Table 5.

Table 5
Target Runoff Volumes per Storm Drain
Estimated Target Wet
Storm Drain ' Drainage Area’ Portion of Subtotal Weather Runoff
(Nto S) (Acres) (%) Volume? (MG)
Castlerock
Castlerock v 74 | 2% 2
Parker Canyon 282 6% 1.0
Santa Ynez Canyon 4,387 n 92% 14.8
Subtotal 4,743 |\ 100%. 16
Santa Ynez Canyon § ~/ .,
Marquez Avenue 47 L\ 3% i 0.2
Bay Club Drive 148/ Y 10% | 0.6
1 { B N [N
Pulga Canyon 1,220 N /\&86%}\ ~. [/ 52
Subtotal 1,415 N NMGE% 6 )
Pulga Canyon / A /’f
Temescal Canyon 1,660 T/\’ 86%\ e BB
Palisades Park 405 . N o 20% N : 1.4
Subtotal 2,065 . | ¥ 00% 7
Santa Monica Canyon 10,147 N 100%. Y 33
Santa Monica /’ S h /‘f
Montana Avenue /825 / ) 9% i 5.7
Wilshire Bivd Loze \ /| N 104% Y 65
Santa Monica Pier o~ Noa/ ] N / 0.7
Pico-Kenter / 4}"4{7 {I \ ' j45.5% v 28.7
Ashiand Avenue AN D064\ 2.9% 1.8
Rose Avenue S a1 N\ 23,8% 14.6
Thornton Avenue < 267 T3 .0% 1.8
Brooks Avenue T < 304 3.3% 2.1
Venice Pavilion R 161 . 1.8% 1.1
Subtotal . 9105 15 100% 63 -
Dockweiler,” /7 S - /
Playa Delfey o N Moz 6.3% 3.0
North Westehester ) N 2,416 37.5% 18.4
Imperial Highway ™. N 1,958 30.4% 14.9
El Segundo Bivd. U 539 8.4% 4.1
Chevron Refinery ™ 14129 17.5% 8.6
N / '

a
. /f
. s
.
e
\\‘\ /
'v
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Table 5

Target Runoff Volumes per Storm Drain

Storm Drain '

Drainage Area’

Portion of Subtotal

Estimated Target Wet
Weather Runoff

(Nto S) (Acres) (%) Volume® (MG)
Subtotal 6,445 100% 49
Total 33,920 174
Notes:

1. Drainage areas, storm drains, and approximate storm drain locations were obtained from the Santa Monica Bay Storm Drain

Low-Flow Diversion Master Plan, Final Report, September 1996 as prepared by the City of Los Angeles, Depariment of Public

Works, Bureau of Engineering.

2. The estimated runoff is based on the portion of the drain watershed in the J2/3 subwatershed times the estimated térget runoff

for the subwatershed presented in Table 4.

E
N L /

N

« . » . . f‘/ . \. . {\\ egu g
Several criteria were used in identifying potential sites a\Zf}Wthh to construct facilities to

store these volumes. These criteria include;’[the foll(ming\:\\
. { . d \\\

® To minimize the lengths of the piping froni-the diversion é)ints to\the\'operationajl/
storage facilities, sites should be located as near as possibletq the coast ™.~

m A site must already have street access andfiece

lanes) from local streets and highway%s’o that

infrastructure are not required / e
H /
» Publicly owned land is desirable since it will n
m Sites should be as remote as po/ssible\frgz/n/éxigblcmg
/ /

n Flat terrain is more desirable ‘i\ \ §

I

N\

NN

™.

.

m A site must allow construction with a minimal\t‘mf\ﬁq ,d\isruption\\\
V4

ha [AN
™. §

R e

Y

&

sSary_ traf}é‘@ontrol (e.g-lights, turning
additi(\)hance\s:é\p\ermit%nd
n,, AN

N \\\{/’

\\\\ . g
reqimaeland acqujsition

residential properties

Ne S

p—

H
i
§
{

/ ’ > /
The beach parking areas along the'coast were found to meet alf of these criteria.

N

Operational storage can be éq{\structed so_that it is underground, which will not
preclude the use of these.areas as. \Qarking%tﬁ.\ Based on the ability to meet all the

criteria, datd was collected about

e

S \\ .
summary’ of this analysis is presented ift-Table 6.
/Y ! F \ N >

s 4 N .
</ i N N </
. \\\\ . \\
™ 3
. H {
N ~/
\\\ ~ /
N /
™S /

\\\\ /

7
.
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Table 6
Estimated Parking Lot Area at Santa Monica Beaches
Number of
Parking | Estimated Area
Beach Location Spaces' | (square feet)
Topanga Pacific Coast Highway at Topanga Canyon 187 57,970
Will Rogers 1, 3,5 Pacific Coast Highway, Pacific Palisades 1,794 556,140
Santa Monica State Beach
Lot 1 North 1,173 363,630
Lot3 North 460 142,600
Lot 4 North 1,060 328,600
Lot5 North 1,030 319,300
Lot6 North ™. 950 294,500
Lot 7 |North NN ~ 288,300
Lot 8 North , | T om 66,340
Lot9 North NG S 49 24,490
Lot 10 North / ;S 162 50,220
Lot 1 Beach Central/Pier | NN b 86 | D._8026Q
Lot 2 Beach Central/Pier \ N a3 19,530/
Lot 3 Beach Central/Pier . { 120™~] 37,200
Lot 4 South / K 1,496 463,760
Lot 5 South N A 871 270,010
SMB Total e N 8674 2,688,940
Venice Beach // \\ ) /
Venice City Beach Rose Avenue, Vehice . N 288 /! 89,280
Venice City Beach Venice Avenue_/ Venice g" ... 303 93,930
Venice Total | N 591 183,210
Dockweiler Beach \ / N L/
Dockweiler State Beach Vista del Mar a\‘(d Grand Ave Los ?\ageles EE 35,030
Dockweiler State Beach 62nd/A\@nue P|raya del Rey ;/ 50 15,500
Dockweiler Total / N /| 163 50,530
Marina del Rey B T
Marina del Rey #13 ~14601 ViaMarina - 138 42,780
Marina del R #12 415‘1\Marquesqs ~ 206 63,860
Marina del/Rey #11 14101 Panay Way™.. > 263 81,530
Marina g’él Rey #10 / \*4\ 101 AdmlralWay ;’j 209 64,790
Marinq/ de! Rey #9 {\\ 1 4\O¥alawan W@y ) 187 57,970
Marina dekRey #8 . |4220 Aémurany Way 183 56,730
Marina del Rey-+7 4350 Adrmralty Way| 120 37,200
Marina del Rey #5™ Mlnd%o way / 222 68,820
Marinadel Rey #4 . |Bali Way / 152 47,120
Marina del Rey Boat Launch “Fiji Way / 234 72,540
3/
N/
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Table 6
Estimated Parking Lot Area at Santa Monica Beaches
Number of
Parking | Estimated Area
Beach Location Spaces’ (square feet)

Marina del Rey Total 1,914 593,340
Notes:

1. Data obtained from Los Angeles County and City of Santa Monica (http://watchthewater.co.la.ca.us/beach.ctm?bid=18
and http://parking.santa-monica.org/det_beachcentral.htmi)
2. Data obtained from Planning Commissioners Journal (http://www.plannersweb.com/articles/trans14.html), assumed

space size: 10' by 20'

Assumed space for roadway: 12 feet wide by 10 feet/ 2

Assumed area for each space: 200 + 60 = 260 SF g\

Assumed other area = 20%, Total Area = 310 SF/parking space. % /\
N

Based on this data, an analysis was done to ,fdeterm;me ﬂg feas1b111ty of staring t@ target
runoff volumes underneath beach parking 1 lots. Whe@/s\lhn \oper\atlonal sto age, it 1§
desirable to locate the storage as close as poés1ble to the storm dram‘eutlet This is
because due to runoff peak flow rates, conveyEmce plpelme tg\storage rhay\be too/lé/rge
Parking lots in Marina del Rey (MDR) were not n‘ilhally conmdéreQ in this analysis since
MDR is outside of the Jurisdiction 2/3 boundaries, bu \/d ta is 1ncluded\;-1l:l Table 6 to
illustrate that there is additional area in Marjna del-Rey 1f needed. The analysis
presented here is an example of a p0551b1 Storage scenirio, but can be ad]uSted based on
revised target volumes, or different des;,red depths. The locations of”the)seach parking
lots relative to the major storm drain oy‘itlets ax}; shbwn in Flgu?e\?;\

The runoff from the Castlerock and Patker Cahyoh dram\could be s’fored in a facility at
Topanga State Beach. If the targetvo! e\fof/ 12MG Wwas storeg-uriderneath the parking
- lot (57,970 square feet), a storage, depth\qf 3 feet WOuld\)e~suff1cient If greater depth
was used, less of the parking lo"i\Q(\ould, be requn%zg for constru/étlon

The runoff from the Santa Ynez Canyon\Marquez Avenue; Bay Club Drive, Pulga
Canyon, TemescalCanyon, Palisades Park; "and Santa Monica Canyon drains could be
stored in a fac:lhty located \Hhe Wﬂl\Rogers State\Beach The total target runoff from
these draifis is 60.8 MG. This be‘éx:QhaS\three parking areas with a total estimated
surface /grea of abetit’ 556,000 square feet. \f\ﬂ;te entn’e volume were to be stored, a
storage depth of/ about 15 ?ee%)uld be equlrech/

There\are three par}‘m lots at the Will Rogers State Beach. The two northern lots are on
a narrow \} t starting at"the drain at the qu Club at the North end extending to 3,000
feet south of Temescal Cany nR/@ad and Pac1f1c Coast Highway (PCH), directly across
PCH from the Pah?;ad\es Park. A photo of’ the area in the vicinity of the Bay Clubis
presented in Figure 4. F@{ this study, 1;,%\7111 be assumed that the operational storage

\/
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facility could be constructed in this vicinity. The pump station to empty the storage
basin could be in the parking area and the pump station wet well would extend into the
sand area of the beach.

Figure 4. Parking in the Vicinity of Will Roger? StQte,B\each
The runoff from the Montana Avenue, Wilshire Blvd Sar\tta Mbmca Pier, Pmo Kenter,
Ashland Avenue, Rose Avenue, Thornton Avenue, and Br Av\énue fains could be
stored in a facility located at the Santa Momca,/étafe Beach. e\total target runoff from
these drains is 61.9 MG. The beach has 14 pa mg’ aregs.with a total timated surface
area of about 2.7 million square feet, If'a P {hon Of the 1\for exarpple, an area of about
840,000 square feet is used to coxy§‘rr% ge facﬂltléi; sfora‘g“é depth of about 10 feet
would be required. A photo of f{us ar%;us presented in 1gure 5.

\ ,f
AN “\.
S
(0N
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/ N \\ \\
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\ ~
The runoff from the Venice Pavilion drain coyld be stored in‘the \}c' ity of the Venic,g
City Beach parking area. The target runoff froi this drain is1.1MG. Atadepth ofA0
feet, the storage facility would cover about 14,70¢ square feet.
parking lot area is 183,210 square feet, storage cou @;il}Q)e accommodated. A photo
of this area is presented in Figure 6. .

Figure 6. Parking\ﬁ\r he Vicinity of Venice Beach

| /
Y

\\\ Y, /
W
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The runoff from the Playa Del Rey, North Westchester, Imperial Highway, El Segundo
Blvd, and Chevron Refinery drains could be stored in a facility located at the Dockweiler
State Beach. The total target runoff from these drains is 49 MG. This beach has two
parking areas with a total estimated surface area of about 50,000 square feet. Based on
an assumed storage depth of 30 feet, an area of about 220,000 square feet would be
required for the operational storage facilities.

Since the parking areas can only accommodate a small fraction of the required storage
facility area, an additional area in the vicinity of LAX, northeast of the intersection of
Pershing Drive and Westchester Parkway, was selected because it meets the storage
siting criteria presented above. Not only does this area have large acres of vacant land,
but it is also outside of the coastal zone and outside of the airfield area.. A photo of this
area is presented in Figure 7. This area is discussed in Section 4.2 and presented in Table
8 as “Vacant Land above LAX”. It is assumed that sufficient space in this area could be
approprlate for the remainder of the Dockweiler sub \tershed storage volumes.

Fgure 7 Open Area Near FAX

R

-

{ sgsge 3
4.2 Treatment Facilities and
Treatrpént facilitjes are required to i tﬁre al of the proposed regional options.
The (féllowing %r;a were d veloped to.assist iselecting potential sites for these

facﬂ1tiesﬁk1))1fferent Rtions may require different types of treatment facilities with
different foatprint area ulreméx

i
i

» To minimize th ngths of thi plpmg ffom the operational storage facilities,
treatment facilities hould be located /as near to the coast as possible

\\'\, /

WGENESIS\Projects\Los Angeles CA, Cily oN176178\SMB_TMDL\Task_10_ImplementationPlan\Draft IP\Appendixes\APPEN J_Task 8 TM 8-18-04.doc



Task 8: Facilities Siting
Page 21

m A site must allow construction with a minimal traffic disruption

» Public land is more desirable since acquisition is not required

m Sites should be as remote as possible from existing residential properties
m Flat terrain is more desirable

Public parks with sufficient open land near the coast were found to meet the above
criteria. In order to focus in on some potential sites, parks larger than approximately 5
acres are listed in Table 7. As stated above, the required footprint size for treatment
facilities will vary depending on the type of facility and capacity. For example, a
treatment plant designed to treat runoff and discharge it to the ocean may not require
filtration, so it is feasible that a site with much less than five available acres would be
appropriate. On the other hand, if runoff will be treated to meet Title 22 standards for
reuse (similar to the SMURREF facility), a larger footprint area will be needed, perhaps
more than 5 acres depending on the plant capacity. C nstructedwetlands, as discussed
previously, will require a large area. For this reason, parks séveral acres and larger in
size are presented as possible sites. /\\ \

AN
.
-
\

Although this evaluation focuses on public; parks aé pote‘nt1al sites because\of the anted
amount of open land and the fact that park land doesfot fe\Qm{e‘a uisition, there n may
be other constraints associated with siting treatment facilities/at parks: \Eor example,/
conservancy groups have expended cons1deral%\effort in se%urmg Topanga State.. Park
to restore the local watershed Although it is 11stéd asa park w1ﬂ1a large area, it may

e e,

non-technical factors. / \\ \ 8 \\?

It would be beneficial to site a mm1mum/of one- or\two fac1lﬁ‘les \for théxavlfeas north of
Marina Del Rey, and one for areas south of Maring Del Rey. For\example Temescal

Canyon Park, located in the Pulga Canyon sub\Na{ersheEb\could be a/’good potential site
for a northern plant. In addition, Scuth eazh Park meanta M g/é could be a good
potential site that would serve tl{e areacloser to Santa Momca ?[an the southern
subwatershed areas, the v1c1mt«y bf LAX(where the operatlonalfstorage would be
located) was selected as a potentl\i site\for a southe T fac111ty, /Due to their large
acreages, the areas in the viéi inity of LAX\(Figure 7) could be suitable for either
traditional t/1;ea’hnent facﬂmes or‘subsurfac %tructed wetlands, if desired. A
subsurface‘constructed wetlaftd. for ample, could be implemented in the northern
portion ¢ of the LAX area, north of ;he%tserﬂy Preserve without altering the site’s
currenf use. A BHoto \f“the sub]ect area is pr Qntec{ in Figure 8. Locations of these
threg potenhal t(rea\trnent 51tes\r\lat1ve to operah\nal storage sites are shown in Figure 3.

\\\ N \ \
. ™ ‘; \
N \\\ ; /
\\\\ \“‘\\ // fl
\\\\\\\ i/} If
N /
N /
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Figr 8.

Area in the Northern Vicinity of LA}(\ i 7
/ N \\ {\
/ {} / ™S
-\/ \ //\\ 2 \\\\ f;\\\
Table 7 \’ Y S /
Potential Treatment Plant Sites /\} S /i
Site_ . _ _Acrtﬁge1 Syi)watershed ™ . Notes™"
Topanga State Park 12,280 |Castle Rock Potefitial Site
Temescal Canyon Park 9.0 @ul‘ﬁé'ﬁan@ \\\; Narrow S\ﬁé
/‘/ Pulga Canyo\r\fang N | | (/\”
Palisades Park : 48.4/ |SantaMonica ™. [Narrowyhilly site
[P ﬁ;a, §anta Monica | ™~ .
L |Ca yorj, and‘ﬁ\asge \\}7
Will Rogers State Historic Park /36.5\ Rock i’ é \\ > 1 pile from coast
Los Amigos Park !{ 6.\9\ Santg” Monic\é\ ,r’; ‘S;;all site in urban area
South Beach Park AL 16.9,> Santa\Monica /
Marine Park // B 7.11\ Santa M\onjqa / Small site in urban area
Del Rey Lagoon Pgrk <\ 8.5 Dockweiler " i Small site in urban area
Open acres»(é”a}ggewﬁf"}B“L‘AX) 25.5 Dockweiler Potential Site
Vacant gfiéa above LAX T 195 Dock\vVeilgr Potential Site
Vacarﬂ/ area above L,_AX \1\38.0 N Dockweile\r7 Potential Site
Vacént area abo\’//e; LAX ™. @7 D\oek\wei,l-“e/r Potential Site
Vidcant aréa atWe@tchester PM N ™
& Pershing Dr A \ 27.4 \ Dockweiler Potential Site
Notes: N j ‘}
1. Site acreages ‘are\\based on Iand\hse\géta. , /if
\\ [/‘
\\\\ sf/
"
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4.3 Transmission Pipelines

Pipelines will be required to convey diverted runoff from the storm drains to the
operational storage facilities and from the storage facilities to the treatment facilities. An
evaluation of these pipelines is presented here. It is assumed that these pipelines would
either be in the right-of-way of the Coastal Interceptor Sewer, in the Pacific Coast
Highway right-of-way, or would be located along the beaches since all of the regional
storage/treatment facilities would be located near the coast.

Diversion pipelines from the storm drain channel to operational storage must be sized to
convey the peak flow rate of the target storm hydrograph. Since these flowrates may be
high, these pipelines could be large in diameter. For this reason, it is desirable to site
operational storage as near to storm drain outlets as possible, which may result in
numerous smaller operational storage facilities. On the other hand, it would be more
desirable from an operations standpoint to manage fé\We(, larger operational storage
facilities, which may in turn result in longer p1pe11nes A p\'elmun‘axy estimate of
diversion pipeline lengths to storage facilities is rese ted in Table 8{{ /Tt was assumed
that the diversion pipelines would accumulat flows frbm several di*e\\ms while
transporting the runoff to the operational si;orage faélhtles

™ P
L \w/\\\f\\ VANE ~/ N
Table 8 f \‘\\ ;/j
Preliminary Diversion Pipeline Lengths EOperatlonalSE)rage Facilities /’
Estﬁalgd N \\\\\
Storm Drain Location of Operational Blpeteng\}ﬂ \\\ \\\
{(Nto S) Storage / (ft) ™ Notes’
Castlerock Topanga State Beach / 2,500 From Cast\léngk }6 storage
/ [ From Parker Canyon to
Parker Canyon Topanga State Beach | \, 1,600 Qastlerock Vi
Santa Ynez Canyon  |Will Rogers State Beach, 1;’;400 i Santa Xne; Cyn to Marquez Ave
Marquez Avenue Will Rogers Stq{e Beagh 1 ,800 i\\ Mérqué? Ave to Bay Club
Bay Club Drive Will Rogers Stét@ Beacl;b '800 Bay Clijb to storage
Pulga Canyon Will Rogers’ State'Beadh 1400  |Pulga’Canyon to storage
Temescal Canyon Will Rogé}s\State Beach\. 1,200 T e;r;escal Cyn to Pulga

Palisades Park_~~ " |Will'Rogers State Beach . 3,600 Palisades Park to Temescal Cyn
Santa Monic,a’/Canyon Wil Rogers\Slateieq:h \S,QQO SMC to Palisades Park
Montana A«"/(enue Santa Monica Statq Beach. 2,506}? Montana to Wilshire
Wilshirg Blvd / Santa-Monica State Beach | ™..3,000 |Wilshire to SM Pier
SantQ/Momca Pier . |Santa Mo?ﬁea\ State Bea\bh 560 SM Pier to storage
Pico- K\htgr 'Sapta Monica Sl\ate Beach\ 800 Pico-Kenter to storage
Ashland Av;ﬁuQ San\\NLomca State Beach | 4,800 Ashland to Pico-Kenter
Rose Avenue ™. [Santa Momea\Stjate Beach/ ; 1,500 Rose to Ashland
Thornton Avenue \Sqnta Monica State Beagﬁ 1,200 Thornton to Rose
Brooks Avenue Santa-Monica State Bedch 1,800 Brooks to Thornton
S

WGENESIS\Projecte\Los Angeles CA, City o176179\SMB_TMDL\Task_10_tmplementationPlan\Dratt IPAppendixes\APPEN J_Task 8 TM 6-1 8-04.doc




Task 8: Facilities Siting

Page 24
Table 8
Preliminary Diversion Pipeline Lengths to Operational Storage Facilities
Estimated
Storm Drain Location of Operational | Pipe Length’

(N to S) Storage (ft) Notes
Venice Pavilion Venice City Beach 100 Venice Pavilion to storage
Playa Del Rey Dockweiler State Beach 3,000 Playa Del Rey to N Westichester
North Westchester Dockweiler State Beach 500 N Westchester to Storage
Imperiai Highway Dockweiler State Beach 7,200 Impv. Hwy to N Westchester
El Segundo Blvd Dockweiler State Beach 5,000 El Segundo to Imp. Hwy
Chevron Refinery Dockweiler State Beach 2,000 Chevron Refinery to El Segundo
Notes:
1. The estimated pipe length was scaled from Thomas Guide Maps and ig Sp roximate.,

Lot # 1 at the intersection of Chataqua Blvd and Pacific Coat Highway v;vas usel ~~f9f{he\VWl,l Rogers State Beach.

\ /

e \ (\\ {
Transmission pipelines to convey runoff frgé temp rarng,torage to tre\:\a‘tn\l\ent fq\g\i\lities
will also be needed. For these pipelines, if the targét\ryfﬁe%g)\lpme is to be dratvidown
within a 24-hour period, pipeline diameters'can be sized accordingly.. Diameters are hot
presented here because it will depend on how inuch of the stored volunties will be §é/nt
to regional facilities versus other regional optiong. This will bediscussed in the—"
Alternatives TM (TM 9). A preliminary estimate 6‘fpi\p/e]j{1\e lengthé\fa;(\)\{n storage to

treatment facilities is presented in Table 9. .~ “ -
/- S i
/ Table/sﬂ--\ ™ \‘\/ {
Preliminary Pipeline Lengths from| Storége to Treatmeﬁi‘ﬁacilities
' \ <7 N ¥
-~ [ /
- \ /Esti;‘natecg \\ }/
Storage Location Treatmq( Fa\c'lity\/ Pipe_fLengﬂ'\’\ )
i : .’
(NtoS) Location \ ) ) Notes
Topanga State Beach Temespél a%‘nyon F/’ark 10,000  {Topanda to Wil Rogers

Will Rogers State Beach

Teméscal Canyon Iga(k

4,000

Will-Rogers to treatment

Santa Monica State-Beach-{South Béach Park ~ 3,000 Santa Monica to treatment
Venice State ,B{aach Sou\tﬁ‘Boach\Pag \\8;0\00 Venice to treaiment

7
Dockweiler/State Beach | Vicinity of LAX ™ 3,0035 Dockweiler to treatment
Notes: ya \“\\ .

1. The éstimated pipe’: ength was scaléd.from Thomas Guide Ma\;\)\s\a’ﬁd is approximate.
Lot&i\at the intersection.of Chataqua Bivd and Pacifé\Coat Highway was used for the Will Rogers State Beach.

3y
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4.4 Sites for Beneficial Reuse as Irrigation Supply

After runoff has been treated in a regional facility, it can be distributed to individual
sites to be reused as irrigation supply. This section describes siting possibilities for these
beneficial use projects. Many of the potential sites for reuse of treated wet weather
runoff are often the same as the potential sites for on-site storage and reuse of wet
weather runoff, since the potential users, in both cases, have a demand for irrigation that
could be supplied by runoff. The difference between these two approaches is the
demand quantity and the treatment requirements for the end use. In general, the
smaller irrigation users (i.e., smaller sites and smaller irrigation demand) may be good
candidates for on-site storage and reuse (an underground cistern with limited treatment)
- if the runoff reuse can be closely managed and does not require Title 22 treatment.
Furthermore, with on-site storage and reuse, no regional distribution pipelines would be
needed. Larger irrigation users, however, may be 80 d candidates for regionally
distributed treated runoff for two reasons. First, larger'sites have higher irrigation water
demand, which could be more than the wet weather %mof}\geﬁerateg on-site. Second,
larger sites are more likely to have automated sprmkl r systems for }rrlgahon use, which
could require treatment of wet weather run(}ff to t}e 22-standards toumeet public health
requirements for unrestricted irrigation. THe on-sité sto rage and reuse c\)pt;gn 13\11ke1y to
apply minimum treatment, but would not treat the Wwef W wea\ther “runoff to Titte22 ™~
standards with filtration and disinfection. Therefore, the regronal tr\atment and reuse
option, which produces larger quantities of treated wet wea }%runoff meetmg T1tle 22

standards, may be more suitable for the larger relise sites. —

\\ /‘\
As part of the regional runoff management/optfoh“ta gaptur&s\tore, tr\ﬁt\and
beneficially reuse wet weather runoff for 1rr1gat10n or simgar non<potable u’ses, ™ 5
identified potential recycled water users/for 1rr;gat10n use (e, po&@ gites for reuse of
treated wet weather runoff) within ]url,édlctlons 2 ;md 3 The p%*e\nnal recycled water
users were identified based on the water use a}*xd 1rr1gat1 demand data provided by
the City of Los Angeles Department f&ter and Povs{er WPL A the City of Santa
" Monica Water Resources-Utility Depar fit, which are the twa water service providers
within Jurisdiction 2 and 3, an}i e Wa} Recycling Master Plan, which is being
developed as part of the Los An\ies Int\egrated R ource Pla;a (IRP)

™5 1dent1f1ed»approxmlately\1 0 1rr1gat1\‘n\c}emand pomts within Jurisdictions 2 and 3
with an est/n{lated total 1rri§atron lemand of 3,80Q AF/year, as presented in Table 10.
Refer to/d'{e T™M 5 for a descrlptlol@elechon cri 3r1a of potential recycled water

users 1‘f {/\/ﬁ \\\\\\\‘\ N ./1/
/ “~ \\\ \ \V/
(\\\\ N \ \\
\\\\ \ ‘; ‘\
™. ™ / |
\\\\ \\\ Vs j!j
N /
. /

/
N /
\\\\./ 4
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Table 10
Jurisdictions 2 and 3 Irrigation Demand (AF/YR)
Santa | Santa

Castle | Ynez Pulga | Monica | Santa | Venice

Rock | Canyon | Canyon | Canyon | Monica | Beach | Dockweiler | Total
Airport - -- == -- 3 -- 992 995
Commercial/Private 27 24 .18 . -- 676 - 30 775
Country Clubs/ .
Cemeteries -- -- -- 256 116 - 372
Government/Public 14 - -- - 95 1 74 184
Hyperion WWTP -- - -- - - - 713 713
Parks & Recreation -- -- 51 35 404 -- 77 567
Schools - - 40 17 36 | A 96 189
Total (AF/YR) 41 24 108 308 | 1,330 [ 1\\) 1,982 3,795

NN 4

7

Demands within the Dockweiler subwatershed are(not going to be considered flirther
for runoff use, because as suggested in TM B, the D I/ had curfentplans to meet the )
recycled water demand in the Dockweiler reéi(@ with new récycled water pipelines,/
from the HTP serving the Playa Vista and Westchester areas. “However, tﬁé“ar\gg_,s,,ﬁf
Santa Monica and north may be considered for uéshg\g treated we}c\Wgather runoff for
irrigation use, since the DWP does not have current i?)’\la@to\supply t*ﬁisgrea with
additional recycled water. Therefore, the (/e,sﬁinated“”{bta\l irrié‘aﬁgn deman\c}for
regionally distributed treated wet weathet runoff withinj‘ug'\sdictib%z and 3 is
approximately 1,800 AF/year. / / 3 o W

Appendix C in TM 5 lists further details about\)thgjindi;%iﬁqal sites vy,i”;h irrigation
demand. Although the total den;;aﬁd\is\lis\ggd/ fogfJ infox%imatiépnakpm‘poses, further
discussions with each potential c{ustom§ would{need fo-take pl‘l'ace to determine the
suitability of treated runoff to /Ihe\le\t all (3 a porti(\)n\ of this den;ghd.

N
\, "\ e

4.4.1 Seasonal _S_*:c“oragé\ AN T

Atany site/;h'ﬁ; receive?th‘etggatédq\unoff, seasonal storage (or post-treatment storage)
will likely/be required prior to teuse. This is becatise wet weather runoff would be
capture/dl, treated, ar d\d\istributed reu\s\e\during ghe wet months, but peak irrigation
demard occurs,cgfi;g the-dry months: Cus\t?)‘mggsfwould need to be willing to have
mdi\ifi\c‘lual seasontal storage tanks on theik sites, and then systems to pump from the
tanks t\o'\qigate whenrneeded. Siting stor%\ge facilities, appropriately sizing them, and
making ﬂle‘cqn\?lex sﬁ%m\pser-ﬁriendly a}\'re potential constraints to achieving reuse.

\\/ ]

Another approach \fOJggional reuse of rufioff as irrigation supply is to supply users with

a ‘baseline’ supply durﬁig\the winter m’énths, when there is a low amount of irrigation
.
N/
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demand. During the peak summer periods, users will have to supplement the supply
with recycled or potable water. Using this approach, the potential to reuse large
quantities of runoff decreases; but it may be possible to minimize seasonal storage
facilities. Even with limited seasonal storage facilities, concerns remain regarding how
to preserve the quality of the runoff if it is treated and then stored for several months.

Without seasonal storage, the operations of operational storage and treatment facilities
can still meet some levels of irrigation demand; however, this would be very limited and
would significantly reduce the beneficial reuse potential of the runoff.

5.0 Conclusions

This technical memorandum evaluated potential sites for facilities proposed by the
runoff management options. Potential sites and evaluative criteria were discussed for

the following facilities: “\\ (
VAN

= Potential on-site storage and reuse projects | b
* Operational storage near major storm drain outlets {
* Transmission pipelines to treatment;, A Y
» Treatment facilities { ‘\\ NN RN AN

. . . \ 4 . \\\g’ RN N
* Beneficial reuse sites \ NN /

\\’ / N /

Numerous public parks, government facilities, s\qﬁools, and :}f‘bar\\ vacant lafsnweré/
identified as possible sites at which to implement\oq-site\storage and reuse projects to
manage runoff before it enters the storm draipﬂsys.tgl\ﬁ‘.“ ATthugh theréare many
possible sites, each project will only managg a small portion of the target rinoff and will

not eliminate the need for runoff to be n}énaged mrough\fégi\czf\al cilities.
/ SN N
/ / ] .
H i I' M . .
Once runoff is to be managed regionally, it must be diverted from major storm drains
and temporarily stored (facilities were éizeflftfst! re the taxget volupe for a 24-hour
period). Beach parking areas alqn’g t\hg coast were found to/be ifeasible place for

operational storage facilities. | AN \ = E

/N / /

From the operational storage/facilities, off wou\kdﬂ)\g“ fii\ggvtéd either to the
wastewater collection Ns\ystefh\Q{ to treatment facilities. Possible sites for new treatment
facilities weye reviewed. Femescal Canyon Park in Pulga Canyon and South Beach Park
in Santa M{mica are suggested as otential sites fortwo new northern plants, and the
vicinitx, of LAX is/presgnted as a potential'site for a séuthern plant. In particular, the
areas jn the vicigﬁty of L\A‘nguld be s\f{table\fm; \(31 ‘ﬁer traditional treatment facilities or
subs{irface constructed wetlands, if desired. :

™ . AN \
After the?tm\gff is treatédki\t may lt}e discha‘;rged or distributed to potential irrigation
customers. A}c\}my site that Fece\iy’és the regionally treated runoff, seasonal storage (or
post-treatment sto}agg)\ will likely be reci}dired prior to reuse.

. /
~. /

A
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In summary, although available open space for new facilities that will be able to handle
the large runoff target volumes is quite limited within Jurisdictions 2 and 3, possible
solutions are presented here. However, all of the implementation plan alternatives will
need to include regional options, and all of the regional options will require adequately
sized operational storage facilities. From this TM 8, it is clear that these may be difficult
to site. Siting operational storage near major storm drains means that the ultimate
amount of space is limited. Operational storage can be sited away from major storm
drains, but new pipelines and infrastructure will be required in areas that already have
limited space.
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