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INITIAL STUDY MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project Title: Waste Management Unit Restoration Project

Project Description: The Avon Remediation Team is proposing completion of the Waste Management Unit
Restoration Project (PROJECT) at the Martinez Renewable Fuels Facility (Facility) in Contra Costa County,
California. The PROJECT would involve the closure of inactive Waste Management Units 10/11/14, 31, and 32
(PROJECT WMUs) and mitigation and maintenance of the PROJECT WMUs.

Name of Lead Agency:

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay St., Suite 1400

Oakland, California 94612

Lead Agency Contact Information:
Katie Hart, PE, Staff

Phone: (610) 622-2356

Email: kathryn.hart@waterboards.ca.gov

Determination: The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board has determined that a) all potentially
significant or significant impacts identified in the Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration (ISMND) have been
identified and analyzed; and b) with respect to each significant impact on the environment, either of the following
apply: 1) changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the project that avoid or mitigate the
significant impacts to a level of less than significant; or 2) those changes or alterations that are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other
agency. The ISMND and supporting documents are available at the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board, located at 1515 Clay St., Suite 1400, Oakland, California 94612.

Digitally signed by Kathryn Hart

Kath ryn H art Date 2025 10.2113:38:37
By: Date:

Katie Hart, PE, Staff
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Avon Remediation Team (Applicant) is proposing completion of the Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
(PROJECT) at the Martinez Renewable Fuels Facility (Facility) in Contra Costa County, California (County). The
PROJECT would involve the closure of inactive Waste Management Units 10/11/14, 31, and 32 (PROJECT WMUs)
and mitigation and maintenance of the PROJECT WMUs.

1.1  PROJECTTITLE

Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
1.2 PURPOSE

The purpose of the PROJECT is to satisfy the regulatory requirements of the San Francisco Regional Water Quality
Control Board (SFBRWQCB) Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. R2-2004-0056 (WDR ORDER) and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Administrative Order No. 09-
89-0013 3008(h) (3008(h) Order).

This ISMND has been prepared in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources
Code (PRC) Section 21000 et seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14,
Section 15000 et seq. The SFBRWQCB is the lead agency under CEQA and has the principal responsibility for
carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect on the environment.

1.3 PROJECT LOCATION

The PROJECT WMUs are located on Facility-owned property. The PROJECT site is approximately two miles east of
the Benicia-Martinez Bridge and Interstate 680 (I-680) along Waterfront Road.

1.4  SITE HISTORY

Active refining of petroleum products was terminated in 2020 and the transition from active refining of petroleum
production to production of renewable fuels was completed in 2023. Before the 1980s, the Facility conducted several
waste treatments, storage, and/or disposal operations in areas referred to as “solid waste management units.” In
1989, the USEPA issued the 3008(h) Order requiring appropriate risk-based “corrective action” of several Waste
Management Units (WMUs) at the Facility, including the timely closure of the PROJECT WMUs. Since 2004, the
SFBRWQCB has authorized the closure of 10 other WMUs at the Facility.

1.5 EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

The PROJECT WMUs are located within an industrial area of the Facility that has been previously disturbed to
support Facility operations. The PROJECT WMUSs consist of low-lying broad basins with bermed perimeters
constructed from native soil and fill, created for the disposal of waste material. Wastes deposited and/or treated at the
PROJECT WMUs consisted of oily wastes ranging from asphaltic semi-solids to liquids and sludges, and in the case
of WMU 31, locally generated dredged sediments. Waste containing sulfuric acid was disposed in the south-central
portion of WMU 32.
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After the PROJECT WMUs became inactive, precipitation caused ponding within the cells, the soil and waste
subsided, and the WMUs became overgrown with vegetation. The wetlands that subsequently formed within the
WMUs are not remnant original bay wetlands; rather the wetlands formed within the berms of the WMUs following
cessation of active waste management. The PROJECT WMUs provided low-quality substrate on which vegetation
became established. Although the wetland features have low function and value, the features meet the criteria for
defining jurisdictional wetlands pursuant to Clean Water Act (CWA) regulations.

1.6 SURROUNDING LAND USES

The PROJECT WMUs are located in the northern portion of the Facility and are surrounded by Facility industrial
infrastructure to the west, refinery industrial infrastructure to the south, the Carquinez Strait and Suisun Bay to the
north, and the Point Edith Wildlife Area to the east (Figure 2-2).

The County General Plan designations and zoning districts are listed in Table 1.6-1 for each PROJECT component.

Table 1.6-1. General Plan Designation and Zoning District

PROJECT Component General Plan Designation Zoning
WMU 10/11/14 Heavy Industrial Heavy Industrial
WMU 31 Open Space Heavy Industrial
WMU 32 Heavy Industrial Heavy Industrial

Source: Contra Costa County 2021.

Uses permitted in the Heavy Industrial zoning district include, but are not limited to, the manufacturing or processing
of petroleum, lumber, steel, chemicals, explosives, fertilizers, gas, rubber, paper, cement, sugar, and all other
industrial or manufacturing products (Contra Costa County 2021).

1.7 CEQA PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW

CEQA requires state and local government agencies to disclose the potential significant impacts to the environment
from proposed projects, and to reduce those impacts to the extent feasible. The intent of CEQA is to foster good
planning and to consider environmental issues during the planning process. The SFBRWQCB is the lead agency
under CEQA for the preparation of this ISMND. The CEQA Guidelines (Section 21067) define the lead agency as:
“the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a
significant effect upon the environment.” Approval of the PROJECT is considered a public agency discretionary
action, and therefore subject to CEQA.

The purpose of this document is to inform the decision makers and the public about the potential environmental
impacts of implementing the PROJECT. The public, County residents, and other local and State resource agencies
will be given the opportunity to review and comment on this document during a 30-day public-review period.
Comments received during the review period will be considered by the SFBRWQCB prior to certification of this
ISMND and PROJECT approval.
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1.8 REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Approvals/actions for the PROJECT may include, but are not limited to:

e CWA, Section 404 Individual permit

e Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 10 Letter of Permission

e CWA, Section 401 Water Quality Certification

e CWA, Section 402, General Construction Storm Water Discharge Permit

e Environmental Species Act, Incidental Take Statement

e Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), Major Permit (McAteer-Petris Act)
e Contra Costa County Grading permit

e Contra Costa County Building permit

e  Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Construction Notification
e BAAQMD Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate

e SFBRWAQCB, Closure Plan

1.9 SCOPE OF THIS ISMND

As the lead agency under CEQA, the SFBRWQCB is responsible for compliance with the environmental review
process prescribed by the CEQA. This ISMND focuses on the environmental issues identified as potentially
significant in the CEQA checklist. This ISMND evaluates the potentially significant effects on the environment and
identifies revisions in the PROJECT site plans (presented as mitigation measures) to mitigate the effects to a level at
which no significant effect on the environment would occur. A complete project description is included in Section 2.0,
Project Description. Section 3.0, Construction Methods, includes a description of the PROJECT construction and
grading activities and components. Mitigation and maintenance activities are described in Section 4.0, Operation and
Maintenance Activities, Evaluations of the CEQA Appendix G checklist questions are analyzed in Section 5.0,
Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation, references are included in Section 6.0, References, and a list
of preparers is included in Section 7.0. List of Preparers, of this document.

The following technical studies listed below were conducted and/or reviewed in preparing this ISMND. These
technical studies are referred to, where appropriate, throughout this document and are attached as appendices:

e  Construction and Grading Assumptions, prepared by Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 2023 (Appendix A);

e Air Quality Modeling Outputs, prepared by Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 2023 (Appendix B);

e  Special Status Species Summary, prepared by WRA, Inc. (WRA) 2018 (Appendix C);

e WMU 32 Closure Concept Changes Impact Assessment Memorandum, prepared by WRA 2023; Biological
Opinion, prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2017 (Appendix D);

e Notification of Project and Consultation Opportunity for Native American Tribes, prepared by Regional Water
Quality Control Board. 2018 (Appendix E);

e Noise Technical Memorandum, prepared by Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 2023 (Appendix F);

e  Traffic Impact Study, prepared by Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 2023 (Appendix G); and

e Health Risk Modeling Report, prepared by Geosyntec Consultants 2023 (Appendix H).
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1.10 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This ISMND is organized as follows:

Section 1.0: Introduction. This section introduces the PROJECT and describes the purpose and organization of this
document.

Section 2.0: Project Description. This section provides a detailed description of the PROJECT.

Section 3.0: Construction Methods. This section includes a description of the construction and grading activities
and components of the PROJECT.

Section 4.0: Operation and Maintenance Activities. This section provides a detailed description of the post-closure
activities of the PROJECT.

Section 5.0: Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation. This section presents an analysis of the
range of environmental issues identified in the CEQA Environmental Checklist and determines for each topic whether
the PROJECT would result in no impact, a less than significant impact, a less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated, or a potentially significant impact. If impacts are determined to be potentially significant after
incorporation of applicable mitigation measures, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would be required. For this
PROJECT, however, mitigation measures have been incorporated, where needed, to reduce all potentially significant
impacts to a less than significant level.

Section 6.0: References. This section lists the references used in preparing this ISMND.

Section 7.0: List of Preparers. This section identifies the report preparers.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

The PROJECT is located at the Facility in Contra Costa County, California (Figure 2-1). The PROJECT would involve
the closure of the PROJECT WMUs and mitigation and maintenance of the PROJECT WMUs.

2.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The PROJECT has been designed to meet the following objectives:

e To satisfy closure requirements of the WDR ORDER and corrective action requirements of the 3008(h) Order.

e To avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and habitat for species listed as threatened or endangered under the
Federal Endangered Species Act and the California Endangered Species Act.

e To ensure closure activities can be safely implemented, operated, and maintained in a manner consistent with
ongoing Facility operations.

2.3 PROJECT COMPONENTS

The proposed construction and grading methods and mitigation and maintenance activities discussed in the following
paragraphs were selected to reduce impacts to sensitive resources including jurisdictional waters and endangered
species habitat to the maximum extent practicable. The location of each PROJECT component is shown in Figure 2-2
through Figure 2-5. Construction and grading assumptions of each PROJECT component are presented in Appendix
A.

2.3.1 Closure of PROJECT WMUs

WMUs 10/11/14 - Waste Excavation and Restoration at WMUs 10 and 11; and Perimeter Berm
Improvements, Waste Consolidation and Title 27 Compliant Cover at WMU 14

Closure at WMUs 10/11/14 involves the construction of a consolidation cell in the footprint of WMU 14, excavating
waste material from WMUs 10 and 11 and placing the excavated waste into the WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, and
installing a cover system.

The excavated areas at WMUs 10 and 11 would be backfilled with clean soil and revegetated to restore the impacted
wetlands and wildlife habitat in accordance with the implementation, monitoring, and management activities
prescribed in the PROJECT Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP).

Estimated excavation, backfill, and grading volumes for the WMUs 10/11/14 construction activities are presented in
Table 2.3-1. The WMU 10/11/14 sites are depicted in Figure 2-3. Detailed closure assumptions are presented in
Appendix A. The design shall meet applicable building codes, Title 27 requirements, and consider sea level rise
projections available at the time of Closure Plan submittal.
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WMU 31 - Waste Excavation and Consolidation at WMU 14 Consolidation Cell

Closure at WMU 31 involves excavating and consolidating the waste material into the WMU 14 Consolidation Cell.
Additionally, waste excavated from the WMU 31 Oily Skim Pond would be treated and transported to the WMU 14
Consolidation Cell.

The excavated areas at WMU 31 would be backfilled with clean soil and revegetated to restore the impacted
wetlands and wildlife habitat in accordance with the HMMP. Estimated excavation, backfill, and grading volumes for
the WMU 31 construction activities are presented in Table 2.3-1. The WMU 31 site is depicted in Figure 2-4. Detailed
closure assumptions are presented in Appendix A. The design shall meet applicable building codes, Title 27
requirements, and consider sea level rise projections available at the time of Closure Plan submittal.

WMU 32 - Title 27 Compliant Cover

Closure at WMU 32 involves placement of a Title 27 compliant cover system, consisting of a combination of ground
surface and elevated structural (metal) elements, over approximately 11.5 acres of existing surface and subsurface
waste material. The elevated structure could cover up to approximately 11.5 acres at an elevation of approximately
20 to 30 feet above the existing ground surface. The structure is anticipated to have a solid roof, open sides, and a
perimeter fencing system (consisting of chain link fence, solid wildlife exclusion fencing, and bird-deterrent mesh) to
exclude human and fauna entrance into the covered footprint. The elevated structure is an unoccupied space and is
categorized as a risk category | facility (defined as building or structure that represents a low hazard to human life in
the event of failure). Access to the structure is by exception only for emergency, inspection, and repair personnel.
Excavation, backfill, and grading volumes for the WMU 32 construction activities are presented in Table 2.3-1. The
WMU 32 site is depicted in Figure 2-5. Detailed closure assumptions are presented in Appendix A. The design shall
meet applicable building codes, Title 27 requirements, and consider sea level rise projections available at the time of
Closure Plan submittal. The WMU 32 elevated structural cover will be designed such that an additional dead load of 5
pounds per square foot can be added on top of the roof surface for the potential addition of solar panels at the
discretion of the Facility. However, the installation and use of solar panels is not considered at this time.

WMU 14 - Perimeter Berms

The berms at the perimeter of WMU 14 shall meet applicable Title 27 requirements and meet sea level risk height
projections available at the time of Closure Plan submittal.

Wetland Impacts and Mitigation

Excavation and cover of wetlands during closure of the PROJECT WMUs would result in permanent impacts to 27.05
acres of jurisdictional waters. The 18.58 acres of impacted area located in WMUs 10, 11 and 31 would be restored’
(re-established) within these WMU areas following closure activities, so losses would be temporal in nature. The 8.47
acres of impacted area within WMUs 14 and 32 will be permanently lost due to construction of Title 27 covers. To
offset the wetland impacts the Applicant will restore wetlands onsite, has acquired and completed grading on, and
dedication of a property referred to here as the Suisun Properties land to the John Muir Land Trust for incorporation
into the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project (Restoration Project), and has purchased 8.47 acres of wetland
credits at Wildland’s North Suisun Mitigation Bank. The offsite Suisun Properties parcel is a 19-acre site that abuts
the Suisun Bay and is adjacent to the site for the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project, a watershed enhancement
project developed in partnership between the John Muir Land Trust and the Contra Costa County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District. The impacts associated with the initial grading of the Suisun Properties and the

' Success criteria for the restored wetlands shall be defined as part of compliance with Mitigation Measure BIO 7.
See Section 5.4, Biological Resources, of this ISMND.

@ 2-7




Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration

Project Description

Restoration Project were analyzed in the Contra Costa County Public Works Department Initial Study of

Environmental Significance for the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project (Project Number 7520-6B-8285 (County

ISMND)).

Special Status Species Impacts and Mitigation

Closure of the PROJECT WMUs would result in temporary impacts to 5.46 acres of Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse

(SMHM) wetland habitat and 19.18 acres of SMHM upland habitat; these impacts would be restored to pre-project
conditions within 24 months following the initial disturbance. A total of 2.96 acres of SMHM wetland habitat and 8.31
acres of seasonal SMHM upland habitat would be permanently impacted. To offset the temporary and permanent

impacts to SMHM habitat, the Applicant would ensure the preservation and management of 83.09 acres of SMHM
habitat at the established Cordelia Slough Preserve, as approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Table 2.3-1 presents a summary of excavation, backfill, and grading volumes associated with the PROJECT activities

described above.

Table 2.3-1. Excavation, Backfill, and Grading Volumes
PROJECT . . . .
Component Site Preparation Excavation Backfill
Waste Removal
WMUs 10/11/14 | 100,000 CY* perimeter 180,800 CY 123,700 CY
stabilization (50,000 CY
excavated; 50,000 CY slurry
backfilled)
WMU 31 10,000 CY 274,500 CY 274,500 CY
WMU 32 2,500 CY shallow impacted 500 CY (shallow impacted 0
soil (existing soil grading and | soil removed from the
leveling that does not leave perimeter of the site for
the site), 500 CY of soil fencing installation)
removed from the site
Access Road Grading
WMUs 10/11/14 | O 0 7,500 CY
WMU 31 0 0 15,000 CY
WMU 32 3,000 CY 0 0
Staging Area Grading
WMUs 10/11/14 | O 5,000 CY 5,000 CY
WMU 31 0 5,000 CY 5,000 CY
WMU 32 1,000 CY 0 0
Restoration
WMUs 10/11/14 0 0
WMU 31 0 0
WMU 32 0 5,000 CY of gravel for
grading within WMU 32 and
below piperacks.
Total 116,500 CY rounded to 465,800 CY (rounded to 435,700 CY (rounded to

117,000 CY)

466,000 CY)

436,000 CY)

Note: * CY = cubic yard

&
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3.0 CONSTRUCTION METHODS

3.1 CLOSURE SCHEDULE

WMU closure construction would be conducted over the course of eight years with construction expected to start in
2024 and end in 2031. The anticipated closure schedule is as follows:

e Year 1 - Construct WMU 14 Consolidation Cell.

e  Year 2 — Excavate WMU 10/11 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, and restore WMU 10/11
wetland/habitat.

e  Year 3 — Excavate WMU 31 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, and restore WMU 31
wetland/habitat.

e Year 4 — Excavate WMU 31 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, and restore WMU 31
wetland/habitat.

e Year 5 — Excavate WMU 31 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, and restore WMU 31
wetland/habitat.

e Year 6 — Construct WMU 14 Consolidation Cell cover.

e Years 7 and 8 — Construct WMU 32 Title 27 Compliant Cover.

Construction would employ a crew of approximately 75 workers at any given time.
3.2 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
3.2.1 Site Preparation

Prior to PROJECT excavation activities construction areas would be grubbed to remove rocks, vegetation, and debris
using methods to avoid impacts to listed species described in the Biological Opinion issued by the USFWS (U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] file number 2008-0083S) for the PROJECT (Appendix D). Monitoring wells
located within the work area would be destroyed in accordance with County well destruction requirements. Ultilities
and pipelines would be relocated/removed, dependent on the closure area of the PROJECT. For example, the
existing stormwater control pipes along the interior berms of WMUs 10/11/14 would be removed. In addition, other
pipelines within the proposed disturbance areas may require work. Best management practices (BMPs) would be
implemented to minimize erosion and sedimentation. Possible BMPs include, but are not limited to, silt fencing, straw
wattles, and watering. Access to the PROJECT components would be controlled by temporary fencing or similar
methods.

The PROJECT is anticipated to require a total of approximately 300,000,000 gallons of water during the site
preparation and closure construction phases for soil conditioning, dust control, odor control, among other uses. Water
would be obtained from the on-site fire water system (valve or hydrant). BMPs would be implemented to handle
construction waste.

3.2.2 Staging Areas
All equipment, materials, equipment refueling, dewatering/treatment/discharge, and field trailers would be stored

and/or take place at temporary staging areas. The anticipated staging areas associated with PROJECT WMUs are
presented on Figure 2-3 through Figure 2-5.
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Construction Methods

3.2.3 Project Disturbance

The PROJECT would temporarily disturb approximately 122 acres and permanently disturb 42 acres of the

PROJECT site. The temporary and permanent disturbance areas for each PROJECT component are summarized in

Table 3.2-1.
Table 3.2-1. PROJECT Disturbance Areas
CPROJECT Permanent Disturbance Temporary Disturbance
omponent

Closure of PROJECT WMUs

WMUs 10/11/14

Access Roads 3.5 acres 152,460 square feet 2.3 acres (5,000 100,000 square feet
linear feet x 20 feet
wide)
Staging Areas 1 acre 43,560 square feet 0 (0]
PROJECT Closure 10 acres (WMU 14 435,600 square feet 22 acres 958,320 square feet
Construction would be fully
disturbed for
construction of
consolidation cell)
Restoration 10 acres 435,600 square feet 22 acres 958,320 square feet
Activities
WMU 31
Access Roads 0 0 6 acres (10,000 260,000 square feet
linear feet x 26 feet
wide)
Staging Areas 1 acre 43,560 square feet 2 acres (existing 87,120 square feet

gravel and asphalt
areas)

PROJECT Closure 2 acres (oily skim 87,120 square feet 28 acres 1,219,680 square feet
Construction pond area)
Restoration 2 acres 87,120 square feet 28 acres 1,219,680 square feet
Activities
WMU 32
Access Roads 0 0 3 acres (5,000 linear (130,000 square feet
feet x 26 feet wide
of existing roads)
Staging Areas 0 0 4.5 acres (existing {196,020 square feet
gravel and asphalt
areas)
PROJECT Closure 11.5 acres 544,500 square feet 0 0
Construction (vegetation) and
1 acre (work
surface)
Restoration 0 0 4.5 acres (staging 196,020 square feet
Activities areas)
PROJECT Total 42 acres 1,830,000 square feet| 122.3 acres 5,325,000 square feet
(rounded 122
acres)
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3.2.4 Stockpiling

Clearing and grubbing materials at the PROJECT WMUs would be temporarily stockpiled within the PROJECT
WMUs and/or associated staging areas prior to loading onto trucks for off-haul and disposal. Generally, stockpiles of
clean material would be incorporated into restoration areas and stockpiles of contaminated material would be
consolidated into the WMU 14 Consolidation Cell. Due to the order of proposed construction, excavation materials
from WMU 32 would be prevented from being consolidated into the WMU 14 Consolidation Cell. Excavated materials
from WMU 32 would be self-consolidated to the extent feasible, but it may not be possible for all excavated materials
to self-consolidate. Therefore, it is estimated that approximately 500 CY of contaminated materials would be disposed
of off-site.

3.2.5 Construction Equipment

Standard construction equipment would be used during the PROJECT activities described above.

Access to the Facility for construction personnel and construction deliveries would be through controlled facility
access points, typically through the North Gate on Waterfront Road, South Gate on Solano Way, or East Gate on
Bates Avenue. The access roads would be maintained, as needed, to facilitate on-site circulation for emergency
vehicles during all weather conditions. Materials for construction of the PROJECT are anticipated to be delivered by
truck, though it is also possible that deliveries could be received as part of standard Facility railway operations. All
truck traffic would occur on designated truck routes and major streets. Deliveries of construction materials are
anticipated to come from less than approximately 50 miles on average and vehicles would utilize fully surfaced
regional transportation routes: from 1-680 to Waterfront Road, 1-680 to Highway 4 to Solano Way, or 1-680 to Port
Chicago Highway to Bates Avenue. During Year 1, deliveries (e.g., rock, asphalt, gravel, etc.) would be made on
tractor trailer trucks coming from Clear Lake (Lake County) and Dixon (Solano County). During Year 6, gravel would
be hauled in on tractor trailer trucks coming from Lake Herman Quarry (Solano County). Structural metal and
geosynthetic material deliveries are anticipated to come from greater than approximately 200 miles. Mileages used
within the analysis are provided in Appendix B.

Construction traffic exiting the Facility would travel out the North Gate on Waterfront Road, South Gate on Solano
Way, or East Gate on Bates Avenue to access other points in the County. Traffic from construction activities would be
temporary and would occur along existing roadways as workers and materials are transported to and from the
PROJECT site. Approximately 25,000 truck trips are assumed for construction-related deliveries over the 8-year
construction period, ranging from 600 to 16,100 trips per year. Following construction activities, access roads would
be restored to respective pre-construction conditions.

3.2.6 Utilities

Portions of the PROJECT construction activities would require power and/or water. Closure activities at WMUs
10/11/14 would use an existing power supply at the south end of the WMUs 10/11/14 staging area. Fire water
hydrants located at the WMUs 10/11/14 staging area would be used for construction activities requiring water such
as, ground improvement and dust and odor control. The WMU 31 staging area south of Waterfront Road would
include a power drop from the existing powerlines while water would be provided from fire line connection points. The
WMU 32 staging area north of Waterfront Road and east of the West Canal would use power drops from existing
powerlines while water would be provided from fire line connection points.
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3.2.7 Odor Management

Odors may be generated during the closure of the PROJECT WMUs due to the nature of the waste units. Onsite odor
monitoring will be conducted routinely to proactively identify and manage potential odors to minimize migration off of
the property. Odor reduction measures will be implemented as needed throughout construction at PROJECT WMUs
and may include, but would not be limited to, application of odor suppressants (ODEX or other odor control liquid),
odor suppressant foam application, and/or plastic sheeting to cover soil stockpiles or active excavation faces during
excavation and soil handling. The specific equipment utilized to monitor and minimize odors may vary over the course
of the PROJECT depending on specific work conditions or the availability of new technology. The PROJECT site has
the size and capacity to add equipment necessary to control odor. Application of odor suppressants would likely
occur downwind of the PROJECT site, within the area of work. Odor suppressant foam may be applied to the ground
surface being disturbed if odors are not sufficiently reduced by application of odor suppressants.

Additional details regarding odor management will be incorporated in an odor control plan for the PROJECT, which
will be developed prior to beginning construction. The odor control plan will comply with requirements included in the
BAAQMD permit.

3.2.8 Wastewater Management

Wastewater is not anticipated to be generated during PROJECT construction. However, in the event that wastewater
is generated from groundwater dewatering to facilitate excavation, stormwater, dust, odor suppression liquid runoff
from exposed WMU soil and waste, or there is excess water from soil/waste strengthening and compaction activities,
the wastewater will be managed within the construction footprint.

3.2.9 Stormwater Management

PROJECT construction activities would be completed in accordance with a PROJECT Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as required by the State Water Resources Control Board NPDES General Permit for
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order WQ 2022-0057-DWQ
(CGP). A plan to sample, evaluate and manage all stormwater runoff generated during construction will be provided
in the SWPPP submitted to the SFBRWQCB. The SWPPP will also identify stormwater discharge locations.
Stormwater would be managed through approved BMPs that are designed, constructed, and managed to reduce
pollutants in stormwater. The CGP also requires the implementation of post-construction BMPs to reduce pollutants
in stormwater after construction phases have been completed. Post-construction stormwater management of runoff
from new impervious surfaces could include settlement and bio-filtration units, for example.

3.2.10 Site Security

The PROJECT site consists of Facility-owned property and non-Facility-owned property.

The property is fenced and has controlled access points through designated and guarded locations. Access to the
property requires Facility authorization.

Access to the PROJECT would be controlled by installing fencing around the work areas (as necessary), designating
sign-in locations, and placing signage (identifying the PROJECT, contacts, location of check in, support zone,
contamination reduction zone, and exclusion zone) as necessary to inform and protect Facility personnel and/or the
general public from PROJECT activities. All work on Facility-owned property would be in accordance with Facility
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permitting requirements and Rules & Standing Instructions (R&SIs), which govern all aspects of working safely and
maintaining security within the Facility.

3.2.11 Health and Safety

Work performed at the PROJECT WMUs that may potentially disturb WMU soils would require 40-Hour Hazardous
Waste Operations and Emergency Response training and certification, as well as proper personal protective
equipment (PPE).

3.2.12 Signage

There is existing permanent signage to identify the boundaries of each PROJECT WMU. Any additional temporary
signage needed during closure activities would be installed. After closure has been completed, any additional
permanent signage needed beyond the existing permanent signage would be installed around the PROJECT WMUs
to identify the site and access limitations. These signs would likely be made of reflective material but would not
necessarily be individually lighted. Sign sizing would conform to Facility permitting requirements.

3.2.13 Traffic Management Plan

The construction contractor would prepare a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) for the work as part of the Construction
Work Plan. The TMP would include procedures, requirements, and provisions to be implemented to ensure the
efficient and safe movement of vehicles on the Facility’s roadways. The TMP would also describe the movement of
vehicular traffic onto and off the WMU 14 Consolidation Cell and/or cover, the WMU 32 cover, and all staging areas.
ltems to be addressed include, but are not limited to, roles and responsibilities, construction traffic, Facility-access,
safe driving policies and procedures, haul routes, and staging and work areas. The TMP would also describe the
routes and safe movement between the work and stockpile areas. Visible dust emissions control measures will be
included as part of the OMCP. Consistent with BAAQMD Regulation 6-1, visible dust emissions control measures
would include the watering or use of chemical suppressants on haul roads and limiting off-road vehicle speeds.

3.2.14 Access Roads

The PROJECT site is accessible from existing county roadways and collector roadways within the Facility (PROJECT
WMUs). Additionally, the PROJECT would involve the construction of temporary and permanent access roads to
allow vehicles and equipment to access the PROJECT site during construction and post-closure activities.
Stormwater runoff from new impervious surfaces constructed for the project, including new impervious access road
surfaces, will be treated prior to discharge into jurisdictional waters. Specifics will be identified in the individual Title
27 Closure Plans submitted to the SFBRWQCB for review and approval.

As summarized in Table 3.2-1, the PROJECT would disturb a total of approximately 10 acres for the construction of
temporary access roads and disturb a total of approximately 3.5 acres for the construction of permanent access
roads. WMUs 10/11/14 are generally accessible through the Facility from Solano Way, WMUs 31 and 32 are
accessible through the Facility from Waterfront Road. Access road details associated with the PROJECT are
presented in Table 3.2-1 and the location of Solano Way and Waterfront Road relative to each Project site are
depicted on Figure 2-3 through Figure 2-5.
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3.2.15 Access Road Maintenance

Post-closure, the new permanent access roads at WMUs 10/11/14 would continue to be used by low-ground-
pressure vehicles and pickup trucks. The new permanent access roads would be monitored and maintained as part
of regular, long-term operations and maintenance of the cover system. The use of access roads by maintenance
vehicles would be limited to reduce surface rutting, differential settlements, and potential damage to the cover
system. Visible dust emissions control measures will be included as part of the OMCP. Consistent with BAAQMD
Regulation 6-1, visible dust emissions control measures would include the watering or use of chemical suppressants
on haul roads and limiting off-road vehicle speeds.

WMU 32 access roads consist of existing Facility gravel and paved access ways. Minor road grading and rock
placement may occur to maintain these existing roads but would not generate wastes or disturb existing soils.

Existing Facility gravel and asphalt roads would remain after completion of the on-Facility PROJECT components to
support the current operation of the Facility and to facilitate post-closure inspections and maintenance.
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4.0 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES

4.1 CLOSED WMU INSPECTION, MAINTENANCE, AND REPAIR

The WMUs 14 and 32 covers would be regularly inspected, maintained, and repaired/upgraded in accordance with
SFBRWQCB-approved Closure and Post-Closure Maintenance Plans (CPCMP). Inspections would take place from
permanent roadways and access areas where covers have been constructed. Anticipated maintenance and repair
activities would include, keeping erosion control surfaces and surface water drainage ways clear and in good
condition; repairs to signage, gates, and fences; monitoring device repair; re-leveling of the structural roof at WMU
32, maintaining the bird-deterrent perimeter fencing at WMU 32 to prevent entanglement of wildlife, and removal of
invasive plant species. Minor repairs to the structures mentioned above would require the use of hand and power
tools. Major repairs may be performed in the event of erosion, settlement, or damage to the covers under Title 27 and
waste discharge requirements; major repairs may necessitate the use of heavy equipment. Upgrades to berm
heights, armor layers, and access roads may result from adaptive management responses to sea level rise.

4.2 GROUNDWATER MONITORING

The PROJECT would include the installation and periodic sampling of groundwater monitoring wells at WMU 14 and
WMU 32 in accordance with the post-closure monitoring plan approved by the SFBRWQCB. The existing Self-
Monitoring Plan would be updated to include the PROJECT post-closure monitoring requirements. After sufficient
groundwater data has been collected post closure the data would be reviewed, and groundwater monitoring wells
could be removed or reduced, as needed, over time. However, the sampling frequency would remain as outlined in
the updated Self-Monitoring Plan. Any proposed changes to the Self-Monitoring Plan would be submitted to
SFBRWQCB for approval.

The installation, maintenance, sampling, and repair of groundwater monitoring wells would be performed from
permanent access roadways and developed access areas around and/or over the WMU cover surfaces.

4.3 RESTORATION MAINTENANCE

Restoration maintenance would be conducted at WMUs 10/11 and 31 as specified in the approved HMMP.
Restoration maintenance would include non-native plant management, irrigation system use, and additional planting
of native vegetation, as necessary. Maintenance of the restoration area would be conducted using hand tools and
aquatic-safe herbicides.

Maintenance activities in the restoration areas during the agency approved monitoring period following planting could
include: (i) erosion control and repair of slopes should an extreme storm event occur; (ii) inspections and
maintenance of the temporary irrigation system; (iii) inspections for colonization of problematic non-native plants; and
(iv) installation of additional wetland plants, if necessary, to meet performance criteria.

Removal of non-native species in the restoration areas or installation of additional wetland plants would be conducted
as needed and recommended in the annual Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. Removal of non-native species
may be conducted by a qualified wetland plant biologist or by Facility maintenance personnel as directed by a
qualified wetland plant biologist.
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Monitoring would be conducted to ensure the success criteria included in the HMMP is achieved. At the conclusion of
the monitoring period, USACE would confirm that the success criteria have been met or if subsequent actions or

monitoring is needed.
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND ENVIRONMENTAL
EVALUATION

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this PROJECT, involving at least one
impact that requires mitigation to reduce the impact from “Potentially Significant” to “Less Than Significant” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

|:| Aesthetics |:| Agricultural and Forestry |X| Air Quality
Resources

|Z Biological Resources |X| Cultural Resources |:| Energy

IZ Geology/Soils |:| Greenhouse Gas Emissions |z| Hazards/Hazardous Materials

|Z Hydrology/Water Quality |:| Land Use/Planning |:| Mineral Resources

|:| Noise |:| Population/Housing |:| Public Services

|:| Recreation |:| Transportation/Traffic |z| Tribal Cultural Resources

|:| Utilities and Service Systems |:| Wildfire |X| Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Evaluation of Environmental Impacts

Section 5.0, Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation presents the environmental checklist form found
in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The checklist form is used to describe the impacts of the PROJECT. A
discussion follows each environmental issue identified in the checklist. Included in each discussion are PROJECT-
specific mitigation measures recommended as appropriate. For this checklist, the following designations are used:

Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that could be significant and for which mitigation has not been identified. If
any potentially significant impacts are identified, an EIR must be prepared instead of an ISMND.

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: This designation applies where the incorporation of project
specific mitigation measures will reduce an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant
Impact.” All project-level mitigation measures must be described, including a brief explanation of how the measures
reduce the effect to a less than significant level.

Less Than Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under CEQA, relative to existing
standards.

No Impact: The PROJECT would not have any impact. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No
Impact" answers that are adequately supported by the information sources a Lead Agency cites following each
question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact
simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No
Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g.,
the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).
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5.1 AESTHETICS

Potentially . Le:s_s Than_ Less Than
. iyl Significant With et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e
1) Have a substantial adverse effect on a D D D |Z

scenic vista?

2) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a D D D |Z
State scenic highway?

3) Innonurbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that
are experienced from publicly accessible |:| |:| |:| |X|
vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict
with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

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

5.1.1 Environmental Setting

Regional Visual Character

The PROJECT is in north Contra Costa County, approximately 2 miles east of 1-680 and the City of Martinez. This
portion of the County is characterized as an industrial area as it is primarily developed with various industrial facilities
and infrastructure to support operation of the Facility. Beyond the developed industrial facilities, this area consists of a
mix of open space lands, marshlands, and waterways such as the Point Edith Wildlife Area, Carquinez Strait, and
Suisun Bay. The nearest residential land uses include the unincorporated community of Vine Hill, located
approximately 1.5 miles southwest of WMU 32; and the community of Clyde, located approximately 1.75 miles
southeast of WMU 11/10/14.

Scenic resources in the County include major ridges and scenic waterways. The nearest scenic waterways include
Suisun Bay and the Carquinez Strait north of the PROJECT site. The nearest ridgelines include the ridgelines west of
the City of Martinez, approximately 4 miles to the west, and Mount Diablo approximately 14 miles south of the
PROJECT site (Contra Costa County 2005).

There are no officially designated state scenic highways near the PROJECT site. The nearest officially designated
state scenic highway is State Route 24 that extends from the Caldecott tunnel to 1-680, approximately 10 miles south
of the PROJECT site; and the segment of 1-680 that extends from the State Route 24 interchange to the Alameda
County border, approximately 10 miles south of the PROJECT site (California Department of Transportation
[Caltrans] 2023). In addition, the County General Plan identifies Highway 4 from the City of Hercules to Railroad
Avenue in the City of Pittsburg, approximately 2 miles south of the PROJECT site, as a proposed state scenic
highway (Contra Costa County 2005). The County General Plan also identifies the segment of Waterfront Road,
outside of the Facility, as a “connecting road” that has scenic potential or connects scenic areas (Contra Costa
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County 2005). The segment of Waterfront Road within the Facility is not identified as a scenic connecting route in the
County General Plan (Contra Costa County 2005).

Project Site Visual Character

The PROJECT site consists of the PROJECT WMUs, which are low-lying broad basins with bermed perimeters made
of native sail fill within the Facility property along Waterfront Road. The PROJECT WMUs were created for the
disposal of waste material. However, over time the WMUs became overgrown with vegetation due to inactivity. The
wetlands that subsequently formed within the WMUSs are not remnant original bay wetlands; rather the wetlands
formed within the berms of the WMUSs following cessation of active waste management. Land uses in the immediate
vicinity of the PROJECT site consists of various Facility infrastructure to the west and south, the Carquinez Strait and
Suisun Bay to the north, and the Point Edith Wildlife Area to the east. Visibility of the PROJECT WMUs is limited to
public viewers due to the surrounding industrial infrastructure and distance from residential uses and major roadways.
Furthermore, public access within the Facility property is restricted and therefore the PROJECT WMUs are not visible
from Waterfront Road. Additionally, the proposed WMU 32 structure’s roof line, the only structural features included in
the PROJECT, would be approximately the same height or lower compared to the existing warehouse located on the
east side of WMU 32 and as such, the PROJECT would not result in significant changes in the scale of structures on-
site.

5.1.2 Methodology

The PROJECT-related changes to the aesthetic character of the site and surrounding area are identified and
qualitatively evaluated based on whether the PROJECT would impact the existing physical conditions and viewer
sensitivities of the study area, which includes the land located adjacent to and within the Facility. Public sensitivity of
aesthetic resources around the WMUs was gauged through interpretation of the County General Plan and review of
topographic and street maps, and photographs of the site vicinity. The County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
were reviewed to determine the PROJECT’s consistency with applicable policies pertaining to scenic quality.
Additionally, the PROJECT site plans were reviewed to determine compliance with the requirements of the County
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

5.1.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.

Impact AES-1 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Impact Analysis

There are no designated scenic vistas in the PROJECT vicinity. The PROJECT site is located within an existing
industrial area that is surrounded by open space, marshlands, and waterways, including Suisun Bay and the
Carquinez Strait which the County General Plan identifies as important scenic resources. As discussed in Section
2.0, Project Description, the PROJECT would involve the closure of PROJECT WMUs and mitigation and
maintenance activities. Additionally, closure of WMU 32 involves placement of a Title 27 compliance cover system
which would include elevated structural elements. The elevated structure’s roof line would be approximately the same
height or lower compared to the existing warehouse located on the east side of WMU 32 and therefore, the
PROJECT would not result in construction of new structures that would change the scale of structures on-site or
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provide new obstruction of views. The PROJECT does not involve the development of new structures that would
obstruct public views toward Suisun Bay or the Carquinez Strait. As such, the PROJECT would not have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista and no impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact AES-2 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is not located near an officially designated state scenic highway. The nearest officially designated
state scenic highways are approximately 10 miles south of the PROJECT site and include State Route 24 and the
segment of 1-680 that extends from the State Route 24 interchange to the Alameda County border. As such, the
PROJECT would not involve the removal of scenic resources within a state scenic highway and no impact would
occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact AES-3 In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT WMUs are located within an existing industrialized area of the County. This portion of the County,
which includes the PROJECT site, is zoned Heavy Industrial by the County’s Zoning Code. Uses permitted within this
zoning district include, but are not limited to, the manufacturing or processing of petroleum, lumber, steel, chemicals,
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explosives, fertilizers, gas, rubber, paper, cement, sugar, and all other industrial or manufacturing products (Contra
Costa County 2023). The PROJECT would involve the closure of PROJECT WMUs and mitigation and maintenance
activities. These activities would be consistent with the uses allowed in the Heavy Industrial zoning district and the
existing uses at the site.

In addition, the PROJECT would be subject to the goals and policies of the County General Plan that govern scenic
quality. The PROJECT activities would be consistent with the industrial setting and would not alter the existing visual
character of the site or its surroundings. As such, the PROJECT would not conflict with the County’s Zoning Code for
the Heavy Industrial zoning district, or with the goals and policies of the General Plan that govern scenic quality. No
impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact AES-4 Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is located within and adjacent to the Facility boundary. The PROJECT would not include the
construction of new structures that would require permanent lighting fixtures or include reflective materials that would
produce glare. In addition, PROJECT construction activities would primarily take place during the day. However,
maintenance and emergency service activities at the PROJECT site may occur at any time, as necessary. In the
event nighttime work is required temporary lighting fixtures would be installed. The Facility already utilizes nighttime
lighting because it operates round the clock and therefore, temporary increases in night lighting in the Facility area is
not uncommon. Furthermore, temporary lighting fixtures would only be turned on when necessary to safely complete
construction activities and would cast light in a downward direction and focused on the work area to minimize light
spillover into off-site areas. Therefore, impacts related to light and glare would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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5.2 AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Would the PROJECT: Significant gM. L Significant No Impact
itigation
Impact Impact

Incorporation

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

2) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract? D D D |X|

3) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forestland (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources [] [] [] |X|
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

4) Resultin the loss of forestland or
conversion of forestland to non-forest use? D D D |X|

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

5.2.1 Environmental Setting

The California Department of Conservation (DOC), as part of its Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP),
produces maps and statistical data to analyze potential impacts on California’s agricultural resources. Within the
County, the FMMP has mapped lands into the following seven categories: Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, Grazing Land, Urban and Built-Up Land, and Other
Land (DOC 2016). For environmental review purposes under CEQA, the categories of Prime Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, and Grazing Land constitute ‘agricultural
land’ (PRC Section 21060.1). The remaining categories are used for reporting changes in land use as required for
FMMP’s biennial farmland conversion report (DOC 2019).

The PROJECT is located in north Contra Costa County. This portion of Contra Costa County is primarily developed
with industrial infrastructure that is surrounded by open space, marshlands, and waterways. The PROJECT WMUs
consist of basins that are used for disposal of waste material and categorized as Urban and Built-Up Land by the
FMMP. The FMMP defines Urban and Built-Up Land as areas occupied by structures and used for developed
purposes, such as industrial uses (DOC 2016).

5.2.2 Methodology

The PROJECT WMUs are within the County’s Heavy Industrial zoning district. Uses permitted in the Heavy Industrial
zoning district include, but are not limited to, the manufacturing or processing of petroleum, lumber, steel, chemicals,
explosives, fertilizers, gas, rubber, paper, cement, sugar, and all other industrial or manufacturing products.

@ 5-6




Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation

Agricultural uses are not permitted in the Heavy Industrial zoning district (Contra Costa County 2018). The PROJECT
WMUs do not contain land that is enrolled in a Williamson Act contract (Contra Costa County 2016).

The following analysis is based on a review of documents pertaining to the PROJECT site, including the
Conservation Element of the County General Plan, DOC Important Farmland Finder map, and the County’s 2016
Agricultural Preserves Map.

5.2.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.

Impact AG-1 Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is in an area developed with industrial uses and surrounded by a mix of open space, marshlands,
and waterways. The FMMP has mapped the PROJECT site as Urban and Built-Up Land and Other Land (DOC
2016). These FMMP categories consist of lands that are developed with urban uses, or other uses that are not
suitable for agriculture purposes. As such, the PROJECT would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use. No impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact AG-2 Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is not enrolled in a Williamson Act contract and is not zoned or designated by the County for
agricultural uses (Contra Costa County 2016; Contra Costa County 2010). Therefore, the PROJECT would not
conflict with existing zoning or with a Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

No Impact.
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is necessary.
Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact AG-3 Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland (as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220[g]), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104[g])?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site does not contain forestland (as defined in PRC Section 12220[g]), or timberland (as defined by
PRC Section 4526). The PROJECT site is zoned Heavy Industrial by the County Zoning Ordinance which does not
permit forestland or timberland production. As such, the PROJECT would not convert forestland or timberland to a
non-agricultural use and no impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact AG-4 Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest use?

Impact Analysis

There are no forestlands on or adjoining the PROJECT site, or within the general vicinity of the PROJECT site. As
such, the PROJECT would not result in the loss of forestland or the conversion of forestland to non-forest use. No
impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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Impact AG-5 Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forestland to non-forest use?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site does not contain lands with Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of State Importance, or
Farmland of Local Importance; and is not enrolled in a Williamson Act contract. The PROJECT site is not zoned for
forestland or timberland production and would not be rezoned for agricultural use. Therefore, the PROJECT would
not result in the conversion of farmland or forestland to a non-agricultural use. No impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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5.3 AIR QUALITY

Potentially . Le_s_s Than. Less Than
. iyl Significant with et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e
1) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of D X|X| D D

the applicable air quality plan?

2) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under |:| X|Z| |:| |:|
an applicable federal or State ambient air
quality standard?

3) Expose Sensitive Receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? D X|X| I:' I:'

4) Result in other emissions (such as those

leading to odors) adversely affecting a [] L] X|Z ]
substantial number of people?

5.3.1 Environmental Setting

The PROJECT is located in Contra Costa County, which is within the boundaries of the San Francisco Bay Area Air
Basin and under the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD and the California Air Resources Board (CARB). The regional
climate within the San Francisco Bay Area is driven by a summertime high-pressure cell centered over the
northeastern Pacific Ocean that dominates the summer climate of the West Coast. The persistence of this high-
pressure cell generally results in negligible precipitation during the summer and meteorological conditions are
typically stable with a steady northwesterly wind flow. This flow causes upwelling of cold ocean water from below the
surface, which produces a band of cold water off the California coast. The cool and moisture-laden air approaching
the coast from the Pacific Ocean is further cooled by the presence of the cold-water band, resulting in condensation
and the presence of fog and stratus clouds along the Northern California coast. In the winter, the Pacific high-
pressure cell weakens and shifts to the south, resulting in wind flows offshore, the absence of upwelling, and an
increase in the occurrence of storms. Winter stagnation episodes are characterized by nocturnal drainage wind flows
in coastal valleys. Drainage is a reversal of the usual daytime air-flow patterns; air moves from the Central Valley
toward the coast and back down toward the Bay from the smaller valleys within the Air Basin (BAAQMD 2017a).

5.3.2 Methodology

Emissions of criteria air pollutants were quantified by using the following methods:

e  Construction equipment horsepower, load factors, and emission factors from the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) User’s Guide Appendix D (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association [CAPCOA]
2021).

e Vehicle emission factors from EMFAC2021 software.

e  Fugitive dust emission factors for paved and unpaved road travel from AP-42 (USEPA 2006 and 2011).

e Fugitive dust emission factors for disturbed soil from the BAAQMD Permit Handbook (BAAQMD 2021) and
CalEEMod User’s Guide Appendix A (CAPCOA 2021).

e  Fugitive dust emission factors for stockpiling from the BAAQMD Permit Handbook (BAAQMD 2021).

e  Fugitive dust control efficiencies from the BAAQMD Permit Handbook that recommends a maximum abatement
efficiency of 70 percent when watering to suppress dust is used (BAAQMD 2021).
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e Potential landfill gas generation was estimated using the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Guidelines

for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories model.
e Volatile and semi-volatile constituent emissions flux from contaminated materials calculated using the Exposure
Model for Soil-Organic Fate and Transport Model (EMSOFT; USEPA 2002).

5.3.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.

Impact AIR-1 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Impact Analysis

The BAAQMD’s 2017 Clean Air Plan is the regional air quality plan (AQP) for the Air Basin (BAAQMD 2017b). It
identifies strategies to bring regional emissions into compliance with federal and State air quality standards. The
BAAQMD'’s Guidance provides three criteria for determining if a plan-level project is consistent with the current AQP
control measures. However, the BAAQMD does not provide a threshold of significance for project-level consistency
analysis. Therefore, the following criteria will be used for determining a project’s consistency with the AQP.

e  Criterion 1: Does the project support the primary goals of the AQP?
e  Criterion 2: Does the project include applicable control measures from the AQP?
e  Criterion 3: Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of any AQP control measures?

Criterion 1
The primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan, the current AQP, are to:

e Protect public health through the attainment air quality standards, and
e  Protect the climate.

As discussed in impact discussions AIR-2, AIR-3, and AIR-4, the PROJECT would not significantly contribute to
cumulative nonattainment pollutant violations, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or
result in other emissions affecting a substantial number of people after implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1.
The BAAQMD has not developed qualitative thresholds for fugitive dust and requires that all projects implement the
basic construction mitigation measures listed in Mitigation Measure AIR-1. Therefore, the PROJECT is consistent
with criterion 1 with incorporation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, which would require all construction contractors to
implement the basic construction mitigation measures recommended by the BAAQMD to reduce fugitive dust
emissions.

Criterion 2

The 2017 Clean Air Plan contains 85 control measures aimed at reducing air and climate pollutants in the Bay Area.
For purposes of consistency with climate planning efforts at the state level, the control strategy in the Clean Air Plan
is based upon the same economic sector framework used by the CARB for its 2014 update to the Assembly Bill (AB)
32 Scoping Plan. The sectors are as follows:

e  Stationary Sources,
e Transportation,
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e Energy,

e  Buildings,

e  Agriculture,

e Natural and Working Lands,

e Waste Management,

e \Water, and

e  Super-Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) Pollutants.

The PROJECT would only have temporary air emissions impacts from construction and long-term operational

emissions would be minimal. The 2017 Clean Air Plan control measures are focused on the operational phase of a

project. As such, none of the 85 control measures are applicable to the PROJECT,; therefore, the PROJECT would be

consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan.

Construction Emissions

As presented in Table 5.3-1 the pollutants of concern during PROJECT construction include reactive organic gas

(ROG), nitrogen oxides, particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10), and particulate matter 2.5 microns

or less in diameter (PMz.5). The BAAQMD Ciriteria Air Pollutant Significance thresholds were used to determine

impacts.

Table 5.3-1.

Annual Construction Emissions

Significance (Ibs/day)

Construction a a 5PM;o PPM_.5
Year Source ROG co NOx SOX PM10 PM2,5 Fugitive Fugitive
PROJECT Emissions 033 | 884 | 209 | 002 | 007 | 006 3.12 0.52
(Tons/Year)
°Year 1 - Average Daily Emissions
WMU 14 (Ibs/day) 271 | 7369 | 17.43 | 016 | 0.60 | 0.51 26.00 4.30
Consolidation
Cell BAAQMD Threshold of 54 NA | 54 NA | 82 54 N/A N/A
Significance (Ibs/day)
Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A
PROJECT Emissions 037 | 11.05 | 265 | 002 | 008 | 0.07 9.22 1.15
(Tons/Year)
Average Daily Emissions
Year 2 - (Ibs/day) 3.08 | 92.07 | 22.07 | 020 | 070 | 057 76.86 9.62
WMU 10/11
BAAQMD Threshold of 54 NA | 54 NA | 82 54 N/A N/A
Significance (Ibs/day)
Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A
PROJECT Emissions 039 | 1153 | 2.83 | 003 | 009 | 0.07 10.42 1.04
(Tons/Year)
Average Daily Emissions
Year 3 - (Ibs/day) 3.26 | 96.08 | 2361 | 022 | 072 | 057 86.81 8.68
WMU 10/11
BAAQMD Threshold of 54 NA | 54 NA | 82 54 N/A N/A
Significance (Ibs/day)
Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A
PROJECT Emissions 039 | 1153 | 2.83 | 0.03 | 0.09 | 0.07 11.04 1.33
(Tons/Year)
Year 4 - Average Daily Emissions 3.26 96.08 | 23.61 0.22 0.72 0.57 91.96 11.06
WMU 31 (Ibs/day)
BAAQMD Threshold of 54 N/A 54 N/A 82 54 N/A N/A
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Construction a a °PMo EPM_ 5
Year Source ROG co NOX SO)( PM10 PM2_5 Fugitive Fugitive
Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A
PROJECT Emissions 0.39 11.53 2.83 0.03 0.089 0.07 11.03 1.33
(Tons/Year)
Average Daily Emissions 3.26 96.08 | 23.61 0.22 0.72 0.57 91.96 11.11
Year5 - (Ibs/day)
WMU 31
BAAQMD Threshold of 54 | NA | 54 | NA | 82 | 54 N/A N/A
Significance (Ibs/day)
Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A
PROJECT Emissions 0.19 5.1 1.49 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.56 0.06
(Tons/Year)
Year 6 - Average Daily Emissions 2.16 56.83 | 16.57 0.12 0.53 0.41 6.26 0.63
WMU 14 (Ibs/day)
Cover
BAAQMD Threshold of 54 | NA | 54 | NA | 82 | 54 N/A N/A
Significance (Ibs/day)
Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A
PROJECT Emissions 0.76 7.32 4.33 0.02 0.13 0.1 3.64 0.58
(Tons/Year)
Average Daily Emissions 8.63 83.66 | 49.44 0.26 1.45 1.22 41.61 6.67
Year7 - (Ibs/day)
WMU 32
BAAQMD Threshold of 54 | NA | 54 | NA | 82 | 54 N/A N/A
Significance (Ibs/day)
Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A
PROJECT Emissions 0.57 9.25 4.17 0.02 0.14 0.13 0.82 0.30
(Tons/Year)
Average Daily Emissions 6.55 | 105.75 | 47.68 0.26 1.62 1.49 9.34 3.44
Year 8 - (Ibs/day)
WMU 32
BAAQMD Threshold of 54 | NA | 54 | NA | 82 | 54 N/A N/A
Significance (Ibs/day)
Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A

Source: Stantec Consulting Services 2023 (Appendix B).

Notes:

a Construction-related PM10/PM2.5 emissions are directly emitted by equipment and vehicles

b Fugitive PM10/PM2.5 dust emissions are related to ground disturbance activities, storage piles, and on-site vehicle traffic

¢ The outer berm construction for WMU 14 would include a cement silo that would be controlled by a dust collector with a 99.9%
removal rating. Fugitive dust from batch mixing would be controlled by water spray with a 70% abatement. Therefore, the emissions
from these sources would be negligible.

BAAQMD - Bay Area Air Quality Management District; CO — carbon monoxide; NOx — nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 — particulate matter
2.5 microns or less in diameter; PM10 — particulate matter 10 micros or less in diameter; ROG — reactive organic gas; SOx — sulfur
oxides; WMU — Waste Management Unit

As shown in Table 5.3-1, the PROJECT would comply with all applicable rules and regulations and the PROJECT
would not impede attainment because its emissions fall below the BAAQMD regional significance thresholds for
PROJECT construction. In addition, as shown in the Project Design and Appendix B, the PROJECT would use Tier 4
diesel engine standards for several of the off-road equipment and heavy-duty diesel trucks used for hauling and
fugitive dust control would be 2015 or newer.

Operational Emissions

Maintenance of the PROJECT site would be performed by existing personnel, thus there is no anticipated increase in
operational emissions associated with ongoing maintenance. The PROJECT does include a landfill gas (LFG) system
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to handle potential gas that could be generated due to the decomposition of consolidated waste beneath the WMU 14
cap. Gas generated beneath the impermeable cap would be passively vented.

At WMU 32, any gas generated below the cover would be passively conveyed to the perimeter of the unit through the
geotextile layer. The gas generation rate at WMU 32 would not change with implementation of the PROJECT, as
subsurface soils would not be consolidated. Because the gas generation rate at WMU 32 would not change from the
existing conditions as a result of the PROJECT, operational emissions associated with WMU 32 are not evaluated in
this ISMND.

At WMU 14, subsurface soils from WMUs 10/11/14 and WMU 31 would be consolidated as part of the PROJECT,
which would affect the gas generation rate. The potential gas generation rate at WMU 14 was estimated using the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) (IPCC 2006) Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas
Inventories model. The maximum LFG generation rate was estimated to be approximately 26.7 standard cubic feet
per minute (scfm). The non-methane organic compounds generation rate was estimated using the procedure of
BAAQMD Regulation 8-34-605, Determination of non-methane organic compounds (NMOC) Emission Rates;
adopted from 40 CFR 60.759(a)(3)(ii). The NMOC generation rate was estimated to be approximately 5.3 pounds
per day (Ibs/day) with approximately 2.1 Ibs/day attributed to volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or ROGs. This is
substantially less than the BAAQMD'’s 54 Ibs/day threshold of significance for ROG; therefore, operational impacts
due to ROG emissions would be less than significant. Additionally, it is anticipated that there would be no net change
in emissions of any other criteria pollutants at WMU 14 due to ongoing maintenance during operations, and thus no
impact.

Criterion 3

If the approval of a project would not cause a disruption, delay, or otherwise hinder the implementation of any clean
air plan control measure, it would be considered consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The PROJECT would only
have temporary air emissions impacts and long-term operational emissions would be minimal. In addition, both
construction and operational emissions would fall below the BAAQMD significance thresholds for all criteria
pollutants; therefore, the PROJECT would not affect any clean air plan control measures.

Conclusion

The PROJECT would be consistent with the criteria of the AQP with incorporation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1. As
such, with the incorporation of this mitigation measure this impact would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.
Mitigation Measures

MM AIR-1 Implement Construction Best Management Practices. The Applicant shall require all
construction contractors to implement the basic construction mitigation measures recommended by
the BAAQMD to reduce fugitive dust emissions. Emission reduction measures will include, at a
minimum, the following measures. Additional measures may be identified by the BAAQMD or
contractor as appropriate.

a) All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved
access roads) will be watered two times per day.
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b) All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site will be covered.

c) All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads will be removed using wet power
vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

d) All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads will be limited to 15 mph.

e) Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or by reducing
the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California Airborne Toxics Control
Measure Title 13, Section 2485 of CCR). Clear signage shall be provided for construction
workers at all access points.

f)  All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible emissions
evaluator.

g) Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the
SFBRWQCB regarding dust complaints. This person will respond and take corrective action
within 48 hours. BAAQMD’s Complaints number (1-800-334-6367) shall also be visible to
ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.

Impact AIR-2 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State
ambient air quality standard?

Impact Analysis

In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, the BAAQMD considered the emission levels for which a
project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. If a project exceeds the identified significance
thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the
region’s existing air quality conditions. PROJECT construction and operational impacts are assessed separately
below.

Construction Emissions

Emissions from construction-related activities are generally short-term in duration but may still cause adverse air
quality impacts. The PROJECT would generate emissions from construction equipment exhaust, worker travel, and
fugitive dust. These construction emissions include criteria air pollutants from the operation of heavy construction
equipment.

As discussed in the Project Description, the PROJECT would be constructed over eight years with construction
expected to start in 2024 and end in 2031. The anticipated closure schedule is as follows:

e Year 1 - Construct WMU 14 Consolidation Cell.

e  Year 2 — Excavate WMU 10/11 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, and restore WMU 10/11
wetland/habitat.

e  Year 3 — Excavate WMU 31 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, and restore WMU 31
wetland/habitat.
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e  Year 4 — Excavate WMU 31 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, and restore WMU 31
wetland/habitat.

e Year 5 — Excavate WMU 31 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, and restore WMU 31
wetland/habitat.

e Year 6 — Construct WMU 14 Consolidation Cell cover.

e Years 7 and 8 — Construct WMU 32 Title 27 Compliance Cover.

The construction schedule utilized in the analysis represents a “worst-case” analysis scenario since emission factors
for construction equipment decrease as the analysis year increases, due to improvements in technology and more
stringent regulatory requirements. Therefore, construction emissions would decrease if the construction schedule
moves to later years. The duration of construction activity and associated equipment represent a reasonable
approximation of the expected construction fleet as required pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines.

Table 5.3-1 provides the construction emissions estimated for the PROJECT. The construction emissions in each
year are below the recommended thresholds of significance. Because the BAAQMD has not established quantitative
thresholds for fugitive dust, the PROJECT would implement Mitigation Measure AIR-1 as recommended by the
BAAQMD. As such, the emissions from construction would be less than significant with mitigation. Likewise, the
operational emissions of ROG at WMU 14 would be 2.1 Ibs/day, which is less than the BAAQMD threshold of
significance for ROG; therefore, operational impacts due to ROG emissions would be less than significant.
Additionally, it is anticipated that there would be no net change in emissions of any other criteria pollutants at WMU
14 due to ongoing maintenance during operations, and thus no impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure AIR-1.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.

Impact AIR-3 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Impact Analysis

This discussion addresses whether the PROJECT would expose sensitive receptors to construction-generated
fugitive dust (PM10), naturally occurring asbestos, toxic air contaminants (TACs), or operational carbon monoxide
hotspots. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due to the types of population
groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by health problems, proximity to the emissions
source, and/or duration of exposure to air pollutants. Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing
health problems are especially vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Accordingly, land uses that are typically
considered to be sensitive receptors include residences, schools, childcare centers, playgrounds, retirement homes,
convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical clinics. The PROJECT site itself is not considered a sensitive receptor.
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Because the PROJECT site is located in an industrial setting, there are no sensitive receptors located near the
PROJECT site. The nearest potential receptor is the unincorporated community of Vine Hill, 1.5 miles southwest of
WMU 32 and the community of Clyde 1.75 miles southeast of WMU 11/10/14.

In November 2023, Geosyntec Consultants prepared a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to characterize the potential
health impacts posed to individuals living or working near the site during PROJECT construction as a result of diesel
particulate matter (DPM), VOC, and fugitive dust emissions. The risk was also evaluated during operation as a result
of emissions generated from the landfill gas system at WMU 14. As noted previously, operational emissions at WMU
32 would not change from existing conditions as a result of the PROJECT; accordingly, the HRA did not evaluate
emissions at WMU 32. The HRA evaluated the risks posed to the residential receptors located southeast and
southeast of the site as well as workers on-site and at nearby industrial facilities (Appendix H).

Fugitive Dust PMio

Fugitive dust (PM10) would be generated from site grading, stockpile storage, and other earth-moving activities. Most
of this fugitive dust would remain localized and would be deposited near the PROJECT site. However, the potential
for impacts from fugitive dust exists unless control measures are implemented to reduce the emissions from the
PROJECT site. The BAAQMD has not established quantitative thresholds for fugitive dust and requires the
implementation of basic construction mitigation measures as defined in Mitigation Measure AIR-1. The PROJECT
would implement Mitigation Measure AIR-1, requiring fugitive dust control measures that are consistent with BMPs
established by the BAAQMD, to reduce the PROJECT’s construction-generated fugitive dust impacts to a less than
significant level.

PM2.s

The PROJECT involves potential emissions of PMzs. PM2s emissions may be associated with airborne dust
generated from PROJECT activities and equipment exhaust. The HRA prepared for the PROJECT evaluated the
potential annual average ground-level concentrations of PM2s for both residents and workers potentially exposed to
PMz2. associated with the PROJECT. The BAAQMD CEQA significance threshold for PMzs is an incremental
increase of greater than 0.3 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?®) annual average. The maximum ground-level
concentration of PM2 .5 associated with the PROJECT was calculated to be 0.08 ug/m?3 for worker receptors and 0.01
pg/ms3 for residential receptors. PROJECT PM2.s impacts were calculated to be less than significance per BAAQMD
project significance criteria.

Naturally Occurring Asbestos

Construction in areas of rock formations that contain naturally occurring asbestos could release asbestos into the air
and pose a health hazard. As described in the Regulatory Setting, BAAQMD enforces CARB’s ATCMs at sites that
contain ultramafic rock. The ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations was signed
into state law on July 22, 2002, and became effective in the Air Basin in November 2002. The purpose of this
regulation is to reduce public exposure to naturally occurring asbestos. A review of the map containing areas more
likely to have rock formations containing naturally occurring asbestos in California indicates that there is no asbestos
in the immediate PROJECT area (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] 2011). Therefore, it can be reasonably concluded
that the PROJECT would not expose sensitive receptors to naturally occurring asbestos. As such, impacts would be
less than significant.
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Hazardous Materials/ Toxic Air Contaminants

The PROJECT involves potential emissions of TACs. Exposure of contaminated materials has the potential to
generate emissions of volatile and semi-volatile materials considered TACs. The list of TACs evaluated within the
HRA are provided in Appendix H. Airborne dust generated from PROJECT activities may contain material considered
a TAC. The operation of diesel construction equipment has the potential to generate DPM. Trucks mobilizing
equipment and materials to and from the PROJECT site have the potential to generate DPM. Post-closure operation
of the landfill gas system involves the exhausting of landfill gases, which may be considered a TAC.

The HRA prepared for the PROJECT evaluated the potential cancer, chronic health, and acute health impacts and
PMz.s ground level concentration for both residents and workers potentially exposed to TAC emissions. Health risk
impacts were assessed pursuant to the approved methods of the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) 2015 Risk Assessment Guidelines (Appendix H) and BAAQMD Air Toxics New Source Review Program
Health Risk Assessment Guidelines. Cancer risks associated with short-term construction sources were evaluated
based on an exposure duration of eight years, consistent with the duration of construction activities. Cancer risks
associated with the overall PROJECT were evaluated based on an exposure duration of 30 years and 25 years for
residential and worker exposure, respectively, in accordance with the OEHHA Risk Assessment Guidelines
(Appendix H). PROJECT health risk impacts were calculated to be less than significant per BAAQMD project
significance criteria.

Table 5.3-2. Summary of PROJECT Health Risk Impacts

Health Risk Unit Receptor | Impact to Bgf‘%ﬂg;igp‘ BAAQMD Rule 2- Above
Parameter Type MEI 9 5-301 Threshold Threshold?
Threshold
Resident 0.6 No
Cancer Chan.c‘es per 10 1.0
Million Worker 0.7 No
Resident <0.01 No
Chronic Health | F1222rd 1.0 0.20
ndex Worker <0.01 No
Resident 0.01 No
Acute Health Flazard 1.0 N/A
ndex Worker 0.09 No
pg/m?® Resident 0.01 No
PM, s 0.30 N/A
pg/m?® Worker 0.08 No

Source: Geosyntec Consulting (Appendix H).

Notes: This health risk assessment was prepared assuming construction would begin in 2020. Since the HRA was prepared,
updated air quality modeling has been prepared to capture the updated construction schedule, which is assumed to now begin in
2024. The construction duration and planned construction during each year are expected to remain the same. However, since
emissions tend to decrease as time progresses due to stricter regulations and emissions controls, the 2020 HRA presents a
conservative analysis.

MEI = maximally exposed individual.

The PROJECT developed a clean-up plan that addresses potential human exposure to the hazardous materials in
the waste materials. Work will be completed in accordance with the clean-up plan and standards required by the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). Offsite receptors would not be exposed to the hazardous
materials due to the intervening topography, meteorological conditions, and design features of the clean-up plan. The
individuals most likely to be exposed to potential hazardous materials are the onsite construction workers. OSHA
health protective measures such as respiratory equipment would be implemented as needed in accordance with
regulatory requirements.
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure AIR-1 is required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.

Impact AIR-4 Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a
substantial number of people?

Impact Analysis

While offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they can still be unpleasant, leading to distress among the
public and often generating citizen complaints to local governments and BAAQMD. During construction activities, the
waste material that would be cleaned up by the PROJECT could be particularly odoriferous to onsite receptors as the
material is disturbed. Accordingly, the Facility has invested in odor control technologies to address existing odors. As
discussed in Section 3.2.7, odor reduction measures implemented during construction may include, but would not be
limited to, application of odor suppressants (ODEX or other odor control liquid), odor suppressant foam application,
and/or plastic sheeting to cover soil stockpiles or active excavation faces during excavation and soil handling.

Odors may be generated during the closure of the PROJECT WMUs due to the nature of the waste units. Onsite odor
monitoring will be conducted routinely to proactively identify and manage potential odors to minimize migration off of
the property. The specific equipment utilized to monitor and minimize odors may vary over the course of the
PROJECT depending on specific work conditions or the availability of new technology. The PROJECT site has the
size and capacity to add equipment necessary to control odor. Application of odor suppressants would likely occur
downwind of the PROJECT site, within the area of work. In order to ensure no potentially significant odors occur from
construction activities or WMU closures, odor suppressant foam may be applied to the ground surface being
disturbed if odors are not sufficiently reduced by application of odor suppressants

Additional details regarding odor management will be incorporated in an odor control plan for the PROJECT, which
will be developed prior to beginning construction. The odor control plan will comply with requirements included in the
BAAQMD permit.

With the incorporation of the odor control plan and the distance to offsite receptors (i.e. 1.75 miles to the community
of Clyde, which is the nearest offsite receptor), it is not anticipated that offsite receptors would be exposed to
substantial odors as a result of the PROJECT. The individuals with the potential to be exposed to substantial odors
are the onsite workers during construction. Workers would be equipped with necessary equipment to reduce the odor
exposure.

Other sources of odor include diesel exhaust and ROGs, which would be emitted during construction of the
PROJECT, which are objectionable to some; however, emissions would disperse rapidly from the PROJECT site and
therefore not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. In addition, there are no sensitive
receptors near the PROJECT site. As such, construction odor impacts would be less than significant.
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During operation, there would be minimal amounts of LFG passively vented to the atmosphere, which could be a
potential odor source. The Facility maintains odor monitoring as part of the operations of the facility and works to
address potential issues as they arise. Given that the PROJECT is intended to address the major source of odors
from the PROJECT WMUs, the minimal amount of LFG vented to the atmosphere and the distance to the nearest
receptors would not result in a significant impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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5.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Would the PROJECT: Significant gMitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

1) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California D lzl D D
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

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

3) Have a substantial adverse effect on state
or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, |:| |X| |:| |:|
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

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

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

6) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
habitat conservation plan, natural
community conservation plan, or other |:| |:| |:| |Z
approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan?

5.4.1 Environmental Setting

The PROJECT is located in Contra Costa County, California (Figure 2-1). Land uses in the immediate vicinity of the
PROJECT site consists of various Facility infrastructure to the west and south, the Carquinez Strait and Suisun Bay
to the north, and the Point Edith Wildlife Area to the east. (Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2). The WMUs and associated
work areas are located on Facility-owned property and are adjacent to active portions of the Facility. The PROJECT
also includes post-closure activities such as the maintenance and restoration of the closed WMUs.

PROJECT WMUs

The PROJECT WMUs were constructed on former marshland to treat and contain various process wastes from the
Facility. The wetlands that subsequently formed within the WMUs are not remnant original bay wetlands but formed
within the berms of the WMUs following cessation of active waste management. The perimeter berms keep the units
hydrologically isolated from the tidal marsh to the north and east; the primary natural hydrological sources for the
PROJECT site are precipitation and groundwater. The WMUs provided low-quality substrate on which vegetation
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became established. These wetland features have low function and value but were classified as waters of the U.S. in
a USACE-approved jurisdictional determination. Vegetation within the WMUs is comprised of herbaceous wetland
and upland species. Upland vegetation is dominated by non-native ruderal annual grasses and forbs. Hydrophytic
vegetation is dominant in large portions of the units and in the northern portion of the Facility-owned portion of the
PROJECT site.

Existing conditions north of WMUs 10/11/14 consist of disturbed brackish seasonal wetlands and muted tidal waters.
These wetlands and waters extend along the northern boundary of the PROJECT site between Waterfront Road and
the WMUs. The disturbed brackish seasonal wetlands appear to be subjected to tidal inundation during high tide
events as hydrophytic vegetation dominated by halophytes is present, including pickleweed (Salicornia virginica,
OBL), saltgrass (Distichlis spicata, FACW), and alkali heath (Frankenia salina, FACW). During high tide events, the
areas in the northernmost portion of the WMUs 10/11/14 site, outside of the WMU berms, may receive some tidally
influenced hydrology from adjacent brackish marsh and sloughs northeast of the PROJECT site.

The PROJECT has the potential to impact federally listed species including the SMHM. The SMHM is a relatively
small rodent found only in suitable salt- and brackish-marsh habitat in the greater San Francisco Bay, San Pablo Bay,
and Suisun Bay areas, such as the PROJECT WMUs. The habitat associated with SMHM are pickleweed-dominated
and mixed vegetation (including native and nonnative salt- and brackish-marsh species) (Sustaita et al. 2005,
Sustaita et al. 2011). Another key habitat requirement for this species is upland or tidal refuge habitat, which is used
to escape high tides and storm events.

5.4.2 Methodology

Over the course of approximately 10 years, WRA conducted field surveys through the PROJECT. The purpose of
these surveys was to identify potential habitat for special-status plant and wildlife species. The surveys conducted
focused on all special status species including those listed as threatened or endangered by the USFWS and the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), CDFW-designated sensitive and fully protected species, and
those listed in the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California. The
results of the biological resources survey are presented in Appendix C (WRA 2019b; WRA 2021) and discussed
below.

WRA also delineated all waters of the U.S. and waters of the State on the PROJECT site. This Preliminary
Jurisdictional Determination was verified by the USACE (WRA 2010).

Stantec also assessed the databases in 2021 to review any new potentially occurring special-status species within
the PROJECT WMUs. No new species occurrences were found (CNPS 2021, CDFW BIOS Natural Diversity
Database 2021, USFWS 2021).

Specifically, the resources reviewed include:

e  California Department of Fish and Wildlife Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFG 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011)
(CDFW 2016, 2017, 2021).

e  USFWS quadrangle species lists (USFWS 2021).

e  California Native Plant Society (CNPS) online version of the Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of
California (CNPS 2010, 2011, 2016, 2021).

e  CDFG publication “California’s Wildlife, Volumes I-llI” (Zeiner et al. 1990).

e CDFG publication “Amphibians and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California” (Jennings and Hayes
1994).
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e A Field Guide to Western Reptiles and Amphibians (Stebbins 2003).
e  Fairy Shrimps of California’s Puddles, Pools, and Playas (Eriksen and Belk 1999).

WMU 10/11/14

e A preliminary site visit was conducted on August 15, 2007, to identify suitable habitats for species identified in
the literature review as occurring in the greater vicinity (WRA 2009a).

e  Floristic, protocol-level rare plant surveys were performed as part of Biological Resource Assessment in 2007
(WRA 2009a).

e California Ridgeway’s Rail, (formerly California Clapper Rail) Surveys in 2008, 2009, 2014, 2015, 2016, and
2017 (WRA 2008b, 2009d, 2014, 2015b, 2016b, 2017b).

e  Floristic, protocol-level rare plant surveys were conducted on September 21 and 23, 2011 (WRA 2011a).

e A November 5, 2014, focused reconnaissance-level rare plant survey in tidally influenced areas in PROJECT
sites north of WMUs 10/11/14 (WRA 2015a).

WMU 31

e A preliminary site assessment was conducted in 2007, to identify suitable habitats for species identified in the
literature review as occurring in the greater vicinity of the PROJECT site (WRA 2009b).

e  Floristic, protocol-level rare plant surveys as part of Biological Resource Assessment in 2007 (WRA 2009b).

e (California Ridgeway’s Rail Surveys in 2008, 2009, 2011, 2014, 2015, 2016, and 2017 (WRA 2008c, 2009b,
2011b, 2014, 2015b, 2016b, and 2017b).

e  Floristic, protocol-level rare plant surveys were conducted on September 21 and 23, 2011 (WRA 2011a).

e Biological monitoring of data gap closure studies was conducted in 2011.

WMU 32

e A preliminary site visit was conducted on August 10, 2007, to identify suitable habitats for species identified in
the literature review as occurring in the immediate vicinity (WRA 2009c).

e Floristic, protocol-level rare plant surveys as part of Biological Resource Assessment in 2007 (WRA 2009c).

e  (California Ridgeway’s Rail Surveys in 2008, 2009 and 2012 through 2017 (WRA 2008d, 2009f, 2012b, 2013a,
2014, 2015b, 2016a, 2017b).

e Afloristic, protocol-level rare plant survey was conducted in September 21 and 23, 2011(WRA 2011a).

e A November 5, 2014, reconnaissance-level focused rare plant survey in tidally influenced areas southeast of
WMU 32 PROJECT site (WRA 2015a).

e Biological monitoring of ongoing closure studies was conducted in 2010, 2015, 2016, and 2018 (Appendix C).

Special-Status Plants

Special-status plant species were defined in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380, and the
Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities
(CDFW 2018c), and includes species that are:

e Federally or State-listed, or proposed for listing, as rare, threatened, or endangered (CDFW 2017d);
e Special Plant as defined by the CNDDB (CDFW 2018d); or
e Listed by CNPS in the online version of its Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2018).

Special-status plant species identified in the CNDDB, CNPS, or in the USFWS databases with potential to occur in
the study area, are listed in Appendix C.
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Special-Status Wildlife

Special-status wildlife species were defined in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380, and included
species that are:

e Listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered
Species Act;

e Listed or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered under the California Endangered Species Act;

e Designated as Species of Special Concern by the CDFW; or

e Included on the CDFW “Special Animals” list (CDFW 2018e); or otherwise meet the definition of rare, threatened,
or endangered, as described in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380.

Special-status wildlife species documented on-site or with suitable habitat in the PROJECT site, specifically WMU
10/11/14, WMU 31, WMU 32 or within the vicinity of the sites are summarized in Appendix C. The study area does
not pass through designated critical habitat and there is no critical habitat within 2 miles of the study area.

Fully Protected Species

Fully Protected status was created by the State to provide additional protection to species that were considered rare
or faced possible extinction. CDFW identified 37 species of mammals, birds, amphibians, and fish that are considered
Fully Protected Species under Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515. Most Fully Protected
Species have also been listed as threatened or endangered under the California Endangered Species Act. CDFW
Fully Protected Species with potential to occur in the study area are listed in Appendix C.

5.4.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.

Impact BIO-1 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications on any species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Impact Analysis

Special-Status Plant Species

No special-status plant species have been observed in the PROJECT site to date. Protocol-level rare plant surveys
have been conducted throughout the Facility-owned portion of the PROJECT site and none have been observed
during routine site visits or protocol-level surveys (Appendix C). Therefore, potential impacts to special-status plants
as a result of the PROJECT WMUSs would be less than significant with mitigation.

Special-Status Wildlife Species

During protocol-level surveys and routine site visits, five special-status species (all California species of special
concern) were observed in various locations within the Facility-owned portion of the PROJECT site. Burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia), northern harrier (Circus hudsonius), and Suisun song sparrow (Melospiza melodia maxillaris)
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have been observed within WMUs 10/11/14 (Appendix C). Northern harrier and Suisun song sparrow have been
observed within WMU 31. No special-status species have been observed within WMU 32.

Birds that are listed as California and/or Federal SSC are present on the PROJECT site and the PROJECT site
represents suitable habitat for various birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. There are approximately
18 trees in WMU 31 that have potential nesting habitat. Construction impacts (such as interruption of breeding) to
nesting birds protected under State or federal law is considered a potentially significant impact. However, these trees
would be removed as part of another project that would occur prior to construction of the PROJECT. Therefore, tree
removal activities are not considered in the ISMND.

Burrowing owl [California and/or Federal Species of Special Concern]

The burrowing owl occurs as a year-round resident and winter visitor in much of California’s lowlands, inhabiting open
areas with sparse or non-existent tree or shrub canopies. Typical habitat is annual or perennial grassland, although
human-modified areas such as agricultural lands and airports are also used (Poulin et al. 1993). This species is
dependent on burrowing mammals to provide the burrows that are characteristically used for shelter and nesting, and
in northern California is typically found in close association with California ground squirrels (Spermophilus beecheyi).
Manmade substrates such as pipes or debris piles may also be occupied in place of burrows. Breeding typically takes
place from March to July.

The burrowing owl has been documented once on the PROJECT site within WMU 10/11/14 by a Facility worker in
February 2014. No evidence of a breeding owl was observed during rail surveys in early March of 2014 (Appendix D).
The burrowing owl has a moderate potential to occur within WMUs 31 and 32 but has not been observed. Much of
this area contains bare ground or short vegetation, and there are some burrows in these areas suitable for occupation
by this species. California ground squirrels and burrows have been observed in the area. The nearest documented
occurrence of burrowing owl recorded in the CNDDB is approximately 1.5 miles south of this area (CDFW 2017). This
species has not been observed in the WMUs during rail surveys and breeding habitat has never been documented on
the PROJECT site (WRA 2008b-d, 2009d-f, 2012b, 2013a, 2014, 2015b, 2016a, 2017b) and WMU 32 breeding bird
surveys in 2010, 2015, 2016, and 2018 (Appendix D).

Northern harrier [California and/or Federal Species of Special Concern]

The northern harrier occurs as a resident and winter visitor in open habitats throughout most of California, including
freshwater and brackish marshes, grasslands and fields, agricultural areas, and deserts. Harriers typically nest in
treeless areas within patches of dense, relatively tall, vegetation, the composition of which is highly variable; nests
are placed on the ground and often located near water or within wetlands (Shuford and Gardali 2008). Harriers are
birds of prey and subsist on a variety of small mammals and other vertebrates.

The northern harrier has been documented within WMUs 10/11/14 and 31. This species was observed foraging over
WMUs 10/11/14 and 31 during a site visit in 2007 (WRA 2009a, 2009b). These WMUs provides some open foraging
habitat for this species and portions of low wetland vegetation are suitable for nesting. The northern harrier has a
moderate potential to occur within WMU 32. The WMUs provides some open foraging habitat for this species, and
northern portions of the area contain low wetland vegetation suitable for nesting. No northern harriers were observed
in this unit; however, skeletal remains of a northern harrier were found in the northwest portion of WMU 32 during a
site visit on August 10, 2007 (WRA 2009c).
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Suisun song sparrow [California and/or Federal Species of Special Concern]

The Suisun song sparrow (Melospiza melodia mexillaris) nests in tidal marsh vegetation and adjacent weedy
vegetation of levees. The Suisun song sparrow has been documented within WMUs 10/11/14 and 31. These WMUs
and adjacent wetland areas have wetland emergent vegetation to support nesting and foraging of this subspecies.
During a site assessment of WMUs 10/11/14 on August 15, 2007, this subspecies was observed within the cattail-tule
dominated marsh and adjacent upland vegetation east of the unit (WRA 2009a). The species was also observed
foraging during the site assessments of WMU 31 in 2007 within cattail-tule dominated marsh within the WMU and
adjacent upland vegetation (WRA 2009b). During a 2007 site assessment conducted for a related project in WMU 4
of the Facility, WRA biologists also observed several song sparrows, assumed to be of this subspecies (WRA 2008 a,
b).

California Ridgway'’s Rail [Federal Endangered, State Endangered, CDFW Fully Protected
Species]

The California Ridgway’s Rail (CRR) (Rallus obsoletus obsoletus), formerly known as California clapper rail (R.
longirostris obsoletus), is the resident Ridgway’s/clapper rail subspecies of northern and central California. Although
more widespread in the past, it is currently restricted to the San Francisco Bay estuary. The CRR occurs only within
salt and brackish marshes. In south and central San Francisco Bay and along the perimeter of San Pablo Bay, CRR
typically inhabits salt marshes dominated by pickleweed and cordgrass. Brackish marshes supporting CRR occur
along major sloughs and rivers of San Pablo Bay and along tidal sloughs of Suisun Marsh. Nesting occurs from
March through July, with peak activity in late April to late May. CRR nests, constructed of wetland vegetation and
platform-shaped, are placed near the ground in clumps of dense vegetation, usually in the lower marsh zone near
small tidal channels (DeGroot 1927, Evens and Page 1983, Harvey 1988).

WRA conducted rail surveys at WMUs 10/11/14, 31 and 32 from 2008 through 2017, an effort of 332 hours over 80
days. The 2008 and 2009 surveys were reconnaissance surveys to support assessment of WMU biological
resources. Surveys from 2011 to 2017 were USFWS-approved protocol-level surveys conducted to support
investigation and studies within the WMUs, or as an ongoing effort to demonstrate absence of CRR during the
Section 7 Consultation. The last protocol-level surveys were conducted in 2017 (WRA 2019b). From 2008 through
2017, seven protocol-level surveys were conducted at WMU 31, seven surveys for WMU 32, and six surveys for
WMU 10/11/14. Of those 20 surveys, the CRR did not occur within the PROJECT site.

No nesting CRR have been detected within or immediately adjacent to the Facility since WRA initiated surveys of the
WMUs in 2008, and only one detection of a single, unanswered call from a single individual has been documented
within or adjacent to the Facility in March 2009 (WRA 2009). The 10 years of surveys suggest that CRR is not
breeding within the immediate vicinity of the PROJECT Area. No habitat for CRR exists within the PROJECT site, nor
have CRRs been detected immediately adjacent to the Facility in CRR habitat. However, they may occasionally use
higher elevation marsh areas or marsh/upland transition zones in the vicinity of the Facility to escape high tides (WRA
2008b-d, 2009d-f, 2012b, 2013a, 2014, 2015b, 2016a, 2017b).

CRR has not been observed nesting in the WMUs during breeding bird surveys including Rail surveys at the units
from 2007 to 2017 (WRA 2008b-d, 2009d-f, 2012b, 2013a, 2014, 2015b, 2016a, 2017b). One CRR was detected
north of WMU 31 within Point Edith Wildlife Area during a single (of four total) protocol-level rail survey visit on March
17, 2009 (WRA 2009b). Overall, the 10 years of surveys suggest that CRR is not breeding within the immediate
vicinity of the PROJECT site.
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Salt marsh harvest mouse (Federal Endangered, State Endangered, CDFW Fully Protected

Species)

The SMHM is a relatively small rodent found only in suitable salt- and brackish-marsh habitat in the greater San
Francisco Bay, San Pablo Bay, and Suisun Bay areas. The habitat associated with SMHM has been described as
pickleweed-dominated vegetation (Fisler 1965), though more recent studies have shown that SMHM is supported
equally in pickleweed-dominated and mixed vegetation (including native and non-native salt- and brackish-marsh
species) (Sustaita et al. 2005, Sustaita et al. 2011). SMHM prefers deep, dense vegetative cover between 11.8 and
23.6 inches in height (USFWS 1984), though there are indications that shorter stands (5.9 inches is the shortest
commonly used) of pickleweed may also support an abundance of this species (Fisler 1965; Shellhammer et al.
1982; USFWS 2013).

SMHM has a moderate potential to occur within WMUs 10/11/14, 31, and 32. The WMUs contain wetland
communities suitable for this species. Additionally, upland communities adjacent to marshes present within the
WMUs may be used opportunistically for foraging by this species. The nearest documented occurrences are in Point
Edith Wildlife Area and across Pacheco Creek west of the WMUs.

On March 12 and 13, 2013, WRA biologists conducted site visits to WMUs 10/11/14, 31 and 32 to map SMHM habitat
based on a request from the Service (2013a). Areas considered “potential habitat” were distinguished from non-
habitat using a list of habitat suitability criteria taken from the available scientific literature and recovery documents.
Criteria used to determine which areas to include or exclude were based on structural components of the vegetation,
such as percent cover, height, and the structure provided by dominant plant species (WRA 2013Db).

Due to the overall low quality of potential habitat within the WMUs, and because the WMUs do not provide enough
area to be considered a Viable Habitat Area as defined by the USFWS (2013b), there is only moderate potential that
the WMUs could support a population of SMHM in their current condition (WRA 2017a). Because there is potential
habitat, however, the USFWS was consulted for the SMHM and a Biological Opinion has been issued for this species
for the PROJECT.

Conclusion: Impacts on Species
Burrowing Owl

Burrowing owls have been documented in the PROJECT site, therefore there is a potential for impact. Closure of
WMUs 14 and 32 would result in permanent removal of potential habitat for this species. Loss of potential habitat
would occur though the closure surface remedies and the wildlife exclusion perimeter fence. Wildlife exclusion
barriers would preclude burrowing-individuals from entering the WMU 32 footprint. Exclusion of burrowing wildlife
would preclude owls from occupying burrows. Surface closure remedies would also eliminate potential habitat for this
species at WMUs 14 and 32. In the context of the total amount of marginal potential habitat for this species that is
present within the greater facility site (e.g., along relatively undisturbed roads and levees), loss of habitat within the
footprint of WMUs 14 and 32 is discountable. Additionally, the WMU 32 wildlife exclusion barriers would be designed
and maintained in a manner to preclude any potential for entanglement impacts by flying species. Thus, with the
mitigation implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2, any potential impacts to burrowing owl would be less than
significant.

Suisun Song Sparrow

The Suisun song sparrow has a high potential to occur within WMU 32. Marsh vegetation provides small areas of
breeding and foraging habitat for this species. While the species has not been observed in WMU 32, it has been
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observed within the Facility by WRA biologists (WRA 2009c). As such, there is a moderate potential for impact on this
species. The WMU 32 wildlife exclusion barriers would be designed and maintained in a manner to preclude any
potential for entanglement impacts by flying species. Additionally, standard nesting bird pre-construction mitigation is
proposed (Mitigation Measure BIO-1) to reduce potentially significant impacts to a level of less than significant. This
mitigation would only apply to ground disturbing activities and any necessary vegetation removal activities that occur
between February 15 and August 31. Ground disturbance and any necessary vegetation removal that occurs outside
of this window would not require additional measures. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 any
potential impacts to special-status birds would be less than significant. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure
BIO-1, the potential for impact is reduced to less than significant.

Western Pond Turtle

The western pond turtle has a moderate potential to occur within the WMUs 10/11/14, WMU 31, and WMU 32 (WRA
2019a, b). While no western pond turtles have been observed during WRA's site visits, the WMUs contain aquatic
features that may support this species and are adjacent to suitable foraging and nesting habitat. This suitable
adjacent habitat includes the Clean Water Canal (CWC) and nearby upland habitat, which is adjacent to much of
WMU 31. Additionally, while there is no suitable aquatic habitat within the WMU 32, much of the unit is located within
400 meters of Pacheco Creek where western pond turtle has previously occurred (CDFG 2009). Within WMU 32,
suitable nesting habitat of pickleweed is located in the southwestern corner of the unit. With the addition of the
exclusion structure, during the closure of WMU 32, suitable habitat would be lost and inaccessible; however, the loss
of habitat would have the benefit of preventing the species from nesting in potentially waste-impacted soils. The
nearest documented occurrence of western pond turtle is approximately 0.5 miles west of the WMUs (CDFW 2017).
With the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-5, the potential for impact is reduced to less than significant.

California Ridgway'’s Rail

Although suitable habitat exists within the vicinity of the PROJECT and there are nearby known occurrences of
California Ridgway’s Rail (CRR), no suitable habitat exists in the PROJECT site and no CRR were observed during
surveys. Therefore, there is no potential for CRR individuals to be in the PROJECT site. However, there is potential
for PROJECT noise to affect individuals in the Point Edith Wildlife Area outside of the PROJECT site. Due to the
potential to affect CRR, there is a potential significant impact on CRR, and USFWS was consulted to mitigate the
impact of potential take on CRR. The USACE initiated consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the Federal
Endangered Species Act on July 16, 2012, regarding impacts to listed species including the CRR. The USFWS
issued a Biological Opinion on November 17, 2017 (Appendix D) finding that the PROJECT with mitigation would not
result in jeopardy to any listed species. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure BlO-4, the impact is
considered less than significant.

Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse

The PROJECT would result in temporary impacts to 5.46 acres of SMHM wetland habitat and 19.18 acres of SMHM
upland habitat; these impacts would be restored within 12 to 24 months following the impacts. SMHM habitat
restoration would occur concurrently with the mitigation wetland and upland revegetation efforts. A total of 2.96 acres
of SMHM wetland habitat and 8.31 acres of seasonal SMHM upland habitat would be permanently impacted. With the
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3, this impact would be reduced to less than significant. As noted above,
the USFWS has issued a Biological Opinion that includes SMHM for the PROJECT.
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

MM BIO-1

MM BIO-2

Avoid Disturbance of Nesting Special-Status and Non-Special-Status Raptors and other
Migratory Birds, including northern harrier, Suisun song sparrow. If construction activities are
scheduled during the breeding and/or nesting season (February 15 through August 31), a qualified
biologist shall conduct a preconstruction nest survey of suitable nesting habitat. Surveys shall be
performed for the PROJECT construction and staging areas and suitable habitat within 250 feet of
the PROJECT construction and staging areas in order to locate any active passerine (perching
bird) nests and within 500 feet of the PROJECT construction and staging areas to locate any active
raptor (birds of prey) nest. The survey shall be conducted not more than 14 calendar days prior to
the start of work. If nesting passerines and raptors do not occur within 250 and 500 feet of the
PROJECT area, respectively, then no further action is required if construction begins within 14
calendar days. If the survey indicates the potential presence of nesting birds, the biologist shall
determine an appropriately sized buffer around the nest and no work will be allowed in this buffer
until the young have successfully fledged. The size of the nest buffer will be determined by a
qualified biologist and will depend on the species present, the level of noise or construction
disturbance, line of sight between the nest and the disturbance, ambient levels of noise and other
disturbances, and other topographical or artificial barriers. In general, buffer sizes of up to 300-500
feet for raptors and 50-250 feet for other birds should suffice to prevent disturbance, but these
buffers may be increased or decreased, as appropriate, depending on the bird species and the
level of disturbance anticipated near the nest.

Avoid Disturbance of Burrowing Owls. Because suitable habitat is present on the site and a
burrowing owl has been observed in the PROJECT site, preconstruction take avoidance surveys
for burrowing owls shall be implemented prior to construction activities. These surveys shall
conform to the survey protocol established by the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation.
The following measures are consistent with the provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the
CDFW staff report.

e No more than 14 days prior to any ground disturbing activities (regardless of time of year), a
qualified biologist shall conduct a take avoidance survey for burrowing owls. If no owls are
found during this first survey, a final survey shall be conducted within 24 hours prior to ground
disturbance to confirm that burrowing owls are still absent. If ground disturbing activities are
delayed or suspended for more than 14 days after the initial take avoidance survey, the site
shall be resurveyed (including the final survey within 24 hours of disturbance). All surveys shall
be conducted in accordance with CDFW guidelines.

e If burrowing owls are found on the site during the surveys, mitigation shall be required in
accordance with CDFW guidelines. If the surveys identify breeding or wintering burrowing owls
on or adjacent to the site, occupied burrows shall not be disturbed and shall be provided with
protective buffers. Where avoidance is not feasible, an exclusion plan shall be implemented to
encourage owls to move away from the work area prior to construction. The exclusion plan
shall be developed in consultation with CDFW and monitoring requirements. Mitigation would
include the purchase of mitigation bank credits for burrowing owl foraging habitat at a minimum
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MM BIO-3

MM BIO-4

MM BIO-5

1:1 ratio for the loss of suitable foraging habitat caused by the construction of the PROJECT or
the preservation of equivalent lands.

Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse and Suitable SMHM Replacement.
The Applicant shall compensate for the temporary disturbance of 24.64 acres and the permanent
loss of 11.27 acres of SMHM habitat by preserving and managing land offsite to conserve the
species and to offset temporary and permanent impacts to potential SMHM habitat due to
PROJECT activities. A total of 83.09 acres would be preserved through the preservation and
management of high quality SMHM habitat in perpetuity at the Cordelia Slough Preserve in Suisun
Bay (Solano County, California) as approved by USFWS long-term management plan with a fully
funded endowment.

Avoid and Minimize Impacts to California Black Rail and Ridgway’s rail and Suitable CRR
replacement habitat. The Applicant shall fund the restoration of 5.5 acres of tidal marsh
habitat/high tide refuge habitat for the CRR through channel excavation and creation of marsh
mounds in the Sonoma Creek Marsh Enhancement Project at the San Pablo Bay National Wildlife
Refuge in Sonoma, California, as offsite compensatory mitigation for the effects of the PROJECT
on the CRR. The Applicant shall provide the funding prior to the initiation of construction of the
PROJECT.

General wildlife protection measures for wildlife during construction.

e A qualified biologist will provide Worker Environmental Awareness Training (WEAT) to field
management and construction personnel. Communication efforts and training will take place
during preconstruction meetings so that construction personnel are aware of their
responsibilities and the importance of compliance. WEAT will identify the types of sensitive
resources located in the PROJECT area and the measures required to avoid impacts on these
resources. Materials covered in the training program will include environmental rules and
regulations for the specific PROJECT and requirements for limiting activities to the
construction right-of-way and avoiding demarcated sensitive resource areas.

e If new construction personnel are added to the PROJECT, the contractor will ensure the new
personnel receive WEAT before starting work. A sign-in sheet of those contractor individuals
who have received the training will be maintained by the project proponent. A representative
will be appointed during the WEAT to be the contact for any employee or contractor who might
inadvertently kill or injure a listed species or who finds a dead, injured, or entrapped individual.
The representative's name and telephone number will be provided to the USFWS before the
initiation of ground disturbance.

e Ifindividuals of listed wildlife species may be present and subject to potential injury or mortality
from construction activities, a qualified biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys. If a listed
wildlife species is discovered, construction activities will not begin in the immediate vicinity of
the individual until USFWS and/or CDFW is contacted, and the individual has been allowed to
leave the construction area.

¢ Minimum qualifications for a qualified biologist will be a four-year college degree in biology or
related field and demonstrated experience with the species of concern.

e Any special-status species observed during surveys will be reported to the USFWS and CDFW
so the observations can be added to the CNDDB.

¢ All vehicle operators will limit speed to 15 mph within the PROJECT area.
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e  Prior to the commencement of construction, the following measures will be conducted in an
effort to ensure no wildlife is present in any work area. Prior to removal of vegetation, the
qualified biologist will walk the work zone to ensure no wildlife, or their nests, occur within the
work zone. In potential protected species habitat areas, vegetation will be removed using a
two-step process by which vegetation will be removed to bare ground in a manner to enable
and encourage wildlife to move out and away from the construction area. Tall vegetation will
first be removed using a walk behind mower with the blade set at a high ground clearance to
avoid direct mortality to wildlife. This would allow subsequent removal of vegetation to the
ground surface using string trimmers under the supervision of a qualified biologist since
visibility of the ground surface would be possible given the short stature of the vegetation.
Additionally, to protect western pond turtles, exclusion fencing will be installed prior to
construction during turtle nesting season (May 1—-August 31) in the work areas adjacent to
waterways.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.

Impact BIO-2 Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site does not contain riparian habitat that is suitable to support sensitive species, and as such does
not have a significant impact on changing or altering riparian habitat as a result of the PROJECT.

Due to the PROJECT site being previously used for waste management on the Facility, the PROJECT site represents
low quality natural habitat and therefore does not function as a sensitive natural community. The PROJECT site is
adjacent to Point Edith Wildlife Area, a 760-acre wildlife area with marshes and sloughs used for waterfow! hunting,
accessible only by boat. However, the PROJECT site is not located within any other sensitive natural community
identified within a local or regional plan, policy, and regulation, or by CDFW and USFWS. Therefore, the PROJECT
would have no impact to sensitive habitats.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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Impact BIO-3 Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT would result in impacts to federally and state protected waters, involving both temporary and
permanent impacts. Potential impacts on wetlands and waters of the U.S. and the state include direct modifications to
jurisdictional waters to accommodate various aspects of proposed improvements, and indirect changes associated
with the increased potential for erosion and water quality degradation.

Excavation and cover of wetlands during closure of the PROJECT WMUs would result in permanent impacts to 27.05
acres of jurisdictional waters. The 18.58 acres of impacted area located in WMUs 10, 11 and 31 would be restored?
(re-established) within these WMU areas following closure activities, so losses would be temporal in nature. The 8.47
acres of impacted area within WMUs 14 and 32 will be permanently lost due to construction of Title 27 covers. To
offset the wetland impacts the Applicant will restore wetlands onsite, has acquired and completed grading on, and
dedication of a property referred to here as the Suisun Properties land to the John Muir Land Trust for incorporation
into the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project (Restoration Project), and has purchased 8.47 acres of wetland
credits at Wildland’s North Suisun Mitigation Bank. The offsite Suisun Properties parcel is a 19-acre site that abuts
the Suisun Bay and is adjacent to the site for the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project, a watershed enhancement
project developed in partnership between the John Muir Land Trust and the Contra Costa County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District. As part of the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project, the Applicant removed the
existing infrastructure and debris on the site and graded 8.60 acres to an elevation that allows for the future
hydrologic connection with the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration site. The Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project
was evaluated in the County ISMND.

Avoided wetlands would be separated from the developed area by a sufficient buffer distance to avoid indirect
hydrological impacts. With the implementation of mitigation measures such as those outlined in Mitigation Measure
BIO-6 and Mitigation Measure BIO-7, impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.
Mitigation Measures

MM BIO-6 Mitigate for Permanent Impacts to Waters of the U.S. and/or Waters of the State. The
Applicant shall replace on a “no net loss” basis (minimum 1:1 ratio) (in accordance with USACE
and/or SFBRWQCB) the acreage and function of the 27.05 acres of wetlands and other waters that
would be removed as a result of PROJECT implementation. To mitigate the wetland impacts the
Applicant will restore® (re-established) wetlands onsite, has acquired and completed grading on,
and dedication of a property referred to here as the Suisun Properties land to the John Muir Land
Trust for incorporation into the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project (Restoration Project), and
has purchased 8.47 acres of wetland credits at Wildland’s North Suisun Mitigation Bank. The offsite
Suisun Properties parcel is a 19-acre site that abuts the Suisun Bay and is adjacent to the site for

2 Success criteria for the restored wetlands shall be defined as part of compliance with Mitigation Measure BIO 7.
See Section 5.4, Biological Resources, of this ISMND.

@ 5-32




Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation

the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project, a watershed enhancement project developed in
partnership between the John Muir Land Trust and the Contra Costa County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District. The Applicant removed existing infrastructure and debris from the site
and graded 8.60 acres to an elevation that allows for the future hydrologic connection with the
Lower Walnut Creek Restoration site. The Applicant transferred the parcel to the John Muir Land
Trust following completion of the grading. The work on this parcel is part of the County Flood
Control and the Water Conservation District's Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project and was
evaluated in the County ISMND.

MM BIO-7 Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The Applicant has developed a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
describing the methods for restoring the 18.58 acres of excavated wetlands in WMUs 10, 11, and
31, describing success criteria for the restored wetlands and the monitoring requirements. More
specifically, the Plan includes a description of protocols for monitoring vegetation and
geomorphology to evaluate PROJECT performance, monitoring schedule, performance criteria and
thresholds that would trigger adaptive management actions, and reporting, until the success criteria
are obtained. The Plan will be subject to approval by USFWS, the USACE, SFBRWQCB, and
BCDC prior to the start of construction. An annual report shall be prepared and provided to the
above-listed regulatory agencies in each year that post-construction monitoring is conducted.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.

Impact BIO-4 Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Impact Analysis

Wildlife movement corridors are important habitats that allow wildlife to travel, migrate, or disperse between
significant habitats (Harris and Gallagher 1989). Wildlife movement corridors have been recognized by federal
agencies such as the USFWS and the State of California as important habitats worthy of conservation. In general,
movement corridors are comprised of areas of undisturbed land cover that connects larger, contiguous habitats.

Due to the site being previously used for Facility waste management, the WMUs portion of the PROJECT site
represents low quality wildlife habitat (WRA 2017). The WMUs portion of the PROJECT site is not in itself important
habitat and does not provide connectivity to other important habitats worthy of conservation. Additionally, closure of
WMU 32 would create a wildlife barrier around the unit’s footprint. Any wildlife movement around the WMU footprint
would be limited to common wildlife species that are already tolerant of industrial/developed and highly disturbed land
covers. The WMU 32 barrier is not a complete barrier to movement, and connectivity of existing habitat will remain to
the north and south of the WMU 32 footprint. As stated above, the PROJECT site is adjacent to Point Edith Wildlife
Area, a 760-acre wildlife area with marshes and sloughs used for waterfowl hunting that is accessible only by boat.
However, because no connectivity exists for these species, the PROJECT would not interfere with the movement of
any wildlife species.

Additionally, as the PROJECT would not build any permanent roads or other linear barriers to movement, the
PROJECT would not interfere with the movement of any wildlife species.
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact BIO-5 Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT would not conflict with the Contra Costa County Ordinance Code Chapter 816-6 “Tree Protection and
Preservation.” WMU 31 currently has approximately 18 palm trees (Phoenix ssp.), some of which are protected trees,
as defined by the following: a protected tree is defined as any tree on developed property within any commercial,
professional office, or industrial district within unincorporated Contra Costa County, measuring 20 inches or larger
(measured at four and a half feet from ground level) in circumference (6.4 inches diameter), or any multi-stemmed
tree measuring 40 inches or larger (measured at four and a half feet from ground level) in circumference (12.7 inches
diameter). However, the trees on WMU 31 are planned for removal as part of another project that would occur prior to
construction of the PROJECT. Therefore, the appropriate baseline condition for this analysis assumes that trees are
not on-site. Tree removal activities are not proposed as part of the PROJECT and are not considered in the ISMND.
No impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact BIO-6 Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural
community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT would not conflict with local ordinances relative to biological resources. The PROJECT site is not
subject to a Habitat Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State plans. The PROJECT does not
conflict with the goals presented in the Contra Costa County General Plan. As such, the PROJECT would not conflict
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with any approved or planned local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. Therefore, there would be
no impact and no mitigation would be required.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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5.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Would the PROJECT: Significant gMitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a historical resource [] [] [] X
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

2) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource |:| |X| |:| |:|
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

3) Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal |:| |X| |:| |:|
cemeteries?

5.5.1 Environmental Setting

The PROJECT site is located approximately two miles east of the Benicia-Martinez Bridge and [-680, at the north end
of the Facility, in Contra Costa County. The PROJECT area is located on the USGS Vine Hill 7.5-minute
topographical quadrangle (Township 2N, Range 2W, Section 10; 1980) at approximately 38° 2’ 2.87” N, 122° 4’
13.36” W. The PROJECT site is located adjacent to Suisun Bay, which is connected to San Pablo Bay by the
Carquinez Strait.

The PROJECT area is in the lower Suisun Bay near the southern border of the Suisun Bay/ Sacramento River Delta
in unincorporated Contra Costa County, within the larger San Francisco Bay Area. The region in which the PROJECT
is located has a Mediterranean climate and supports a variety of wetland communities and grasslands.

Prehistoric Setting

Milliken et al. (2007) present a series of culture changes in the San Francisco Bay Area. The period of occupation
during the 11,500 to 8,000 calibrated (cal) B.C. time frame, when Clovis big-game hunters, then initial Holocene
gatherers, presumably lived in the area, lacks evidence, presumably because it has been washed away by stream
action, buried under more recent alluvium, or submerged on the continental shelf (Rosenthal and Meyer 2004:1).
However, there is evidence for an in-place forager economic pattern, beginning around 8000 cal B.C., followed by a
series of five cycles of change that began at approximately 3500 cal B.C.

Lower Archaic (8000 to 3500 cal B.P.) — Between cal 8000 and 3500 B.C., the Bay Area appears to have been
occupied by a widespread but sparse population of hunter-gatherers. The millingslab and handstone, as well as a

variety of large, wide-stemmed, and leaf-shaped projectile points, all emerged during this period (Milliken et al.
2007:114).

Middle Archaic (3500 to 500 cal B.P.) — Several technological and social developments characterize this period in the

Bay Area. Rectangular Haliotis and Olivella shell beads, the markers of the Early Period bead horizon, continued in
use until at least 2,800 years ago (Ingram 1998). Wallace and Lathrop 1975:19). The mortar and pestle were first
documented in the Bay Area shortly after 4000 B.C., and by 1500 cal B.C., cobble mortars and pestles, and not
millingslabs and handstones, were used at sites throughout the Bay Area, including CA-ALA-307 (West Berkeley),
and ALA-483 (Livermore Valley) (Wiberg 1996:373). In the central Bay Area, burial complexes with ornamental grave
associations and elliptical house floors with postholes characterized the Lower Berkeley Pattern. These features
represent a movement from forager to semi-sedentary land use (Milliken et al. 2007:115).
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Upper Archaic (500 cal B.P. to cal Anno Domini [A.D.] 1050) — The Upper Archaic period shows continued

specialization and an increase in the complexity of technology. Acorns and fish are the predominant food sources.
New bone tools and ornaments appear, including whistles and barbless fish spears. Beads become prominent, with
several types and varieties produced. Mortars and pestles continue to be the sole grinding tools utilized. Net sinkers
disappear at most sites in the region. Mortuary practices change from a flexed position to an extended position.

Emergent (cal A.D. 1050 to Historic) — A new level of sedentism, status ascription, and ceremonial integration in

lowland central California arose during this period. During the Middle/Late Transition bead horizon, around cal A.D.
1000 (Milliken et al. 2007:116), burial objects became much more elaborate, and initial markers of the Augustine
Pattern appeared, including multiperforated and bar-scored Haliotis ornaments and new Olivella bead types.

Obsidian production and mortuary practices both provide evidence for increased social stratification after 1250 A.D.
Napa Valley obsidian manufacturing debris increased dramatically in the interior East Bay (Milliken et al. 2007:117);
while with burials, although the quantity of shell beads contained in burials decreased, the quality of burial items
increased in high-status burials and cremations (Fredrickson 1974:62). This development may have reflected a new
regional ceremonial system that was the precursor of the ethnographic Kuksu cult, a ceremonial system that unified
the many language groups around the Bay during Bead Horizon L1 (Fredrickson 1994:66, Bennyhoff 1994:70, 72 in
Milliken et al. 2007:117).

An upward cycle of regional integration was likely commencing when it was interrupted by Spanish settiement in the
Bay Area beginning in 1776. Such regional integration was a continuing characteristic of the Augustine Pattern, most
likely brought to the Bay Area by Patwin speakers from Oregon, who introduced new tools (such as the bow) and
traits (such as pre-interment grave-pit burning) into central California. Perhaps the Augustine Pattern, with its inferred
shared regional religious and ceremonial organization, was developed as a means of overcoming insularity, not in the
core area of one language group, but in an area where many neighboring language groups were in contact (Milliken
et al. 2007:118).

Ethnographic Setting

Martinez is within the broad territory occupied by the Native American group known to the Spanish and twentieth-
century ethnographers as the Costanoan (Levy 1978). Costanoan peoples occupied the coast of California from San
Francisco to Monterey, and inland to include the coastal mountains from the southern side of the Carquinez Strait to
the eastern side of the Salinas River south of Chalone Creek. Costanoan actually refers to a group of eight related
languages belonging to the Penutian linguistic family. Each language was spoken by a different ethnic group within a
recognized geographical area. The contemporary descendants of the Bay Area branches of this group are members
of the Ohlone Indian Tribe, and the name Ohlone is used in this document to include the members of several Bay
Area ethnic groups, including those from the immediate PROJECT area.

Martinez is in the area that was occupied by speakers of the Karkin (or Carquin) language. Karkin was the largest of
the four villages where this language was spoken, and the name of the village was given to both the language and
the Straits upon which the villages were located (Cook 1957).

As in most of California, the politically autonomous units within each Ohlone ethnic group have been classified as
“tribelets,” as per ethnographer Alfred L. Kroeber’s influential Handbook of the Indians of California (1925). Tribelet
population varied from 50 to 500 with the average being about 200 people. Each Ohlone tribelet had one or more
permanent villages and several temporary camps within its territory. Collecting and hunting parties lived in temporary
camps when obtaining seasonally available resources within the tribelet territory away from the village. Tribelet
territorial boundaries were strictly observed, with infringement of territorial rights being the most frequent cause of war
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between tribelets. Members of each tribelet identified themselves with the principal village; there was no overarching
recognition of multiple tribelets belonging to a larger Ohlone group. Each tribelet had a chief, whose office was
inherited patrilineally. The chief's duties included feeding visitors, directing ceremonial activities, organizing hunting,
fishing, and gathering activities, and directing warfare expeditions. The chief generally did not have coercive powers,
except during times of war. The chief and a council of elders advised the people and attempted to achieve consensus
in important community matters (Levy 1978).

Historic Setting

The Mexican government secularized the missions in the early 1830s. Former mission lands were granted to soldiers
and other Mexican citizens, primarily for use as cattle ranches. The Martinez area was originally part of two Mexican
land grants. The Rancho El Pinole was granted to Ygnacio Martinez in 1824 (Martinez Historical Society 2018). The
eastern boundary of this grant was Alhambra Creek, which runs through the modern city of Martinez. The area east
of Alhambra Creek was provisionally granted to Scotsman William Welch in 1844 as part of Rancho Las Juntas, or
the Welch Rancho (Diablo Valley College 2021). Ranching continued following the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo granting Alta California to the United States in 1848.

The Gold Rush of 1849 brought large numbers of Anglo-Americans to the Bay Area, resulting in the rapid expansion
of San Francisco, which became the commercial hub for the region. Other towns in the Bay Area, such as Oakland
and San Jose, developed quickly after the arrival of the Southern Pacific transcontinental railroad in 1869 (Beck and
Haase 1974). These Bay Area towns provided commercial, warehousing, financial, and manufacturing services for
the agricultural and mining areas further east.

In 1847, ferry service was established across the Carquinez Strait between what would later become Martinez and
Benicia. This quickly became an integral part of the main route from San Francisco to the gold mining areas in the
Sierras, and the area developed rapidly by providing supplies and other services to the gold miners using the ferry
route. Further development ensued when the legislature designated Martinez as the county seat of Contra Costa
County in 1851 (Martinez Historical Society 2018).

Although the initial growth of the Martinez area was based on the Gold Rush, sustained development came from
agriculture. The principal commodities were wheat and fruit, as well as cattle. The establishment of rail service
through Martinez in 1877 facilitated widespread shipping of local agricultural products (Martinez Historical Society
2018).

Martinez became an industrial center in the early twentieth century when chemical and petroleum facilities were built.
Associated Oil opened their refinery at Avon in 1913. The Martinez location provided a deep-water harbor and rail
connections for these facilities. As industrial businesses grew, local agricultural lands were converted to housing for
refinery and chemical plant workers (Martinez Historical Society 2018). The Facility has been operating for more than
100 years and is expected to remain in operation for the foreseeable future.

5.5.2 Methodology

The cultural resources investigations carried out for the PROJECT included background research conducted at the
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System, consultation
opportunity for Native American Tribes (Appendix E and Section 5.18, Tribal Cultural Resources) and a review of
historic maps and ethnographic documents.
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Record Search and Literature Review

The California Historical Resources Information System maintains regional offices that manage site records for
known cultural resource locations and related technical studies. The regional office for Contra Costa County is the
NWIC, located at Sonoma State University in Rohnert Park. Information regarding cultural resource studies and
archaeological sites was compiled using a 0.25-mile search radius around the PROJECT. Sources reviewed include
all known and recorded archaeological and historic sites, and cultural resource reports. Additional resources
consulted for relevant information include the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historical
Resources, the California Inventory of Historic Resources, the California Points of Historical Interest, California
Historical Landmarks, and historic maps.

The record search for the PROJECT was requested on September 21, 2021, and was completed on October 7, 2021
(NWIC File # 18-0646). The NWIC did not identify any previously recorded resources within the PROJECT or within a
0.25-mile radius of the PROJECT area. Additionally, the NWIC did not identify any studies conducted within the
PROJECT area and identified three studies conducted within a 0.25-mile radius of the PROJECT area, West and
Schultz 1975 (S-051681), Self 2001 (S-23920), and Tremaine 2009 (S-38006). None of these studies included field
surveys that covered any portion of the PROJECT area.

Four previous technical studies conducted within the Facility-owned portion of the PROJECT area (that were not on
file at the NWIC) were provided to Stantec. Three of the studies were conducted by URS (2008 a, b, and c) and
included a records search, Native American Tribe consultation opportunity, and survey of the current Facility-owned
portion of the PROJECT area (WMUs 10/11/14, 31, and 32). Two of the three studies resulted in negative findings for
cultural resources in the PROJECT area, while the other (URS 2008b) identified a small historic structure within WMU
31. This resource was recommended ineligible by the study and has since been demolished; no structures are
present within the WMU 31 PROJECT area. One additional study was conducted by Basin Research Associates, Inc.
(2014) for WMU 32 which included an archaeological survey, records search, and consultation. The study resulted in
negative findings for cultural resources in WMU 32.

Native American Correspondence

The SFBRWQCB sent a request to the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in June 2018,
requesting a list of Native American contacts for the PROJECT area and requesting a search of the NAHC’s Sacred
Lands File. The NAHC responded to the request and provided a list of Native American contacts and indicated that
there are no known Sacred Sites listed in their Sacred Lands File for the PROJECT area. Additionally, the NAHC
included a list of individuals and tribes affiliated with the area.

There is one Native American Tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
PROJECT that has requested that the SFBRWQCB provide written notification of projects pursuant to AB 52: Wilton
Rancheria. On July 6, 2018, the SFBRWQCB sent notification of the PROJECT to Wilton Rancheria. The notification
provided Wilton Rancheria with 30 days from receipt of the letter to request consultation. The SFBRWQCB did not
receive a request for consultation.

5.5.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.
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Impact CUL-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Impact Analysis

There are no recorded historical resources, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, located within the
PROJECT area. The WMUs that comprise the PROJECT are inactive WMUs that were created by the construction of
berms made of native soil and fill, to create containment cells for waste material. The PROJECT site is located in an
industrial area of Contra Costa County that has been previously developed with the necessary infrastructure to
support operation of the Facility. The WMUs have been previously disturbed by industrial activities associated with
the Facility. Therefore, there is no likelihood of a historical resource being discovered during ground-disturbing
PROJECT activities.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact CUL-2 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Impact Analysis

There are no recorded archaeological resources, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, located within the
PROJECT area. The WMUs that comprise the PROJECT are inactive WMUs that were created by the construction of
berms made of native soil and fill, to create containment cells for waste material. Therefore, the likelihood of an
archaeological resource being discovered during ground-disturbing PROJECT activities (e.g., excavation of waste
material, the installation of shear panel walls backfilled with slurry, and/or grading) is very minimal, as the above-
mentioned activities would disturb mostly landfill debris, imported soil covers, and staging areas, and would involve
little or no disturbance of native soils.

However, if an inadvertent discovery were to occur, it could result in damage to the resource that would cause a
substantial adverse change in its significance, thereby constituting a significant impact. Prehistoric resources might
include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, scrapers) or toolmaking debris; culturally
darkened soil (“midden”) containing heat-affected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; and stone milling equipment
(e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones, or milling slabs); and battered stone tools, such as hammerstones and pitted
stones. Historic-period resources in this locale might include shipwreck remains, including wood, iron, and steel-
hulled ships, as well as smaller ferrous materials such as anchors, iron ballast, chain, iron hull fasteners, rigging, and
fittings of various types. Other historic-period materials could include debris scatters of ceramic, glass, or metal
containers; household or personal items; privy pits; or building foundations or other structural remains. The
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would reduce to a less than significant level any potential
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impacts from inadvertent discovery of either a historical resource or a unique archaeological resource at WMUs
10/11/14, 31, and 32.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.
Mitigation Measure

MM CUL-1 Cultural Materials Discovered During Construction. If evidence of any prehistoric or historic-era
subsurface archaeological features or deposits are discovered during excavation or other earth-
moving activities, all ground disturbing activity in the area of the discovery shall be halted until a
qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find. Should an unanticipated discovery
be made, avoidance is the preferred treatment (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.4(b)(3)(A)), but if the
site cannot be avoided in place, then the site shall be further evaluated. Immediately upon
discovery of a find, a qualified archaeologist shall evaluate the significance of the newly discovered
site or unanticipated discovery along with attempted consultation with designated Native American
representatives to provide proper management recommendations. A qualified archaeologist shall
follow accepted professional standards in recording any find, including submittal of the standard
California Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record forms (Form DPR 523) and
location information to the NWIC. The consulting archaeologist shall also evaluate such resources
for significance per California Register of Historical Resources eligibility criteria (PRC § 5024.1;
Title 14 CCR § 4852). If the archaeologist determines that the find does contain temporally
diagnostic materials and does not meet the California Register of Historical Resources standards of
significance for cultural resources, construction may proceed. If the archaeologist determines that
further information is needed to evaluate significance, the lead agency shall be notified, and a data
recovery plan shall be prepared.

MM CUL-2 Worker Awareness Training. Prior to the start of construction, all field personnel shall receive
worker’s environmental awareness training on cultural resources. The training, which may be
conducted with other environmental or safety trainings, will provide a description of cultural
resources that may be encountered during construction and outline the steps to follow in the event
that a discovery is made.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.

Impact CUL-3 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries?

Impact Analysis

There is a low likelihood of encountering buried human remains during ground-disturbing PROJECT activities. None
have been reported in the PROJECT vicinity, and the filled and heavily developed former tidal marshland on which
the Facility has been built has a low sensitivity for preservation of such remains. Nonetheless, the accidental
disturbance of human remains would constitute a significant impact. Therefore, Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would
reduce any potential impacts from an inadvertent discovery to a less than significant level.
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measure

MM CUL-3

Human Burials Encountered During Construction. The treatment of human remains and any
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any ground-disturbing activity shall
comply with applicable State law. PROJECT personnel shall be alerted to the possibility of
encountering human remains during PROJECT implementation and apprised of the proper
procedures to follow in the event they are found.

State law requires immediate notification of the County coroner upon discovery of human remains;
in the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American, the NAHC
would be notified, which would appoint a Most Likely Descendent (PRC Section 5097.98). The
Most Likely Descendent would make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the
treatment, with appropriate dignity, of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary
objects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[d]). The agreement shall take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. The PRC
allows 48 hours to reach agreement on these matters. If the Most Likely Descendent and the other
parties do not agree on the treatment and disposition of the remains and funerary objects, the
SFBRWQCB shall follow PRC Section 5097.98(b), which states that “the landowner or his or her
authorized representative shall reinter the human remains and items associated with Native
American burials with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further
subsurface disturbance”.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.
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5.6 ENERGY

Potentially . Le_s_s Than. Less Than
i iyl Significant with et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

1) Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of [] [] X []
energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

2) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency? D D |X| D

5.6.1 Environmental Setting

Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) provides electricity and natural gas service to Contra Costa County. Electricity to the
PROJECT site is currently provided by PG&E. In February 2018, PG&E announced that it had reached California’s
2020 renewable energy goal three years ahead of schedule, and now delivers nearly 80 percent of its electricity from
GHG free resources. Approximately 29 percent of PG&E’s electricity came from renewable resources including solar,
wind, geothermal, biomass and small hydroelectric sources in 2019. Additionally, 98 percent of PG&E's total electric
power mix is from GHG-free sources including nuclear, large hydroelectric, and renewable sources of energy (PG&E
2021).

5.6.2 Methodology

The energy requirements for the PROJECT were determined using the construction and operational estimates
generated from the Air Quality Analysis (refer to Appendix B). Short-term construction energy consumption is
discussed below.

Short-Term Construction

Off-Road Equipment

The PROJECT is anticipated to be constructed over eight years with a construction start expected in 2024. Table
5.6-1 provides estimates of the PROJECT'S construction fuel consumption from off-road construction equipment. As
shown in Table 5.6-1, construction activities associated with the PROJECT would be estimated to consume 122,128
gallons of diesel fuel.

Table 5.6-1. Construction Off-Road Fuel Consumption

Phase Fuel Consumption (gallons)
Year 1 12,044
Year 2 16,460
Year 3 17,409
Year 4 17,409
Year 5 17,409
Year 6 7,157
Year 7 19,388
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Phase Fuel Consumption (gallons)
Year 8 14,851
Total 122,128

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding.
Source: Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 2023 (Appendix B).

There are no unusual PROJECT characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would
be less energy-efficient than at comparable construction sites in other parts of the state. Therefore, it is expected that
construction fuel consumption associated with the PROJECT would not be any more inefficient, wasteful, or
unnecessary than at other construction sites in the region. Furthermore, the PROJECT would require Tier 4 diesel
engine standards for several of the off-road equipment and heavy-duty diesel trucks, which would reduce potential air
quality impacts and would have the co-benefit of reducing fuel consumption.

On-Road Vehicles

On-road vehicles for construction workers, vendors, and haulers would require fuel for travel to and from the
PROJECT site during construction. Table 5.6-2 provides an estimate of the total on-road vehicle fuel usage during
construction. There are no unusual PROJECT characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction
equipment that would be less energy-efficient than at comparable construction sites in other parts of the state.
Therefore, it is expected that construction fuel consumption associated with the PROJECT would not be any more
inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than at other construction sites in the region.

Table 5.6-2. Construction On-Road Fuel Consumption

Phase Fuel Consumption (gallons)
Year 1 20,644
Year 2 30,324
Year 3 33,647
Year 4 33,647
Year 5 33,647
Year 6 19,697
Year 7 32,416
Year 8 22,574
Total 226,598

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding.
Source: Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 2023 (Appendix B).

5.6.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.
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Impact EN-1 Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

Impact Analysis

This impact addresses the energy consumption from both the short-term construction and long-term operations and
are discussed separately below.

Construction Energy Demand

As summarized in Table 5.6-1 and Table 5.6-2, the PROJECT would require 122,128 gallons of diesel fuel for
construction off-road equipment and 226,598 gallons of gasoline for on-road vehicles during construction. The
PROJECT has incorporated Tier 4 engine standards for several off-road equipment and 2015 or newer heavy-duty
diesel trucks, as defined in Appendix B. This feature would serve to reduce the amount of fuel consumed by the
PROJECT.

There are no unusual PROJECT characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would
be less energy-efficient than at comparable construction sites in other parts of the state. Furthermore, the PROJECT
would be implementing idling restrictions and encouraging construction workers to carpool to the work site. Therefore,
it is expected that construction fuel consumption associated with the PROJECT would not be any more inefficient,
wasteful, or unnecessary than at other construction sites in the region.

Long-Term Energy Demand

Maintenance of the PROJECT WMUs would be performed by existing employees, thus there is no anticipated
increase in operational emissions associated with ongoing maintenance. The PROJECT does include an LFG system
to handle potential gas that could be generated due to the decomposition of consolidated waste beneath the WMU 14
cap. Gas generated beneath the impermeable cap will be passively vented through the gravel geotextile layer. These
activities would have no increase on energy demand; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact EN-2 Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

Impact Analysis

Contra Costa County’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) provides several renewable energy and energy reduction
strategies. The majority of the reduction strategies presented in the CAP are only applicable to the operational phase
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of a project and therefore are not relevant to the PROJECT. However, the CAP does include goals to reduce
transportation emissions from both on-road and off-road vehicles, specifically, by operating cleaner, more efficient
vehicles and equipment. As shown in the PROJECT design and Appendix B, Tier 4 engine standards are required for
many off-road construction equipment and large heavy-duty diesel trucks used for the material hauling and on-site
watering would be 2015 or newer. As such, the PROJECT is consistent with the applicable CAP measure for cleaner,
more efficient vehicles and equipment. Furthermore, the PROJECT would be implementing idling restrictions and
encouraging construction workers to carpool to the work site. For the above reasons, the PROJECT would not
conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. As such, the impact is less
than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

@ 5-46




Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation

5.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Potentially . Le:s_s Than_ Less Than
. iyl Significant With et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

1) Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the |:| |X| |:| |:|
risk of loss, injury, or death, involving:

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

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

[]
D
[]
[]

iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

OO oo
XXX K
OO oo
OO oo

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

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

[]
[]
X
[]

4) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code,
creating substantial direct or indirect risks D D |X| D
to life or property?

5) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems |:| |:| |:| |X|
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

6) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site or unique |:| |X| |:| |:|
geologic feature?

5.7.1 Environmental Setting

The PROJECT site is located on predominantly flat land and lies between approximately 3 feet below mean sea level
(msl) to 5 feet above msl. The information in this section is primarily based on the review of the draft CPCMP and
basis of design reports prepared for the WMUs.

Fault Systems

The San Francisco Bay Area is considered a high seismically active region. The PROJECT site is located
approximately 550 feet east of the adjacent Avon section of the Concord-Green Valley Fault system, which runs
underneath the Lower Walnut Creek channel. The creek channel and adjacent refinery area, including WMU 31 and

@ 5-47




Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation

32, are considered an earthquake fault zone. WMU 10/11/14 are located immediately east of the fault zone (DOC
2015). The Concord Fault is an active fault with activity within the last 200 years; the most recent historic damaging
earthquake was in 1955 (Contra Costa County 2005). Additionally, the Green Valley Fault is another Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault located approximately 3 miles north of the PROJECT site across Suisun Bay; it is classified as a
Holocene fault that has had displacement within the past 11,700 years. There are also several other fault zones
within Contra Costa County. The closest are the Holocene era Clayton Fault located approximately 7 miles southeast
of the PROJECT site and the Quaternary era Franklin Fault zone approximately 5 miles west of the PROJECT site
(DOC 2010).

Surface Rupture

Surface fault rupture occurs when a fault rupture extends through the ground surface. Surface ruptures primarily
occur along pre-existing fault zones and Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones indicate areas where surface fault
ruptures are the most likely during an earthquake. The Concord fault is a northwest striking, right lateral strike slip
fault zone part of the San Andreas fault system in the California coast ranges. It extends for about 18 km along the
edge of Ygnacio Valley from the base of Mount Diablo to Suisun Bay (DOC 1992). The northern section of the
Concord Fault is located about 200 feet to over 2,200 feet from the PROJECT site (DOC 1993).

Ground Shaking

Earthquake ground shaking intensity is measured using the Modified Mercalli Intensity scale, which is a qualitative
measure based on impacts on persons, structures, and material. The scale ranges from an intensity of |, which
indicates an earthquake is not felt, to XIlI, which indicates all construction is damaged. An intensity of IV to XII can
cause moderate to severe levels of damage. The PROJECT site consists of modern sediment of San Francisco Bay
Estuary and Delta lowlands. The General Plan classifies the PROJECT site stability as poor due to weak, water
saturated deposits (Contra Costa County 2005). The strongest Modified Mercalli Intensity response in the PROJECT
area would occur due to a seismic event along the Concord-Southern Green Valley Fault System. The Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) estimates that a magnitude 8.8 event would result in Modified Mercalli Intensity with
violent ground shaking. Seismic activity along other faults within the San Francisco Bay Area would also result in
noticeable but less severe ground shaking (ABAG 2023).

Liquefaction

Liquefaction is a phenomenon when soil has a temporary loss of shear strength because of increased water pressure
between soil grains under stresses associated with earthquakes. This loss of strength results in the sediment
behaving like a liquid, which can result in lateral spreading and a loss of bearing strength. For liquefaction to occur,
there needs to be loose, granular sediment that is saturated with water and strong seismic shaking. The San
Francisco Bay Area is particularly susceptible due to the extent of land created using dredged material and the high
potential for seismic activity (USGS 2021). The Vine Hill Quadrangle has not yet been evaluated for its liquefaction
potential by the California Geological Survey. However, the General Plan classifies the PROJECT site as having a
generally high liquefaction potential based on known geological conditions (Contra Costa County 2005).

Lateral Spreading

Lateral spreading are landslides that occur on gentle slopes and have a fluid-like movement. Liquefaction can result
in soil weakness that results in lateral spreading. Based on the County’s General Plan, reclaimed wetlands and
marsh fill areas are major geologic hazards in the County. Reclaimed wetlands, whether filled or not, experience
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amplified lateral and vertical movements, which can be damaging to structures, utilities, and transportation routes and
facilities (Contra Costa County 2005).

Landslides

Landslides are typically associated with steep slopes over 15 percent and with old landslide deposits. The PROJECT
area is relatively flat and there are no slopes over 26 percent (Contra Costa County 2005). There is no evidence of
debris-flow activity in the PROJECT area or old landslide deposits. However, the PROJECT site contains filled,
reclaimed material, which is known to be susceptible to landslides. The PROJECT area has been classified as
marginally susceptible to landslides due to the weakness of the bay fill material, but the gentle slope of the PROJECT
site limits the risk of landslides (Hayden 1995).

WMUs 10/11/14

The subsurface materials at WMUs 10/11/14 can be characterized into six distinct units: waste material, coke,
organics (e.g., highly organic silt and clay or bay peat), Young Bay Mud (YBM), Old Bay Clay, and alluvium. The
waste material within WMUs 10/11/14 appears as a black sludge mixed with soil. Generally, the waste material is
soft, wet, and dark brown to black, with minor traces of organic material.

Beneath the waste material is a distinct layer of coke separating the waste material from the underlying native
sediments. Based on boring logs, cross-sections and recent investigations the coke at WMUs 10/11/14 is generally
fine to medium grained in texture and ranges in thickness from approximately 1 to 5 feet. Although its thickness
varies, the coke is generally continuous across WMUs 10/11/14.

Given that the site was a former marsh, the thickness of organic material and YBM varies significantly between
investigation locations. Native organic soils underlie the waste material and coke in most portions of the site. These
soils are typically very compressible, are highly plastic, and have very high-water contents, in the range of 75 to 200
percent and are described as very weak soils based on their strength. YBM was encountered in some areas below
the organics and is likely mixed with organic soils near the upper contact of the YBM. YBM thickness is estimated to
range from approximately 4 to 10 feet. YBM is predominantly clay that exhibits lower water contents, higher fines
content, and higher specific gravities than the organic soils. YBM is also considered weak and compressible in
absolute terms.

Old Bay Clay and alluvium underlie the native low strength, highly compressible soils described above. The Old Bay
Clay and alluvium have still lower water contents and higher dry unit weights and are stronger and less compressible
than the overlying soils.

WMU 31

The WMU 31 ground surface is underlain by a thick and compressible peat layer, which is in turn underlain by soft
bay mud. The physical delineation between waste material and underlying native sediments is difficult to discern in
the field in some areas of WMU 31. In some locations the native sediments have been impacted by constituents of
concern that have migrated from the waste material into the native sediments.

WMU 32

WMU 32 has a surface elevation that ranges from approximately 2 to 10 feet above msl. The WMU is underlain by
lithologic units, fill, waste, and residual acid tar encountered within and in the vicinity of WMU 32. Fill is a mix of native
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and non-native materials placed by the Facility at or near ground surface present at varying depths ranging from
ground surface to 8 feet below ground surface (bgs).

Bay sediments are organic to highly organic clays and silts with relatively minor sand deposits and are present at
varying depths ranging from ground surface to 55 feet bgs. Older alluvium primarily consists of silty clays and clays
with layers of coarse sands and gravels. In the vicinity of WMU 32, the older alluvium is encountered at varying
depths ranging from 10 to more than 100 feet bgs. Waste is generally located within the operational boundary of
WMU 32 and has been encountered at varying depths ranging from ground surface to 12 feet bgs. Residual Acid Tar
from historic operations is encountered at depths of about 5 feet bgs within the southern portion of WMU 32 and up to
45 feet bgs southwest of WMU 32 toward Lower Walnut Creek.

Paleontological Setting

To determine the potential for paleontological resources in the PROJECT area, geologic units from maps of the area
were analyzed for their potential paleontological sensitivity based on existing literature and known localities. The
paleontological database at the University of California, Berkeley’s Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) was consulted,
and the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) guidelines (SVP 1996, 2010) were followed while conducting the
paleontological review.

The UCMP database search did not identify any paleontological resources within the PROJECT area. The closest
vertebrate fossil sites to the PROJECT include an assemblage located approximately 2.5 miles east in the Port
Chicago Clay Pits, part of the Pleistocene-age Montezuma Formation. The next nearest is approximately 3.5 miles
south in Pacheco, located in Riverbank Formation, Middle Pleistocene-aged deposits of granitic sand over stratified
silts (UCMP 2018).

The soil in WMUs 10/11/14 and the Oily Skim Pond segment of WMU 31 consists of Joice muck, which is found in flat
saltwater marshes such as the Suisun Marsh (USDA 2023a). The soil in the rest of WMU 31 and in WMU 32 consists
of Omni silty clay, which is found in nearly level concave basin areas at low elevations (USDA 2023b). The geologic
age of the PROJECT WMUs is Quaternary alluvium and marine deposits (Pliocene to Holocene) (USGS 2018).
These recent soils do not contain strata known to be geologically sensitive for the presence of paleontological
resources (e.g., Plio-Pleistocene age sedimentary rock). Combined with the fact that no vertebrate fossils have been
recovered from in or near the PROJECT site, the PROJECT area has a low potential for paleontological resources.

5.7.2 Methodology

The following analysis is based on a review of documents pertaining to the PROJECT site, including the Safety
Element of the General Plan, DOC geological and earthquake mapping resources, and Section 2.0, Project
Description, of this ISMND.

5.7.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.
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Impact GEO-1 Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the

risk of loss, injury, or death, involving:

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

Impact Analysis

A portion of the PROJECT site lies within the Concord Fault Zone with traces of the fault passing less than 1,000 feet
of WMUs 31 and 32. Other active faults within Contra Costa County include the Hayward, Calaveras, and Greenville
faults, all located more than 12 miles away from the PROJECT site. The actual fault trace does not lie within any of
the WMUSs, but the proximity to the fault trace can result in berm collapse in an event of an earthquake or other
seismic related condition such as ground shaking, or ground failure. The PROJECT would not include habitable
structures; however, indirect impacts could put workers at risk. Given the highly seismic environment, the WMU
closure would be designed to withstand the Maximum Credible Earthquake.

A detailed engineered design, certified by a registered civil engineer or a certified engineering geologist pursuant to
27 CCR §21780(a), would be developed prior to PROJECT implementation that would specify the appropriate
excavation and ground stabilization methods, appropriate shoring techniques to maintain adequate slope stability of
the berms, and adequate cap cover. Construction quality assurance would be planned and supervised by a
registered civil engineer or a certified engineering geologist pursuant to 27 CCR §20324(b). A certification report
would be prepared and stamped by a California Registered Professional Engineer or Certified Engineering Geologist
upon closure completion, in accordance with 27 CCR §21880. The recommendations and findings identified in the
site-specific geotechnical analysis would be incorporated into the PROJECT as part of Mitigation Measure GEO-1.
Therefore, direct and indirect impacts related to fault rupture and ground shaking would be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1.

The PROJECT site soils are typically very compressible, highly plastic, and have very high-water contents which
could make them susceptible to seismic related liquefaction or landslide. As noted above, the PROJECT design
would take site-specific physical conditions and constraints into consideration. Therefore, direct and indirect impacts
from seismic related liquefaction or landslide would be less than significant with incorporation of Mitigation Measure
GEO-1.

Prior to initiating any work, the remediation contractor would prepare a Health and Safety Plan (HASP) to be
implemented throughout the PROJECT. The HASP would identify procedures and other protections for workers to
prevent against collapse of berms, excavation walls and inundation of excavations, among other potential hazards.
The HASP would identify measures for minimizing hazards, worker training procedures, and emergency response
procedures. All work performed on the Facility would require 40-Hour Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency
Response training and certification, as well as proper PPE.

As required by Provision 22 of WDR ORDER R2-2004-0056, in the event of an earthquake of magnitude 7 or greater
within 30 miles of the Facility, a post-earthquake inspection would be performed to assess potential hazards resulting
from the earthquake. The cover system would be inspected for exposed low permeability layer materials, and erosion
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of soils or breaching of cover materials would be noted. The inspection would record significant damage to access
roads, stormwater channels, and other ancillary structures.

With incorporation of detailed engineered design, safety features in the PROJECT design, the HASP, and Mitigation
Measure GEO-1, the PROJECT would have a less than significant direct or indirect impact from hazard related to any
seismic activity.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.
Mitigation Measures

MM GEO-1 Implement Geotechnical Report Design Measures. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the
applicant shall incorporate all design specifications and recommendations contained within the site-
specific soils report into relevant project plans and specifications. These specifications shall pertain
to, but are not limited to, building foundations, backfill of excavations, soil subgrade preparations,
design of below-grade walls, and grading activities.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.

Impact GEO-2 Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Impact Analysis

Construction activities would entail excavation, stockpiling of soil, and grading, all of which would increase the
potential for erosion at the PROJECT site from wind and stormwater runoff. The PROJECT would disturb more than
one acre of ground surface and would require coverage under the Construction Stormwater General Permit (CGP).
As discussed in Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, implementation of erosion control measures is required
for all construction projects that disturb more than one acre of ground surface. The CGP is administered by the
SFBRWQCB on behalf of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). As part of obtaining coverage under
the CGP, the Applicant would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP that must identify BMPs for
implementation during PROJECT construction that will minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation of
stormwater runoff.

The PROJECT site also lies in an area that can experience high winds and could result in the loss of topsoil. Based
on the review of soil mapping and soil data accessed through the National Resource Conservation Service’s Web
Soil Survey website, the soils on the PROJECT site have a wind erodibility rating* of 2 and 4 and could be
susceptible to wind erosion (USDA 2023b). As discussed in Section 5.3, Air Quality, dust control measures would be
implemented that would reduce soil erosion from wind. In addition, exterior slopes of the new perimeter berm would
be armored with rip-rap or other erosion resistant material to protect the slopes from wind and/or flood erosion.
Therefore, impacts from wind erosion would be less than significant.

Post WMU closure, the proposed berms and caps would be built of erosion resistant materials to protect the slopes
from wind and/or flood. Maintenance activities would include keeping erosion control surfaces and surface water

4 A wind erodibility group consists of soils that have similar properties affecting their susceptibility to wind erosion in cultivated areas.
The soils assigned to Group 1 are the most susceptible to wind erosion, and those assigned to Group 8 are the least susceptible.
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drainage ways clear and in good condition. While the PROJECT WMU construction activities would create the
potential for erosion, the impact would be reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of the
SWPPP required by Mitigation Measure HYD-1.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure HYD-1 is required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.

Impact GEO-3 Be located on strata or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Impact Analysis

As discussed above in Impact GEO-1, the PROJECT site is located in a highly seismic environment. Soils at the
PROJECT site have high carbon content and are most susceptible to subsidence. Detailed engineered design would
be developed prior to PROJECT implementation that would identify any potential for unstable soils and would identify
appropriate measures to ensure slope stability for berms and appropriate cap material. Because these design
features would be incorporated as part of the PROJECT, the potential for ground failure at the site would be
considered less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact GEO-4 Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18 1 B of the Uniform Building
Code, creating substantial risks to life or property?

Impact Analysis

Expansive soils can undergo significant volume change with changes in moisture content. They shrink and harden
when dried and expand and soften when wetted. As discussed above, the PROJECT site soils may be susceptible to
liquefaction. The PROJECT would be designed to address soil conditions and ensure stability. In addition, the
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PROJECT would not result in habitable structures that would threaten life and property under typical conditions.
Therefore, the PROJECT would have a less than significant impact from expansive soils.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact GEO-5 Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT would not require the use of a septic or alternative wastewater disposal system. During construction,
workers would use portable restroom facilities. Waste would be pumped out by qualified contractors and disposed of
in accordance with all applicable regulations and codes. Therefore, impacts associated with soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would not occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact GEO-6 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Impact Analysis

The UCMP database search did not identify any paleontological resources within the PROJECT area (UCMP 2018).
The Quaternary alluvium and marine deposits found throughout the PROJECT area do not contain strata known to be
geologically sensitive for the presence of paleontological resources (e.g., Plio-Pleistocene age sedimentary rock or
various marine sediments). The PROJECT WMUs are inactive WMUs that were created by the construction of berms
made of native soil and fill to create containment cells for waste material. Therefore, the likelihood of a unique
paleontological resource or unique geologic feature being discovered during ground-disturbing PROJECT activities
(e.g., excavation of waste material, the installation of shear panel walls backfilled with slurry, and/or grading) is very
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minimal, as the above-mentioned activities would disturb mostly landfill debris and imported soil covers and would
involve little or no disturbance of native soils, even if they were to contain strata known to be geologically sensitive for
the presence of paleontological resources (e.g., Plio-Pleistocene age sedimentary rock). However, such a discovery
could potentially lead to damage or destruction of the resource or feature, which would constitute a significant impact.
If such a resource is found, the implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would reduce any potential impacts to a
less than significant level.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.
Mitigation Measures

MM GEO-2 Procedures for Paleontological Resources Discovered During Construction. If any
paleontological resources are encountered during ground disturbing or subsurface construction
activities (e.g., trenching, grading), all construction activities within a 50-foot radius of the identified
resource shall cease and the County shall immediately be notified. The applicant shall retain a
qualified paleontologist (as approved by the County) to evaluate the find and recommend
appropriate treatment of the inadvertently discovered paleontological resource. The appropriate
treatment of an inadvertently discovered paleontological resource shall be implemented to ensure
that impacts to the resource are avoided, in conformance with SVP guidelines (SVP 1996, 2010).

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.
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5.8 GREENHOUSE GASES

Potentially . Le_s_s Than. Less Than
. iyl Significant with et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

1) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have a |:| |:| |X| |:|
significant impact on the environment?

2) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or
regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of D D |X| D
greenhouse gases?

5.8.1 Environmental Setting

Emissions Inventories and Trends

California uses the annual statewide GHG emission inventory to track progress toward meeting statewide GHG
targets. The inventory for years 2000 through 2020 shows that California’s GHG emissions continue to decrease, a
trend observed since 2007. In 2020, emissions from routine GHG emitting activities statewide were 369.2 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCOze), which was 35.3 MMTCO:ze lower than 2019 levels. This puts
total emissions just below the 2020 target of 431 million metric tons (CARB 2022b). The CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan
Update was approved in December 2022 and assesses progress toward achieving the state’s 2030 target and laying
out a path to achieve carbon neutrality no later than 2045 (CARB 2022a).

Potential Environmental Impacts

For California, climate change in the form of warming has the potential to incur/exacerbate environmental impacts,
including, but not limited to, changes to precipitation and runoff patterns, increased agricultural demand for water,
inundation of low-lying coastal areas by sea-level rise, and increased incidents and severity of wildfire events (IPCC
2014). Although certain environmental effects are widely accepted to be a potential hazard to certain locations, such
as rising sea level for low-lying coastal areas, it is currently infeasible to predict all environmental effects of climate
change on any one location.

Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human activities associated
with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors. Therefore, the cumulative
global emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change can be attributed to every nation, region, and city,
and virtually every individual on earth. Although, a project’'s GHG emissions are at a micro-scale relative to global
emissions but could result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macro-
scale impact.

Regulatory Requirements

California has adopted statewide legislation addressing various aspects of climate change and GHG emissions
mitigation. Much of this legislation establishes a broad framework for the state’s long-term GHG reduction and climate
change adaptation program. The governor has also issued several Executive Orders (EOs) related to the state’s
evolving climate change policy. Of particular importance are AB 32, Senate Bill (SB) 32, and AB 1279, which outline
the state’s GHG reduction goals of achieving 1990 emissions levels by 2020, a 40 percent reduction below 1990
emissions levels by 2030, and carbon neutrality by 2045.

@ 5-56




Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation

The United States has historically had a voluntary approach to reducing GHG emissions. However, on April 2, 2007,
the United States Supreme Court ruled that the USEPA has the authority to regulate carbon dioxide emissions under
the federal Clean Air Act. While there currently are no adopted federal regulations for the control or reduction of GHG
emissions, the USEPA commenced several actions in 2009 to implement a regulatory approach to global climate
change.

This includes the 2009 USEPA final rule for mandatory reporting of GHGs from large GHG emission sources in the
United States. Additionally, the USEPA Administrator signed an endangerment finding action in 2009 under the Clean
Air Act, finding that six GHGs (carbon dioxide, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, SFs) constitute a threat to public health and
welfare, and that the combined emissions from motor vehicles cause and contribute to global climate change, leading
to national GHG emission standards.

The issue of combating climate change and reducing GHG emissions has been the subject of State legislation and
EOs, including AB 32, AB 398, AB 1493, SB 97, SB 375, SB 1368, SB 350, SB X7-7, SB 350, SB 100, EO S-3-05,
EO-B-30-15, EO-S-01-07, EO-S-13-08, and EO B-55-18. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research has
adopted changes to CEQA Guidelines, which were approved in 2017. The changes to determining significance of
GHG emissions are incorporated below in the two questions related to a project's GHG impact.

In 2015, the County approved its CAP, which is consistent with AB 32 with reduction targets reductions of 15 percent
below 2005 GHG levels by 2020. The CAP addresses several strategies to reduce GHG emissions and implement
environmental programs. The CAP includes county-wide goals and strategies, but not a project-specific threshold for
determining the significance of GHG emissions.

5.8.2 Methodology

The PROJECT would result in short emissions of GHGs. Construction emissions would be generated from the
exhaust of equipment, the exhaust of construction hauling trips, and worker commuter trips.

Construction emissions of GHGs were quantified by using the following methods:

e Construction equipment horsepower, load factors, and emission factors from the California Emissions Estimator
Model User’s Guide Appendix D (CAPCOA 2021).

e Vehicle emission factors from EMFAC2021 software.

e Potential landfill gas generation was estimated using the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Guidelines
for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories model.

For the PROJECT, site-specific grading calculations, equipment vehicle use, and construction schedule were
developed in consultation with the PROJECT engineer. Information utilized in the emission modeling is provided in
Appendix B. In April 2022, the BAAQMD adopted new land use development thresholds for project operation. These
thresholds require new development projects to meet specific design elements aimed at reducing building and
mobile-source GHG emissions to be considered less than significant. None of these design elements are applicable
to the PROJECT, therefore, to demonstrate PROJECT significance emissions were compared to an adjusted bright-
line threshold for 2030 based on the BAAQMD’s 2020 bright-line threshold from the 2017 CEQA Guidelines.
Consistent with SB 32, which requires a 40 percent reduction in GHG emissions compared to 1990 levels, the 2020
bright-line threshold of 1,100 MT COze/year was reduced to by 40 percent. As a result, PROJECT emissions were
compared to the adjusted 2030 bright-line threshold of 660 MT COze/year to determine PROJECT significance.
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5.8.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts concerning GHGs associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation
measures where necessary.

Impact GHG-1 Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment?

Impact Analysis
Constructions Emission Inventory

The PROJECT would emit GHG emissions during construction from the off-road equipment, worker vehicles, and any
hauling that may occur. As previously indicated, BAAQMD does not presently provide a construction-related GHG
generation threshold but recommends that construction-generated GHGs be quantified and disclosed. The PROJECT
would be constructed over an 8-year period. MT COze emissions for each year of construction for the PROJECT are
shown in Table 5.8-1. Although BAAQMD does not have a GHG threshold for construction, other Air Districts in
California (e.g., South Coast Air Quality Management District, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District) recommend that the construction emissions be amortized over the life of the PROJECT and included with the
estimated operational emissions to determine a PROJECT’s significance. Consistent with other air district
recommendations, construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year period and disclosed in Table 5.8-1
(SCAQMD 2008).

Table 5.8-1. Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction Year MT COze

Year 1 — Construct WMU 14 Consolidation Cell 1,667
Year 2 — Excavate WMU 10/11 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, 2,097
and restore WMU 10/11 wetland/habitat

Year 3 — Excavate WMU 31 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, 2,301
and restore WMU 31 wetland/habitat

Year 4 — Excavate WMU 31 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, 2,301
and restore WMU 31 wetland/habitat

Year 5 — Excavate WMU 31 waste material, transport to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, 2,301
and restore WMU 31 wetland/habitat

Year 6 — Construct WMU 14 Consolidation Cell cover 971
Year 7 — Construct WMU 32 1,898
Year 8 — Construct WMU 32 2,075
Total Construction GHG Emissions 15,610
Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (over 30-year life of the PROJECT) 520

Source: Stantec Consulting Services 2023 (Appendix B).
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Operational Emission Inventory

Maintenance of the PROJECT site would be performed by existing personnel, thus there is no anticipated increase in
operational emissions associated with ongoing maintenance. The PROJECT does include an LFG system to handle
potential gas that could be generated due to the decomposition of consolidated waste beneath the WMU 14 cap. Gas
generated beneath the impermeable cap will be passively vented through the gravel geotextile layer. The potential
gas generation rate was estimated using the IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories model (IPCC
2006). The maximum LFG generation rate was estimated to be approximately 26.7 scfm and the non-methane
organic compounds generation rate was estimated to be approximately 5.3 Ibs/day with approximately 2.1 Ibs/day
attributed to VOCs. As shown in Table 5.8-2, the PROJECT’s estimated emissions are 535 MT COze. In April 2022,
the BAAQMD released new land use development GHG thresholds to determine PROJECT significance. Since the
PROJECT is not a land use development, these thresholds are not applicable to the PROJECT, Therefore, the
BAAQMD'’s adjusted 2030 GHG screening threshold of 660 MT COze was used to determine PROJECT significance.
Projects emitting less than 660 MT CO:ze are presumed to generate a less than cumulatively considerable GHG
emissions.

Table 5.8-2. Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Source MT COze
Landfill Gas Generation 15
Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (over 30-year life of the PROJET) 520
Total Greenhouse Gas Emissions 535
BAAQMD 2030 Adjusted Greenhouse Gas Screening Threshold 660
Does the PROJECT exceed the screening threshold? No
Significant Impact? No

Source: Stantec Consulting Services 2023 (Appendix B).

The LFG system is also considered a stationary source and would comply with all stationary source regulatory
requirements and BMPs. Therefore, the PROJECT would have a less than significant impact on GHGs.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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Impact GHG-2 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Impact Analysis

Contra Costa County’s CAP provides several reduction strategies to reach the adopted GHG emission targets by
2020. The majority of the reduction strategies presented in the CAP are only applicable to the operational phase of a
project and therefore are not relevant to the PROJECT. However, the CAP does include goals to reduce
transportation emissions from both on-road and off-road vehicles, specifically, by operating cleaner, more efficient
vehicles and equipment. As shown in the PROJECT design and Appendix B, Tier 4 engine standards are required for
many off-road construction equipment and large heavy-duty diesel trucks used for the material hauling and on-site
watering would be 2015 or newer. As such, the PROJECT is consistent with the applicable CAP measure for cleaner,
more efficient vehicles and equipment. The PROJECT would not conflict with the County’s CAP and regulations
adopted by the State of California to reduce GHG emissions; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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5.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
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Impact Impact
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foreseeable upset and accident conditions |:| IZ |:| |:|
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

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

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

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

6) Impair implementation of or physically

interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation |:| |:| |Z |:|

plan?

7) Expose people or structures, either directly

or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, [] [] [] |X|
injury, or death involving wildland fires?

5.9.1 Environmental Setting

The PROJECT site consists of Facility-owned property. The Facility has been historically used for the operation of an
industrial oil refinery including the transport, storage, and production of oil. These types of activities are associated
with potential environmental contamination from oil refinery products on the Facility.

A review of online databases conducted on November 15, 2023, identified the Facility listed on the California
Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database (EnviroStor) as a hazardous waste facility and
multiple times on the SWRCB GeoTracker database (GeoTracker) as an active cleanup program site under the
oversight of the SFBRWQCB (SWRCB 2023, DTSC 2023). Closure of the PROJECT WMUs is part of the
remediation activities identified for the site. In addition, according to GeoTracker, there are current and former
contamination remediation sites within the PROJECT vicinity. Approximately 300 feet south of WMU 32 along
Waterfront Road was a leaking underground storage tank case attributed to Landsea Terminals Inc. that was closed
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in 2009. There are currently four ongoing SFBRWQCB cleanup program sites, including the PROJECT WMUs,
occurring within the Facility. The other three cleanup sites are located further south of the PROJECT site and would
not impact the PROJECT. Potential contaminants on the PROJECT site include petroleum, arsenic, benzene, and
heavy metals (SWRCB 2023). Another SFBRWQCB clean-up site lies approximately 0.70 miles south of WMU 14
and due to distance would not impact the PROJECT (SWRCB 2023).

Railroad

Union Pacific operates an active railroad line that carries hazardous material along the existing right-of-way adjacent
to Waterfront Road and the WMUs. A section of the railroad line and associated spur are located within the Facility
and cross Solano Way where vehicles would access the Facility-owned portion of the PROJECT site.

Pipelines

There are several natural gas and hazardous liquid pipelines, including the Shell San Pablo Pipeline and the Kinder
Morgan SFPP North Pipeline, that travel parallel to Solano Way and Waterfront Road within the PROJECT area.
While no pipelines go through the PROJECT WMUSs, pipelines are located west of the WMU 31 perimeter and in
piperacks over the top of WMU 32.

Airports

The closest airport to the PROJECT site is the Buchanan Field Airport, located approximately 2.5 miles south of the
PROJECT site. A portion of the PROJECT site is located within the airport’s Influence Area, but it is not located in
one of the airport’s Safety Zones that dictate structure design standards. However, the eastern edge of the PROJECT
site is within critical Terminal Instrument Procedures airspace, and a Federal Aviation Administration aeronautical
study is required for projects with structures greater than 100 feet tall (Contra Costa County 2000). The closest
private airport is the Q Area Heliport, located approximately 3 miles east of the PROJECT site.

5.9.2 Methodology

The following analysis is based on a review of documents pertaining to the PROJECT site, including the Safety
Element of the County General Plan, Contra Costa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, and Section 2.0,
Project Description, of this ISMND.

5.9.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.

Impact HAZ-1 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Impact Analysis

During construction, the PROJECT would require transportation of contaminated soil and waste material from WMUs
10, 11, and 31 to WMU 14 for capping and the capping of contaminated soils at WMU 32. The PROJECT would not
generate hazardous waste during operation and maintenance activities. Additionally, construction and operation of
the PROJECT would not generate any new hazardous waste that is not already on the site. Temporary construction
activities would also involve the transport and use of limited quantities of miscellaneous hazardous substances
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including gasoline, diesel fuel, hydraulic fluid, solvents, and oils. The handling of these hazardous materials would be
in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Additionally, these chemicals and contaminated
soil would be accounted for in the Facility’s hazardous material and safety plans. Materials stockpiled either in the
staging areas or at WMU 14 would be covered to prevent erosion and the potential for subsequent transport into local
waterways. Stockpiles of excavated material would be placed with erosion and stormwater control measures around
the stockpiles. Inactive stockpiles would be covered with weighted plastic liners to reduce dust and erosion.
Therefore, the PROJECT's potential for impacts related to hazardous materials transport, use, or disposal would be
considered less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact HAZ-2 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Impact Analysis

As discussed above in Impact HAZ-1, the use and handling of chemicals and contaminated soil would occur during
construction closure activities. As described, such activities would occur in accordance with all applicable federal,
state, and local regulations. The PROJECT SWPPP, as required under MM HYD-1, would include BMPs to prevent
contaminated runoff entering nearby surface waters. Additionally, workers would be expected to wear proper PPE at
all times. The PROJECT would adhere to standard practices for monitoring of environmental thresholds as
established by the PROJECT health and safety plan. On-site monitoring would detect environmental constituents at
or below regulatory thresholds. Post construction, the caps would be regularly inspected, maintained, and
repaired/upgraded in accordance with SFBRWQCB-approved CPCMP. The PROJECT would be implemented in
accordance with applicable regulations and prepared plans and have a less than significant impact with mitigation.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure HYD-1 is required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.
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Impact HAZ-3 Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely-hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Impact Analysis

None of the PROJECT components are located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. The Las Juntas
Elementary School and Sun Terrace Elementary School are the nearest schools. The schools are located
approximately 2 miles southwest of the PROJECT site in the City of Martinez and south of the PROJECT site in the
City of Concord, respectively. Neither school is located along the PROJECT's anticipated truck route. In addition, the
PROJECT would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials that could impact these school
facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact HAZ-4 Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

Impact Analysis

The term “hazardous materials” includes chemicals regulated by the United States Department of Transportation, the
USEPA, the DTSC, the California Governor’'s Office of Emergency Services, and other agencies as hazardous
materials, wastes, or substances. Hazardous materials and wastes can pose a significant actual or potential hazard
to human health and the environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise
managed. Federal and state hazardous waste definitions are similar but contain enough distinctions that separate
classifications are in place for federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous wastes and State
non-RCRA hazardous wastes. Many federal, state, and local programs that regulate the use, storage, and
transportation of hazardous materials and hazardous waste are in place to prevent these unwanted consequences.
These regulatory programs are designed to reduce the danger that hazardous substances may pose to people and
businesses under normal daily circumstances and as a result of emergencies and disasters.

The USEPA is the primary federal agency that regulates hazardous materials and waste. California falls under the
jurisdiction of USEPA Region 9. Under the authority of RCRA and in cooperation with State and tribal partners, the
USEPA Region 9 Waste Management and Superfund Divisions manage programs for site environmental assessment
and cleanup, hazardous and solid waste management, and underground storage tanks.

One of the primary state agencies that regulate hazardous materials is the CalEPA. CalEPA is authorized by the
USEPA to enforce and implement certain federal hazardous materials laws and regulations. The DTSC, a department
of the CalEPA, protects California and Californians from exposure to hazardous waste, primarily under the authority
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of the RCRA and the California Health and Safety Code (Hazardous Substance Account, Chapter 6.5 [Section 25100
et seq.] and the Hazardous Waste Control Law, Chapter 6.8 [Section 25300 et seq.] of the Health and Safety Code).
The DTSC programs include dealing with aftermath clean-ups of improper hazardous waste management, evaluation
of samples taken from sites, enforcement of regulations regarding use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials,
and encouragement of pollution prevention.

California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the CalEPA to compile, maintain, and update specified lists of
hazardous material release sites. CEQA (California PRC Section 21092.6) requires the lead agency to consult the
lists compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 to determine whether a project and any alternatives are
identified on the Cortese list. Information resources contained on internet websites hosted by the boards or
departments referenced in the statute, include DTSC’s online EnviroStor database and the SWRCB’s online
GeoTracker database. These two databases include hazardous material release sites, along with other categories of
sites or facilities specific to each agency’s jurisdiction.

A review of the two online databases on September 8, 2021, identifies the Facility (the facility as a whole) listed on
EnviroStor as a “hazardous waste facility” and multiple times on GeoTracker as an “active cleanup program site”
under the oversight of the SFBRWQCB (SWRCB 2023, DTSC 2023). As such, the PROJECT'’s closure of inactive
WMUs located at the Facility satisfy the regulatory requirements of the SFBRWQCB (Waste Discharge Requirements
Order No. 2004-0056) and the 3008(h) Order. The PROJECT also includes post-closure monitoring and long-term
maintenance of the closed WMUs.

The PROJECT is part of an ongoing cleanup site program overseen by the SFBRWQCB. Excavation and
transportation of contaminated soil could result in unintended release of contaminants and expose workers and the
environment. However, as discussed above in Impact HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, construction and post construction activities
would be implemented in accordance with all applicable regulations and SFBRWQCB-approved CPCMP. Therefore,
the PROJECT would have a less than significant impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact HAZ-5 For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT is located within the northern boundary of the Buchanan Field Airport Influence Area and the eastern
boundary of the critical Terminal Instrument Procedures airspace. Land use and design restrictions are applied within
these areas. However, the PROJECT site is not located within one of the airport’s four Safety Zones, so design
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restrictions associated with these safety zones would not be applicable. Additionally, the PROJECT would not require
a Federal Aviation Administration study for Terminal Instrument Procedures airspace because the highest point within
the PROJECT site would be 40 feet above msl, which is below the 100-foot height restriction. Therefore, the
PROJECT would not conflict with the airport's Land Use Compatibility Plan or result in a safety hazard due to the
PROJECT site’s proximity to the airport and is not considered a major land use as per Countywide Policy 1.5.3
(Contra Costa County 2000). Therefore, the PROJECT would not require review by the Airport Land Use
Commission. As such, the PROJECT would have no impact with regard to safety hazards for workers.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact HAZ-6 Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT would not involve permanent modification of existing roadways. During the construction phase,
access to the Facility-owned portion of the PROJECT site would be maintained in accordance with a TMP. The TMP
would ensure adequate circulation and emergency access are provided to the PROJECT site during the construction
phase. Therefore, PROJECT construction and operation activities would not interfere with an emergency evacuation
or response plan and a less than significant impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact HAZ-7 Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site consists of PROJECT WMUs, which have been previously disturbed by industrial activities and
stockpiling activities, respectively. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) does not

@ 5-66




Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation

consider the PROJECT site as wildlands or a wildland fire hazard zone (CAL FIRE 2023). In addition, the PROJECT
WMUs are located on Facility-owned property served by the Facility’s onsite fire brigade. The onsite fire brigade
(comprising of trained Operators who work on-site at the Facility) responds to fires and is part of the 1980 Petro-
Chemical Mutual Aid Organization, providing members mutual access to specially trained personnel and firefighting
equipment and supplies (USEPA 2003). Therefore, the PROJECT would have no impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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5.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
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5.10.1 Environmental Setting

The PROJECT is in the San Francisco Bay Area Hydrologic Region, which is approximately 4,500 square miles. The
San Francisco Bay is an important commercial and ecological resource for California, and water from about 40
percent of the land in the State drains into the Bay. The Bay system includes the San Francisco Bay Estuary where
water from the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River drain into the delta at the eastern end of the Suisun Bay and
are conveyed to the Pacific Ocean (Contra Costa 2014).
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Surface Water

The PROJECT site is located within the Mount Diablo Creek watershed, which encompasses approximately 23,846
acres across Concord, Clayton, and unincorporated County land. The PROJECT area is drained by several surface
water systems, all of which empty to the Suisun Bay. The Lower Walnut Creek is approximately 200 feet west of the
southern portion of WMU 32 and has estimated annual flow volume of 64.03 cubic feet per second (cfs) (USEPA
2019a). Within the Facility, the CWC runs adjacent to WMU 31 and WMU 14. Treated wastewater and stormwater
from the Facility are collected in the CWC and directed to a sump and then pumped to the permitted discharge point
under the Avon wharf (SFBRWQCB 2021). The CWC section immediately adjacent to the PROJECT site has an
estimated volume of 0.13 cfs (USEPA 2019b). Additionally, an unnamed stream system begins adjacent to the CWC
near the northeastern tip of WMU 31 and has an estimated mean annual flow volume of 0.19 cfs (USEPA 2019c).
Finally, the Hastings Slough system, including Seal Creek, drains the areas east of WMUs 10/11/14 and the Point
Edith Wildlife. The Hastings Slough system has a combined estimated annual flow volume of 8.21 cfs (USEPA
2019d).

Groundwater

The PROJECT site is located within the Clayton Valley and Ygnacio Valley groundwater basins. The Clayton Valley
groundwater basin is approximately 17,840 acres and bounded by Suisun Bay to the north; Mount Diablo Creek to
the east; the Concord Fault to the west, which acts as a border to the Ygnacio Valley groundwater basin; and the
Mount Diablo foothills to the south. Aquifers in the basin can be found in Quaternary alluvium and recent alluvium
deposits, with combined thickness exceeding 700 feet. There is limited data regarding groundwater movement in this
basin, though the aquifers are known to be connected to the Suisun Bay. Water depth varies from 40 to 605 feet
below ground level for domestic wells and 80 to 540 feet below ground level for municipal and irrigation wells
(California Department of Water Resources 2004).

The Ygnacio Valley groundwater basin is approximately 15,900 acres and bounded by Suisun Bay on the north,
Highway 680 and Taylor Road to the west, the Concord Fault to the east, and the City of Walnut Creek to the south.
The Contra Costa Canal, and the cities of Pleasant Hill and Walnut Creek overlie the basin. Walnut and Grayson
Creeks flow through the basin before draining into Pacheco Creek and then into the Suisun Bay. The Mokelumne
Aqueduct also passes through the basin. The water bearing units in the basin are Quaternary Alluvium and Alluvial
valley fill deposits. The combined thickness of these deposits exceeds 700 feet. There is limited data regarding the
occurrence and movement of groundwater in this basin (Contra Costa County 2005). Water depth varies from 60 to
400 feet below ground level for domestic wells and 35 to 330 feet below ground level for municipal and irrigation wells
(Contra Costa County 2005).

Groundwater has been encountered at various depths ranging from 0 to 31 feet below ground level further south
within the Facility near 611 Solano Way (California Water Resources Control Board 2015).

Water Quality

To address water quality issues, the California Legislature established the SWRCB and the nine Regional Water
Quality Control Boards in 1949. The PROJECT site is within the jurisdiction of the SFBRWQCB. The Water Quality
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan) is the Board's master water quality control planning
document. It designates beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters of the state, including surface waters
and groundwater. It also includes programs of implementation to achieve water quality objectives. The Basin Plan
has been updated to reflect the Basin Plan amendments adopted up through May 4, 2017 (SFBRWQCB 2017).
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Water quality within San Francisco Bay varies seasonally within the Bay. From December through April water quality
is affected by freshwater inflow from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and from other local, smaller tributaries. The
rest of the year, water quality is similar to that of the Pacific Ocean. Within the County, water quality of creeks that
drain into the delta have been negatively impacted by runoff carrying high levels of suspended solids and pollutants
associated with vehicles, such as oil, grease, and other hydrocarbons (Contra Costa 2014). Suisun Bay is the closest
waterbody to the PROJECT area that is considered impaired. Section 303(d) listed pollutants for Suisun Bay include,
dioxin and furan compounds, dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane, chlordane, dieldrin, polychlorinated biphenyls,
selenium, mercury, and invasive species (SWRCB 2022). The Facility currently discharges treated wastewater and
stormwater to the Suisun Bay as part of its current NPDES permit.

Flooding

In general, flood hazard areas within Contra Costa County are primarily located along low-lying shoreline areas and
in the eastern portion of the County near the San Joaquin River (Contra Costa 2014). The PROJECT is located south
of Suisun Bay and within a 100-year flood zone (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2015). However,
embankments have been constructed at the Facility to control flooding at the Facility.

Tsunamis

Tsunamis are tidal waves created by undersea fault movement. These waves are fast moving and create large swells
of water and upon reaching the coast can sweep inland with a large amount of force. There have been 19 tsunamis
recorded in the San Francisco Bay between 1868 and 1968. However, wave height diminishes moving east in the
Bay; a tsunami traveling between the Golden Gate Bridge and City of Richmond would have its wave height halved
and is expected to be minimal upon reaching the head of the Carquinez Strait. The PROJECT site is located further
east of the Carquinez Strait and the likelihood of a damaging tsunami in the PROJECT area is low due to expected
wave attenuation (Contra Costa 2014).

Seiches

Seiches are standing waves oscillating in a body of water, typically caused by strong winds, rapid changes in
atmospheric pressure, or seismic ground shaking. Elongated and deep bodies of water are most susceptible to this
occurrence. Seiches may cause overtopping of impoundments such as dams and temporarily flood shorelines. There
have been no recorded instances of seiche events in the Bay Area (Contra Costa 2014).

5.10.2 Methodology

The evaluation of potential hydrologic and water quality impacts was based on a review of the Contra Costa County
General Plan, and other regulatory documents from the SFBRWQCB, Department of Water Resources, USEPA, and
Federal Emergency Management Agency. The information obtained from these sources are summarized to establish
existing conditions and to identify potential environmental effects.

5.10.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.
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Impact HYD-1 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Impact Analysis

Excavation and other soil-disturbing activities associated with the PROJECT could potentially affect water quality as a
result of soil or sediment erosion. In addition, leaks from construction equipment; accidental spills of fuel, oil, or
hazardous liquids used for equipment maintenance; and accidental spills of construction materials are all potential
sources of pollutants that could degrade water quality during remediation activities. Wastewater is not anticipated to
be generated during PROJECT construction. However, in the event that wastewater is generated from groundwater
dewatering to facilitate excavation, stormwater, dust, odor suppression liquid runoff from exposed WMU soil and
waste, or there is excess water from soil/waste strengthening and compaction activities, the wastewater will be
managed within the construction footprint in accordance with the Wastewater Handling Plan prepared as part of the
Construction Work Plan.

Stormwater from impervious surfaces constructed for the PROJECT to be discharged to jurisdictional waters will be
pre-treated. Upon completion of remediation activities at the PROJECT WMUs, the WMUs would be regularly
inspected, maintained, and repaired/upgraded in accordance with SFBRWQCB-approved Title 27 Closure Plans.

Therefore, wastewater and stormwater would not adversely affect water quality or violate water quality standards.
However, as discussed above, the land disturbing activities associated with the PROJECT could have erosion and
sedimentation effects on surface water quality that could result in a potentially significant impact. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would ensure that construction impacts on surface water quality remain less than
significant.

To mitigate the impacts to jurisdictional waters, the Applicant has purchased 8.47 wetlands credits at Wildlands’ North
Suisun Mitigation Bank, has purchased a 19-acre property that is adjacent to Contra Costa County’s Lower Walnut
Creek Restoration Site and would create approximately 18.58 acres of seasonal wetlands on the closed WMUs 10,
11, and 31. On the 19-acre property, the Applicant removed existing infrastructure and debris from the site and
graded 8.60 acres to an elevation that allows for the future hydrologic connection with the Lower Walnut Creek
Restoration site. The parcel was then transferred to the John Muir Land Trust and the property has been incorporated
into the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project and wetlands have been created on the parcel. The grading of the
parcel and the creation of the wetlands was evaluated in the County ISMND.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.
Mitigation Measures

MM HYD-1: Prepare and Implement a SWPPP. The construction contractor shall obtain NPDES permit
coverage as required by the CGP (SWRCB Order WQ 2022-0057-DWQ). In accordance with the
CGP requirements, the construction contractor shall electronically file the Permit Registration
Documents, which include a Notice of Intent, a Risk Level determination, site drawings and maps,
signed certification, SWPPP, applicable plans, calculations, and other supporting documentation for
compliance with existing permitted Phase | or Phase Il municipal separate storm sewer system
post-construction requirements or the post-construction standards of the CGP, and other site-
specific Permit Registration Documents that may be required. The SWPPP shall be prepared by a
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Qualified SWPPP Developer who has attended a training course sponsored or approved by the
Water Board.

At a minimum the SWPPP shall identify BMPs for implementation during PROJECT construction
that may include routing stormwater away from exposed materials and excavation areas, hay
bales, water bars, covers, sediment fences, sediment ponds, geotextile blankets, fiber rolls,
temporary slope drains, mulching of exposed areas vehicle mats in wet areas, and other erosion-
reducing features. The remediation contractor shall implement the BMPs identified in the SWPPP
throughout the remediation work to help stabilize graded areas and reduce erosion and
sedimentation. Structural construction BMPs shall be installed prior to initiation of ground
disturbance.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant With Mitigation.

Impact HYD-2 Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

Impact Analysis

Groundwater at the PROJECT site is relatively shallow with depths to groundwater at the site ranging from 1 feet bgs
to 3 feet bgs (ART 2017). Based on historical elevations, some of the waste materials in WMUs 10/11/14, 31, and 32
are submerged in groundwater.

As previously noted, it would be necessary to dewater excavations of intruding groundwater. The potential impacts on
water quality from dewatering are addressed in Impact HYD-1, above. Groundwater does not comprise part of the
domestic water supply for the PROJECT site and surrounding areas. Water is supplied to the area by the Contra
Costa Water District, whose primary source of water is surface water from the Central Valley Project via the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Once construction activities are completed, the PROJECT would not consume any
water including groundwater. The construction-phase dewatering from excavations is not expected to substantially
lower the level of the regional groundwater table. The PROJECT would include new impervious surfaces, including
the WMU 32 cap, WMU 14 cap, and new access roadways. However, increases in impervious surface would be
minor and would not impact overall recharge potential. Therefore, for the foregoing reasons, the PROJECT would
have a less than significant impact on groundwater supplies.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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Impact HYD-3 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including

through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

Impact Analysis

Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

As discussed in Impact HYD-1, above, the PROJECT would include temporary excavations and grading that
would substantially alter the existing drainage pattern in the immediate vicinity of the PROJECT site, and
measures would be required to ensure that the PROJECT does not create substantial erosion or siltation of
downstream receiving waters during construction activities. The changes to drainage patterns would be
temporary and would be confined to a limited area. Following completion of the PROJECT, the excavated
areas in WMUs 10, 11, and 31 would be backfilled with clean soil and their existing perimeter berms would
be reconstructed to the approximate current pre-excavation grades. These WMUs would be revegetated to
restore the impacted wetlands and wildlife habitat in accordance with the HMMP.

WMUs 14 and 32 would be covered consistent with the requirements of Title 27. Drainage channeling and/or
berms would be constructed as necessary to transfer surface water away from the WMUs. The final cover
would be constructed to maintain drainage off the WMU into the drainage channels and downstream
controls.

Therefore, the PROJECT would have a less-than-significant permanent impact from erosion and siltation
and implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would ensure that the potentially significant temporary
impact during remediation activities would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or

offsite;

While the PROJECT would temporarily alter the existing drainage pattern on the site during remediation and
restoration activities, as discussed in Impacts HYD-1 and HYD-2, above, the permanent effects would be
minimal, and would not have the potential to result in flooding, either on- or off-site. WMUs 10, 11, and 31
would be revegetated to restore the impacted wetlands and would reduce the threat of flooding by detaining
surface flows onsite and distributing them in the new wetlands. WMUs 14 and 32 would include drainage
channeling and/or berms. Maintenance and repair activities would include keeping erosion control surfaces
and surface water drainage ways clear and in good condition. Consequently, the PROJECT would not alter
drainage patterns that could result in flooding. Impacts would be less than significant.

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater

drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or

The PROJECT would not contribute runoff water to existing stormwater drainage systems. WMUs 14 and 32
would be constructed with stormwater drainage channels that would direct stormwater into lined channels,
culverts, or restored area in WMUs 10 and 11 in accordance with the CPCMP. The channels and culvert
would be sized to handle the 100-year, 24-hour storm event. 401 certification would require details for
stormwater discharges from WMU 14 to restored wetlands in WMUs 10 and 11. Those details will be defined
in the future WMU 10/11/14 Title 27 Closure Plan and sent in duplicate to the SFBRWQCB for the 401
certification text as necessary. However, as discussed under Impact HYD-1, construction, operation, and
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maintenance activities associated with the PROJECT could result in substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff if pollutants (e.g., sediment, partially treated or untreated contaminated groundwater,
materials stored and handled on-site) are released and if pollutants have the potential to become exposed to
stormwater runoff. Implementation of appropriate BMPs defined in Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would
minimize impacts on water quality by controlling potential pollutants, including sediment, and runoff
discharges from the PROJECT area.

As previously discussed, specific details will be included in the individual Title 27 Closure Plan. Stormwater
treatment will be provided in accordance with Provisions C.3.c and C.3.d of the Municipal Regional
Stormwater NPDES Permit (NPDES Permit No. CAS612008) unless the Provision C.3.e alternative
compliance options are invoked. Consequently, any impacts associated with pollutants resulting from
alterations of drainage and water quality during construction, operation, and maintenance would be
mitigated to a less than significant level.

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?

While the PROJECT would temporarily alter the existing drainage pattern on the site during remediation and
restoration activities, as discussed in Impacts HYD-1 and HYD-2, above, the permanent effects would be
minimal, and would not have the potential to impede or redirect flood flows. WMUs 10, 11, and 31 would be
revegetated to restore the impacted wetlands and WMUs 14 and 32 would include drainage channels.
Consequently, the PROJECT would not impede or redirect flood flows. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure HYD-1 is required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.

Impact HYD-4 In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is not within a tsunami hazard area or in an area subject to seiche. Although the PROJECT is
within a 100-year flood hazard zone, embankments have been constructed around the on-Facility PROJECT
components to control risk of on-site flooding. Therefore, the PROJECT would not risk release of pollutants due to
PROJECT inundation. Therefore, the PROJECT would have a less than significant impact on the risk of release of
pollutants from project inundation.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

No Impact.
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is necessary.
Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact HYD-5 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is within the Clayton Valley and Ygnacio Valley groundwater basins. Both groundwater basins are
classified as “very low” priority zones and therefore a sustainable groundwater management plan has not been
adopted for either of these groundwater basins (California Department of Water Resources 2021). The PROJECT
would be required to comply with the policies and objectives of the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco
Bay Basin. As discussed in Impact HYD-1, the PROJECT would be required to implement Mitigation Measure HYD-1
and obtain coverage under the CGP and prepare a SWPPP. The SWPPP would be implemented during construction
and incorporate BMPs to reduce potential impacts to water quality.

The WMU Closure PROJECT will ensure compliance with water quality standards during and post construction
through measures incorporated into plans that will be subject to review and approval of the SFBRWQCB. These
include the HMMP and individual Title 27 Closure Plans.

Therefore, the PROJECT would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a sustainable groundwater
management plan, or with the Water Quality Control Plan for the SFBRWQCB.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure HYD-1 is required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.
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5.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Potentially . Le:s_s Than_ Less Than
. iyl Significant With et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e
1) Physically divide an established D D D |Z

community?

2) Cause a significant environmental impact
due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the |:| |:| |:| |X|
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

5.11.1 Environmental Setting

The PROJECT site is in unincorporated Contra Costa County, approximately 2 miles east of I-680 and the City of
Martinez. Central County contains 10 cities, several unincorporated communities, and primarily residential and
commercial uses (Contra Costa County 2005). The PROJECT WMUs and staging areas are located within Assessor
Parcel Numbers 159-280-010, 159-280-011, 159-270-006, 159-260-013, 159-260-014, and 159-310-034 (Contra
Costa County 2023a).

Land Use and Zoning

The County General Plan designation and zoning district are provided in Table 5.11-1 for each PROJECT
component.

Table 5.11-1. General Plan Designation and Zoning District

PROJECT Component General Plan Designation Zoning
WMU 10/11/14 Heavy Industrial Heavy Industrial
WMU 31 Open Space Heavy Industrial
WMU 32 Heavy Industrial Heavy Industrial

Source: Contra Costa County 2021.

Land Use

The Heavy Industrial designation allows for activities requiring large areas of land with convenient truck, ship, and/or
rail access (Contra Costa County 2023b). These activities are not compatible with residential land uses. The Open
Space designation is intended for public lands containing wetlands and tidelands, significant ecological resources, or
geologic hazards, and privately-owned lands where public or private agencies hold future development rights.

Zoning

All PROJECT components are located within the Heavy Industrial zoning district. Uses permitted in this zoning district
include, but are not limited to, the manufacturing or processing of petroleum, lumber, steel, chemicals, explosives,
fertilizers, gas, rubber, paper, cement, sugar, and all other industrial or manufacturing products (Contra Costa County
2023b).
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5.11.2 Methodology

The following analysis is based on a review of documents pertaining to the PROJECT site, including the County
General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Section 2.0, Project Description, of this ISMND.

5.11.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.

Impact LU-1 Physically divide an established community?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT involves the closure of PROJECT WMUs, mitigation and maintenance of the PROJECT WMUs. The
PROJECT site is in an area developed with industrial infrastructure that is surrounded by open space, marshlands,
and waterways. There are no established communities within the Facility-owned property, non-Facility-owned
property, or surrounding area that would be divided as a result of the PROJECT. The closest established community
is the unincorporated community of Vine Hill, located approximately 1.5 miles southwest of WMU 32; and the
community of Clyde, located approximately 1.5 miles southeast of WMU 11/10/14. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact LU-2 Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is in an industrial area of Contra Costa County that has been previously developed with the
necessary infrastructure to support operation of the Facility. The WMUs are located on land that has been previously
disturbed by the historic industrial activities associated with operation of the Facility. There would be no changes to
existing land use designations or zoning within the PROJECT site or surrounding area. The proposed remediation
and restoration activities would be consistent with the current zoning designations and comply with all applicable
General Plan goals and policies. Specifically, the PROJECT would comply with General Plan Policy 7-116 regarding
the clean-up of contamination. The PROJECT would also comply with the 65/35 Land Preservation Standard
because the PROJECT components are located on land previously disturbed by the industrial and sand and gravel
staging activities, so there would be no increase in the amount of urban land within the County. As such, the
PROJECT would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. No impact would occur.
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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5.12 MINERAL RESOURCES

Potentially . Le:s.s Than_ Less Than
i iyl Significant With et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

1) Resultin the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource classified MRZ-2 by the
State Geologist that would be of value to D D D |Z
the region and the residents of the State?

2) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific D D D |Z
plan, or other land use plan?

5.12.1 Environmental Setting

The DOC, Division of Mine Reclamation, compiles data on the current status of mines and the commaodities
produced. In addition, the California Geological Survey produces Mineral Land Classification studies and maps that
identify areas with potentially important mineral resources that should be considered in local and regional planning.
Significant mineral resource areas within Contra Costa County, which the County General Plan intends to protect,
includes areas containing clay, diabase, and domengine sandstone (Contra Costa County 2010).

The PROJECT site is in north Contra Costa County in an area that is primarily developed with industrial infrastructure
and surrounded by open space, marshlands, and waterways. The PROJECT site consists of the PROJECT WMUs
which are used for mining purposes. Based on the Mineral Land Classification Map for Contra Costa County, the
PROJECT WMUs are within an area that has not been classified by the California Geological Survey because it is
within an area not subject to urbanization. The County General Plan does not identify the PROJECT site as a
significant mineral resource area (Contra Costa County 2010).

5.12.2 Methodology

The following analysis is based on a review of documents pertaining to the PROJECT site, including the
Conservation Element of the County General Plan (Contra Costa County 2010) and the DOC Mineral Land
Classification Map for Contra Costa County, Port Chicago Quadrangle (Special Report 146, Plate 2.34) (DOC 2018).

5.12.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts to mineral resources associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation
measures where necessary.

Impact MIN-1 Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource classified MRZ-2
by the State Geologist that would be of value to the region and the residents of
the State?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is not identified by the California Geological Survey or the County General Plan as a state
designated mineral resource zone (MRZ). The PROJECT site consists of the PROJECT WMUs which do not support
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mineral extraction operations. As such, the PROJECT would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource and no impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact MIN-2 Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is not used for mining activities or designated as an important mineral resource recovery site by
the County General Plan. As such, implementation of the PROJECT would not result in the loss of locally important
mineral resources and no impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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5.13 NOISE

Potentially . Le_s_s Than. Less Than
. iyl Significant with et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

1) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general D D |X| D
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

2) Generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or ground-borne noise levels? D D Izl D

3) For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport [] [] X []
of public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

5.13.1 Environmental Setting

Existing Ambient Noise Levels

The existing noise environment in a PROJECT area is characterized by the area’s general level of development due
to the high correlation between the level of development and ambient noise levels. Areas which are not urbanized are
relatively quiet, while areas which are more urbanized are noisier as a result of roadway traffic, industrial activities,
and other human activities.

Contra Costa County as a whole is exposed to several sources of noise, including traffic on major highways, such as
|- 680 and California Highway 4, noise from railways, and industrial uses. Traffic noise depends primarily on traffic
speed (tire noise increases with speed), proportion of medium and large truck traffic (trucks generate engine,
exhaust, and wind noise in addition to tire noise), and number of speed control devices, such as traffic lights
(accelerating and decelerating vehicles and trucks can generate more noise).

The loudest source of ambient noise at the PROJECT site is anticipated to be existing operational activity from the
Facility itself and traffic along Waterfront Road. According to Figure 11-5C “Noise Contours” in the Contra Costa
County General Plan, noise levels along the edge of the PROJECT site along Waterfront Road would be within the
60-65 decibels (A-weighted) [dB(A)] day-night noise level contour. The same figure also shows the existing ambient
noise levels at the closest residential receiver to the PROJECT site are within the 60-65 dB(A) day-night noise level
contour to 1-680.

Sensitive Receptors

Some land uses are more tolerant of noise than others. For example, schools, hospitals, churches, and residences
are considered to be more sensitive to noise intrusion than are commercial or industrial activities. Ambient noise
levels can also affect the perceived desirability or livability of a development.
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The PROJECT WMUs are located in the northern portion of the Facility and are generally surrounded by Facility
industrial infrastructure to the west; Facility industrial infrastructure to the south, the Carquinez Strait and Suisun Bay
to the north, and the Point Edith Wildlife Area to the east.

The nearest potential receptor is the unincorporated community of Vine Hill, located approximately 1.5 miles
southwest of WMU 32; and the community of Clyde, located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of WMU 11/10/14.

Vibration

Operation of heavy construction equipment, particularly pile driving and other impact devices such as pavement
breakers, create seismic waves that radiate along the surface of the earth and downward into the earth. These
surface waves can be felt as ground vibration. Vibration from operation of this equipment can result in effects ranging
from annoyance of people to damage of structures. Varying geology and distance will result in different vibration
levels containing different frequencies and displacements. In all cases, vibration amplitudes will decrease with
increasing distance.

Perceptible groundborne vibration is generally limited to areas within a few hundred feet of construction activities. As
seismic waves travel outward from a vibration source, they excite the particles of rock and soil through which they
pass and cause them to oscillate. The actual distance that these particles move is usually only a few ten-thousandths
to a few thousandths of an inch. The rate or velocity (in inches per second) at which these particles move is the
commonly accepted descriptor of the vibration amplitude, referred to as the peak particle velocity (PPV). Table 5.13-1
summarizes typical vibration levels generated by construction equipment (Federal Transit Administration 2006).

Table 5.13-1. Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

Equipment Peak Particle Velocity at 25 Feet
Pile driver (impact) 0.644 to 1.518
Pile drive (sonic/vibratory) 0.170t0 0.734
Vibratory roller 0.210
Hoe ram 0.089
Large bulldozer 0.089
Caisson drilling 0.089
Loaded trucks 0.076
Jackhammer 0.035
Small bulldozer 0.003

Source: Federal Transit Administration 2006b.

Vibration amplitude attenuates over distance and is a complex function of how energy is imparted into the ground and
the soil conditions through which the vibration is traveling. The following equation can be used to estimate the
vibration level at a given distance for typical soil conditions (Federal Transit Administration 2006). PPVref is the
reference PPV from Table 5.13-1.

PPV = PPVref x (25/Distance)!-2

e

Table 5.13-2 summarizes guidelines vibration annoyance potential criteria suggested by Caltrans (Caltrans 2013).
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Table 5.13-2. Guideline Vibration Annoyance Potential Criteria

Maximum peak particle velocity (in./sec)
Human Response
Transient Sources Continuous/Frequent Sources
Barely perceptible 0.04 0.01
Distinctly perceptible 0.25 0.04
Strongly perceptible 0.9 0.10
Severe 2.0 0.4

Notes: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent intermittent
sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory
compaction equipment.

Source: California Department of Transportation 2013.

Table 5.13-3 summarizes guideline vibration damage potential criteria suggested by Caltrans (Caltrans 2013).

Table 5.13-3. Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Criteria

S ] Sl Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (in./sec)
Transient Sources Continuous/Frequent Sources
Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1
Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25
Older residential structure 0.5 0.3
New residential structures 1.0 0.5
Modern industrial/commercial buildings 20 0.5

Notes: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent intermittent
sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory
compaction equipment.

Source: California Department of Transportation 2013.

5.13.2 Methodology

Short-term site noise data were used as an input to the Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise
Model as the existing ambient noise level input. The Roadway Construction Noise Model is used as the Federal
Highway Administration’s national standard for predicting noise generated from construction activities. The Roadway
Construction Noise Model analysis includes the calculation of noise levels (maximum sound level and equivalent
average noise level [Leq]) at incremental distances for a variety of construction equipment. The spreadsheet inputs
include acoustical use factors, maximum sound level values, and Leq values at various distances depending on the
ambient noise measurement location. Noise modeling outputs are included in Appendix F.

5.13.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.
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Impact NOI-1 Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Impact Analysis

Two types of short-term noise impacts could occur during construction of the PROJECT. First, construction crew
commutes and the transport of construction equipment and materials to the PROJECT site would incrementally
increase traffic on roads leading to the PROJECT site. This increased traffic would be composed of vehicles, medium
trucks, and heavy trucks. All construction traffic required to leave the Facility would travel through the Facility and
immediately access |-680 or CA Highway 4. No construction vehicle traffic will travel through any residential or
commercial areas to access the highways. The PROJECT would not expose persons to or generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies.

Therefore, the PROJECT would not cause increased traffic noise levels at any sensitive receivers, and this would be
a less than significant impact relative to this topic.

The second type of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated during construction. Each construction
stage has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. These various construction
operations would change the character of the noise generated at the PROJECT site and, therefore, the noise level as
construction progresses.

Table 5.13-4 below lists types of construction equipment that may be used during construction and the maximum and
average operational noise level as measured at 1.5 miles from the operating equipment, at the nearest potential
receptor.

Table 5.13-4. Summary of Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise
Model at Existing Apartment Receiver

Sound Level at Apartments
Source | Sonaitive Receptor Acoustical Use
Lmax, dB(A) Factor (%) Leq, dB(A)
Backhoe 1.5 mile 36.7 40 32.7
Compactor (ground) 1.5 mile 42.3 20 35.3
Concrete Mixer Truck 1.5 mile 37.9 40 33.9
Bulldozer 1.5 mile 40.8 40 36.8
Drill Rig 1.5 mile 38.2 20 31.3
Dump Truck 1.5 mile 35.6 40 31.6
Excavator 1.5 mile 39.8 40 35.8
Forklift 1.5 mile 42.5 40 38.5
Front End Loader 1.5 mile 38.2 40 34.2
Flat Bed Truck 1.5 mile 33.4 40 294
Generator 1.5 mile 39.7 50 36.7
Pickup Truck 1.5 mile 34.1 40 30.1
Pneumatic Tools 1.5 mile 44 .3 50 41.3
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. Sound Level at Apartments
Source Dlsta|_1c_:e to Nearest R A
Sensitive Receptor Lmax, dB(A) clg::t::'a(%)se Leq, dB(A)
Welder / Torch 1.5 mile 33.1 40 291
Tractor 1.5 mile 43.1 40 39.1

Source: Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model 2008, AQ/GHG assumptions (Appendix B)
Notes: dB(A) — decibels (A-weighted); Leq — equivalent average noise level; Lmax — maximum sound level

The calculated Leq level for all construction equipment at the closest residential receiver is expected to be 41 dB(A)
or lower. According to the noise contours in the Contra Costa General Plan, a noise level of 41 dB(A) will be
significantly lower than what is currently experienced at the closest noise-sensitive receivers. Also, the calculated Leq
level for all construction equipment is below the “Normally Acceptable” listed in Figure 11-6 in the Contra Costa
General Plan. Therefore, construction noise from the PROJECT would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the PROJECT vicinity above levels existing without the PROJECT and the impact
would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact NOI-2 Generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels?

Impact Analysis

The nearest potential noise receptor is the unincorporated community of Vine Hill, located approximately 1.5 miles
southwest of WMU 32; and the community of Clyde, located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of WMU 11/10/14.
Construction equipment that could be used during the PROJECT construction would generate vibration levels
between 0.003 PPV and 0.089 PPV at 25 feet, as shown below in Table 5.13-5.

Table 5.13-5. Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

Threshold at Potential for
Peak Particle Peak Particle Peak Particle which Human PROJECT to
Type of Velocity at 25 Velocity at 50 Velocity at 1.5 Annoyance Exceed
Equipment Feet Feet Miles Could Occur Threshold
Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.00003 0.10 None
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.00002 0.10 None
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.0000009 0.10 None
Auger/Drill Rigs 0.089 0.031 0.00003 0.10 None
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.00001 0.10 None
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Threshold at Potential for
Peak Particle Peak Particle Peak Particle which Human PROJECT to
Type of Velocity at 25 Velocity at 50 Velocity at 1.5 Annoyance Exceed
Equipment Feet Feet Miles Could Occur Threshold
Vibratory 0.070 0.025 0.00002 0.10 None
Hammer

Source: Federal Transit Administration 2006

All the ground-borne vibration levels are below the Federal Transit Administration vibration threshold at which human
annoyance could occur of 0.10 PPV. Additionally, construction activities would be temporary in nature and would
likely occur during normal daytime working hours as per the Contra Costa County General Plan. Therefore,
construction vibrations are not predicted to cause damage to existing buildings or cause annoyance to sensitive
receptors. As such, implementation of the PROJECT would have a less than significant impact related to vibration.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact NOI-3 For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or

working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Impact Analysis

The nearest public airport to the PROJECT site is the Buchanan Field Airport, located approximately 2.5 miles south
of the PROJECT site. The PROJECT site falls well outside the 55 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level contour
line for the Buchanan Airport as shown in Figure 11-5V “Buchanan Airport Noise Contours” in the Contra Costa
County General Plan. Therefore, this would be a less than significant impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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5.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Potentially . Le:s_s Than_ Less Than
i iyl Significant With et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

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

2) Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing D D D |Z|
elsewhere?

5.14.1 Environmental Setting

The PROJECT site is located in unincorporated Contra Costa County, approximately 2 miles east of I-680 and the
City of Martinez. This portion of the County is developed with industrial infrastructure that is surrounded by open
space, marshlands, and waterways. The PROJECT site consists of the PROJECT WMUs which do not include
residential development. The nearest residential use includes the unincorporated community of Vine Hill, located
approximately 1.5 miles southwest of WMU 32; and the community Clyde, located approximately 1.75 miles
southeast of WMU 11/10/14.

5.14.2 Methodology

The following analysis is based on general descriptions in the County General Plan and Section 2.0, Project
Description, of this ISMND.

5.14.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.

Impact POP-1 Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT involves the closure of PROJECT WMUs and mitigation and monitoring activities. The PROJECT
activities do not involve the construction of new homes, businesses, or extension of roads and infrastructure that
would directly induce population growth. The PROJECT would require approximately 75 construction workers at any
given time. The Facility maintains a list of qualified regional labor having the necessary training to work on the
PROJECT site. Therefore, construction workers are expected to already live in the area and would not indirectly
induce population growth. As such, the PROJECT would not directly or indirectly induce population growth and no
impact would occur.
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact POP-2 Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site includes the PROJECT WMUs which are not developed with residential dwelling units. Therefore,
the PROJECT would not displace existing people or housing that would require construction of replacement housing.
No impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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5.15 PUBLIC SERVICES

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

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

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

oo
oo
oo
XX XX

Other public facilities?

Fire Protection

The PROJECT site consists of Facility-owned property and non-Facility-owned property. The PROJECT WMUs
would be served by the Facility’s fire brigade, which consists of trained Operators who work at the Facility (USEPA
2003). The Facility is part of the 1980 Petro-Chemical Mutual Aid Organization, which is a mutual aid agreement
between local refineries, industrial plants, and the CCCFPD and West Sacramento Fire District. The Petro-Chemical
Mutual Aid Organization members provide mutual access to specially trained personnel and firefighting equipment
and supplies.

Police Protection

The PROJECT site would be served by the Facility’s on-site armed security force as well as the Contra Costa County
Office of the Sheriff (Office of the Sheriff), which covers the unincorporated portions of the County and serves over
1,000,000 residents with over 1,100 sworn officers and employees (Office of the Sherriff 2023a). Additionally, the
County office of the California Highway Patrol provides police coverage along all unincorporated county roadways
(CHP 2023). The closest Sherriff's Department location is the Muir Station located at 1680 Muir Road in Martinez,
approximately three miles south of the PROJECT site, and is staffed by one Lieutenant, five Sergeants, 23 Deputies,
one Community Service Officer, one Crime Prevention Specialist, and three volunteers and covers unincorporated
areas in Lafayette, Concord, Pleasant Hill, Martinez, Clyde, and Pacheco (Office of the Sherriff 2023b). The Office of
the Sheriff has an emergency response time goal of 5 minutes for 90 percent of all calls for central business district,
urban, and suburban areas. As of 2011, which is when the most recent Municipal Service Review for Law
Enforcement was published, response to Priority 1 incidents (highest priority incidents) in unincorporated areas of the
County is an average of 8 minutes and 39 seconds, while the average response time for all law enforcement
agencies is 5 minutes and 19 seconds (Contra Costa County Local Agency Formation Commission 2011).
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Schools

The PROJECT site is within the Mount Diablo Unified School District boundary which operates 31 elementary
schools, 9 middle schools, 5 high schools, and 16 alternative schools and programs. The nearest school within this
District is Sun Terrace Elementary School, located approximately 2 miles south of the Suisun Properties mitigation
land (Mount Diablo Unified School District 2023). In addition, the PROJECT site is adjacent to the Martinez Unified
School District boundary where the nearest school is Las Juntas Elementary School located approximately 2 miles
southwest of the Facility property.

Parks

The East Bay Regional Parks District manages most of the regional parks throughout the County. The closest East
Bay Regional Parks District park is the 198-acre Waterbird Regional Preserve, located approximately one mile
southwest of the Facility property.

Other Public Services

The Contra Costa Regional Medical Center is the closest hospital to the PROJECT site, located approximately three
miles to the southwest (Contra Costa Health Services 2023).

The Contra Costa County Library system provides library services at 28 locations throughout the County. The closest
library branch is the Martinez Library located approximately three miles west of the PROJECT site (Contra Costa
County Library 2023).

5.15.2 Methodology

The following analysis is based on a review of documents pertaining to the PROJECT site, including the Public
Facilities / Services Element of the County General Plan (Contra Costa County 2005), Contra Costa Local Agency
Formation Commission Municipal Service Reviews, and Section 2.0, Project Description, of this ISMND.

5.15.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.
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Impact PUB-1 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public
services:

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

Impact Analysis

Fire Protection

PROJECT activities would not generate demand for additional fire services beyond those that are currently provided
by the Facility fire brigade and CCFPD at the PROJECT site. The Facility is part of the 1980 Petro-Chemical Mutual
Aid Organization and would continue to receive fire protection and response service under the Petro-Chemical Mutual
Aid agreement. Implementation of the PROJECT would not result in the construction of new or altered governmental
facilities buildings; however, would result in the construction of new structures (consolidation cells). Prior to
construction, the Facility’s fire brigade and CCCFPD would review applicable PROJECT construction plans to ensure
there is adequate emergency access and that all construction work is performed in accordance with applicable
Facility requirements, rules, and standing instructions. Compliance with the requirements of the Facility and the
CCCFPD would reduce the risks associated with fire hazards. Therefore, there would be no need for new or
expanded governmental facilities to maintain public services related to fire protection. No impact would occur.

Police Protection

The PROJECT site is located in unincorporated Contra Costa County and served by the Facility’s on-site armed
security force as well as the Office of the Sherriff. The PROJECT would not result in the construction of new buildings
or result in a use that would increase the County’s population and generate demand for additional police protection
services beyond those that currently exist at the PROJECT site. Therefore, there would be no need for new or
expanded police protection facilities to maintain public services related to police protection. No impact would occur.

Schools

The PROJECT site is currently located within the Mount Diablo Unified School District boundary. The PROJECT does
not involve a use that would increase demand for new or expanded school facilities. Therefore, no impact would
occur.

Parks

The PROJECT would not result in a use that would increase the County’s population and generate a need to
construct or expand additional park facilities. Temporary construction workers are expected to be hired from the
existing population, so there would be no increased use of the East Bay Regional Parks District facilities. Therefore,
there would be no impact.
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Other Public Facilities

The PROJECT would not result in an increase in population that would lead to elevated use of Contra Costa County
Library, Contra Costa Regional Medical Center, or other public facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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5.16 RECREATION

Potentially . Le:s_s Than_ Less Than
i iyl Significant With et
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

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

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

5.16.1 Environmental Setting

The Contra Costa County Public Works Department is responsible for operating and maintaining County recreational
facilities. There are also several regional park districts operating in the County, with East Bay Regional Park District
(EBRPD) as the largest park district (Contra Costa County 2018). The EBRPD maintains over 120,000 acres of
parks, including over 1,250 miles of trails in the County (EBRPD 2023).

The PROJECT site is in north Contra Costa County, approximately 2 miles east of 1-680 and the City of Martinez. The
PROJECT site consists of the PROJECT WMUSs that were created for the disposal of waste material. The PROJECT
WMUs cannot be accessed by the public and do not contain recreational facilities. The nearest park to the PROJECT
site is the Waterbird Regional Preserve, approximately 1-mile to the southwest on Waterfront Road (Contra Costa
County 2010). The Waterbird Regional Preserve is 198 acres and managed by the EBRPD. The Waterbird Regional
Preserve can be accessed by the public for birdwatching and hiking (EBRPD 2023). In addition, the 761-acre Point
Edith Wildlife Area is located immediately east of the PROJECT WMUs. The Point Edith Wildlife area is a tidal area
consisting of sloughs and small ponds managed by CDFW. Public access to the Point Edith Wildlife Area is only
available by boat (CDFW 2023).

5.16.2 Methodology

The following analysis is based on a review of documents pertaining to the PROJECT site, including the Open Space
Element of the County General Plan and Section 2.0, Project Description, of this ISMND.

5.16.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.
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Impact REC-1 Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT involves closure of the PROJECT WMUs and mitigation and monitoring activities. The PROJECT
does not involve the development of residential uses that would increase the use of existing recreational facilities.
Therefore, the PROJECT would not result in the deterioration of existing recreational facilities and no impact would
occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact REC-2 Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT involves closure of the PROJECT WMUs and mitigation and monitoring activities. The PROJECT
does not include the construction or expansion of park facilities. No impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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5.17 TRANSPORTATION

- Less Than
Would the Project: g?;ﬁmgm Sign!f!caqt Gl IS-;:;s:if.:-:aar:} Lo
. Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
1) Conflict with a program, plan,

ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, [] [] X []
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities?

2) Would the project conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines [] [] X []
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

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

4) Result in inadequate emergency
access? D D |X| D

5.17.1 Environmental Setting

The PROJECT site is located adjacent to Waterfront Road near its intersection with Solano Way. Construction
vehicles access would be provided typically through the North Gate on Waterfront Road, South Gate on Solano Way,
or East Gate on Bates Avenue. The roadways most relevant to the PROJECT are discussed below.

Regional Roadways

1-680 is an 8- to 12-lane freeway that serves as the main roadway within the County. I-680 runs north-south through
Contra Costa County towards San Jose in the south and across the Benicia Bridge to Solano County in the north.
Regional accessed to the PROJECT site from the north and south would be provided by the Marina Vista
Avenue/Waterfront Drive interchange.

Highway 4 runs east-west from San Pablo Avenue in Hercules towards Stockton in the east. The segment of State
Route (SR) Highway 4 south of the PROJECT site has four lanes. SR Highway 4 would provide regional access to
the PROJECT site from the Solano Way offramp or the I-680 interchange.

Local Roadways

Waterfront Road is a two-lane arterial road that runs east-west adjacent to the PROJECT site and separates WMUs
31 and 32 from WMUs 10/11/14. Waterfront Road begins east of 1-680 and connects to Marina Vista Avenue to the
west of 1-680.

Solano Way is a 2- to 6-lane collector road that provides access to the Facility from the Highway 4 offramp. North of
SR Highway 4, Solano Way travels through the length of the Facility and access is limited to authorized personnel
beyond the Facility’s South Gate. South of SR Highway 4, Solano Way is open to the public and traverses through a
residential area.

@ 5-95




Waste Management Unit Restoration Project
Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation

Transit Conditions

Existing transit service within Central Contra Costa County is provided by the Central Contra Costa Transit Authority,
which is also known as known as the County Connection. The Industrial Way/Bates Avenue bust stop is the closest
transit location to the PROJECT site, located approximately two miles southeast of the PROJECT site and less than a
mile away from the Facility’s East Gate. Additionally, the Arnold Industrial Way/Solano Way bus stop is located near
the Facility’s South Gate and is located approximately two miles south of the PROJECT site (County Connection
2019).

Bikeways

There are currently no bicycle facilities within the PROJECT area, and the closest bike route is approximately 1.6
miles east of the PROJECT site within the Clyde community. However, the Contra Costa Countywide Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan proposes development of Class | routes along Waterfront Road and Lower Walnut Creek that
connect to existing routes and would be located adjacent to the PROJECT area (CCTA 2018). The Contra Costa
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan also proposes adding a Class | route adjacent to Mallard Reservoir within an
existing open space corridor that would cross Bates Avenue near the southeast corner of Mallard Reservoir.

5.17.2 Methodology

The PROJECT involves an eight-year construction period beginning in the year 2024. Hauling of soils and other
materials resulting in off-site truck traffic is expected to be at the highest level during Year 1 and Year 6, with truck
traffic associated with construction during Years 2 through 5 and Years 7 and 8 generally being lower. Therefore, the
traffic memo was prepared to summarize the off-site truck traffic from the PROJECT during Year 1 and Year 6
construction activities as the worst-case conditions. The traffic memo is included as Appendix G.

5.17.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts on traffic and transportation associated with the PROJECT and provides
mitigation measures where necessary.

Impact TRANS-1 Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

Impact Analysis

Construction

The PROJECT would involve remediation activities over a period of eight years that would generate the most truck
trips in Year 1 and Year 6. Truck activities from Years 2 through 5 and Years 7 and 8 would generally be lower. Truck
activities for the years are described below:

Year 1

Soils transport would be carried in CT660 tractor trailer trucks on 1-680 toward Buttonwillow via SR Highway 4. These
trucks would enter and exit the south gate and travel along Solano Way between the PROJECT site and SR Highway
4. It is anticipated that five trucks would make this drive daily for 20 working days, resulting in 10 average daily trips
(ADT) (5 inbound trips, 5 outbound trips) added to Solano Way. Assuming an eight-hour workday, the average
number of trucks on Solano Way would be one or two trucks per hour. In addition, conservatively assuming that
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during the peak one-hour the number of trucks is twice the average, the number of trucks on Solano Road would be
two to three trucks, which equates to approximately one truck every 24 minutes during the peak one-hour for 20
working days.

Materials deliveries would be made on CT660 tractor trailer trucks from Clear Lake and Dixon north of the PROJECT
site via 1-680. These trucks would enter and exit the North Gate and travel along Waterfront Road between the site
and 1-680. It is anticipated that five trucks would make the round-trip between the PROJECT site and Clear Lake
twice each day for 40 working days for a total of 20 ADT (10 inbound, 10 outbound). Similarly, it is estimated that four
trucks would make the round-trip between the site and Dixon three times a day for 33 working days, resulting in 24
ADT (12 inbound trips, 12 outbound trips).

Conservatively assuming that the Year 1 materials delivery phases from Clear Lake and Dixon overlap, the trucks
headed toward 1-680 along Waterfront Road would total 44 ADT. During an eight-hour workday, the average number
of trucks on Waterfront Road would be approximately five to six trucks per hour. Also, conservatively assuming that
during the peak one-hour the number of trucks is twice the average, the number of trucks on Waterfront Road would
be 10 to 11 trucks, or approximately one truck every five or six minutes. This amount of truck traffic would continue
for 33 working days, with approximately five trucks (i.e., one truck every 12 minutes) during the peak one-hour for the
remaining 7 working days.

Year 6

During Year 6, gravel would be hauled in on CT660 tractor trailer trucks from Lake Herman Quarry via 1-680. These
trucks would enter and exit the North Gate and travel along Waterfront Road between the site and I-680. It is
anticipated that five trucks would make two roundtrips each day for a total of 20 ADT (10 inbound trips, 10 outbound
trips) for 180 working days. During a typical eight-hour workday, the average is two to three trucks per hour, or
approximately five trucks during the peak one-hour—equivalent to one truck every 12 minutes.

The volume of construction truck traffic from the PROJECT on Waterfront Road or Solano Way during construction is
insignificant and would have no noticeable effect on roadway traffic conditions. Therefore, traffic impacts from
construction activities would be less than significant.

Operations

Post completion of remediation activities, operational activities would include regular inspections, maintenance, and
repair of the WMUs. These activities would not generate a significant amount of traffic and some of the trips are
anticipated to be absorbed by existing operational trips. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

There are currently no bike routes adjacent to the PROJECT site. Additionally, due to the nature and location of the
PROJECT, it is unlikely that any employees would arrive via alternative travel modes, such as by bicycle or walking.
Therefore, adverse traffic impacts relating to other modes of transportation would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.
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Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact TRANS-2 Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT includes closure of WMUs and grading activities and is not a land use or transportation project that
would result in substantial vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The PROJECT’s traffic impacts are limited to construction
activities and a less than significant impact would occur.

The Contra Costa County Transportation Analysis Guidelines (TAG) provides screening criteria to quickly determine if
a proposed project should be expected to prepare a detailed VMT analysis. However, absent substantial evidence
indicating that a project would generate a potentially significant level of VMT, projects that generate or attract fewer
than 110 trips per day generally may be assumed to cause a less-than-significant impact under CEQA and would not
require further VMT analysis.

As mentioned previously, ongoing operations of the PROJECT would generate substantially fewer than 110 trips per
day, allowing the PROJECT to be screened out from requiring VMT analysis. Therefore, the PROJECT can be
assumed to have a less than significant impact.

Construction-related VMT is addressed in the context of air quality and GHG as part of a separate study. The VMT
associated with the PROJECT’S construction is temporary and not subject to the intent of CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, subdivision (b), which promotes the reduction of GHG emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses; therefore, PROJECT-related construction impacts would be less
than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact TRANS-3 Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT would involve construction of temporary and permanent access roads. As discussed in Section 3.0,
Construction Methods, a TMP would be prepared that would include procedures, requirements, and provisions to be
implemented to ensure the efficient and safe movement of vehicles on the Facility’s roadways. The TMP would also
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describe the routes and safe movement between the work and stockpile areas, WMUs, and staging areas. Traffic
related to the PROJECT would be compatible with the kind of traffic generated by the existing Facility uses and
surrounding developments in the PROJECT vicinity. The PROJECT does not propose to make changes to a roadway
that would create road hazards or alter design features developed to mitigate such hazards. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact TRANS-4 Result in inadequate emergency access?

Impact Analysis

The access roads would be maintained, as needed, to facilitate on-site circulation for emergency vehicles during all
weather conditions. Therefore, impact would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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5.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Would the PROJECT: Significant gMitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

3) Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined by Public Resources Code
section 21047 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined
in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is:

i)  Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, orin a
local register of historical resources as |:| |X| |:| |:|
defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

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

5.18.1 Environmental Setting

Refer to Section 5.5, Cultural Resources, for the ethnographic contextual information.

5.18.2 Methodology

The cultural resources investigations carried out for the PROJECT included background research conducted at the
NWIC of the California Historical Resources Information System, consultation opportunity for Native American Tribes
(Appendix E and Section 5.5, Cultural Resources), and a review of historic maps and ethnographic documents.

The record search included a review of all cultural resources and reports within 0.25 mile of the PROJECT area, as
presented in Section 5.5, Cultural Resources. The records search was conducted by reviewing the Office of Historic
Preservation records, base maps, historic maps, and literature for Contra Costa County on file at the NWIC. Other
sources reviewed included the Office of Historic Preservation Historic Properties Directory, California Inventory of
Historical Resources, and ethnographic information.

There is one Native American Tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
PROJECT and that has requested that the SFBRWQCB provide written notification of projects pursuant to AB 52:
Wilton Rancheria. On July 6, 2018, the SFBRWQCB sent notification of the PROJECT to Wilton Rancheria. The
notification provided Wilton Rancheria with 30 days from receipt of the letter to request consultation. The
SFBRWQCB did not receive a request for consultation.
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5.18.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.

Impact TRIB-1 Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined by Public Resources Code Section 21047 as
either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

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

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

Impact Analysis

Results of the archival records search performed as part of the cultural resources analysis indicate that no known
tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are within or near the study area. Furthermore, the Facility has been operating for
more than 100 years; therefore, the historical use of the PROJECT WMUs (and marshland prior to that) and
surrounding area has been well documented.

At the time of publication of this document, the Native American community has not replied to the SFBRWQCB'’s
letter describing the PROJECT, which also requested any additional information with regards to tribal resources or
concerns in this area.

The PROJECT is not anticipated to have an impact on any known or potential TCRs. However, subsurface
construction activities, such as excavation of waste material, the installation of shear panel walls backfilled with slurry,
and/or grading, albeit unlikely, could potentially damage or destroy previously undiscovered unique TCRs. Mitigation
Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 require implementation of standard inadvertent discovery procedures and worker
awareness training in order to reduce potential impacts to previously undiscovered subsurface unique TCRs. With the
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 potential impacts would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 are required.
Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.
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5.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

- Less Than
, Potentially ;. 1 ificant with -©SS Than
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated TP

1) Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or |:| |:| |Z |:|
telecommunications facilities, the construction
or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

2) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry, and D D |X| D
multiple dry years?

3) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that serves or may serve
the Proposed Project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected D D |Z D
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

4) Generate solid waste in excess of State or
local standards, or in excess of the capacity of
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the D |:| |X| D
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

5) Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and |:| |:| |:| |Z
regulations related to solid waste?

5.19.1 Environmental Setting

Water Supply

Untreated water service to the PROJECT site is provided by the Contra Costa Water District (CCWD), which covers
220 square miles within central and eastern Contra Costa County (Contra Costa County 2005). The CCWD is
required to update its Urban Water Management Plan every 5 years to comply with California’s Urban Water
Management Planning Act. The Urban Water Management Plan estimates current and future water demand and
supply and proposes planning measures to ensure that water supply is adequately provided within the CCWD
operational area (CCWD 2016). Water required for construction activity would be drawn from on-site water hydrants
located within PROJECT staging areas located on Facility-owned property.

Wastewater

The Facility operates its own on-site Wastewater Treatment System under NPDES permit number CA0004961, which
is effective from 2022 to 2027. The NPDES permit identified the Facility’s Wastewater Treatment System average
daily flow of 3.1 million gallons per day (MGD) with a hydraulic capacity of 11.5 MGD. However, the flow differs each
year depending on the season, especially during the wet season when the level of stormwater increases and
combines with industrial effluent. Treated wastewater from the Facility is discharged to Suisun Bay (SFBRWQCB
2021).
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Stormwater

Stormwater drainage within Contra Costa County is managed by the Flood Control and Water Conservation District
(Flood Control District). Treated stormwater is discharged to Suisun Bay, while the remaining stormwater is either
directed to Lower Walnut Creek or Hastings Slough (SFBRWQCB 2021). The PROJECT site currently contains
stormwater control pipes along the interior berms of WMUs 10/11/14 that would be removed.

Solid Waste Management

The Contra Costa County Health Services Department Environmental Health Division is certified by the California
Integrated Waste Management Board as the local enforcement agency for solid waste in the County. The local
enforcement agency is responsible for ensuring that all solid waste disposal facilities comply with all applicable local,
state, and federal codes and regulations (Contra Costa Health Services 2018a).

Contra Costa County contains one active landfill: Keller Canyon Landfill at 901 Bailey Road in Pittsburg. Keller
Canyon is not open to the public and does not accept hazardous materials (Contra Costa Health Services 2018b).
The landfill is inspected monthly by the local enforcement agency. Keller Canyon Landfill is located approximately
seven miles southwest of the PROJECT site and is expected to close in 2050 (CalRecycle 2023).

5.19.2 Methodology

The following analysis is based on a review of documents pertaining to the PROJECT site, including the Public
Facilities/Services Element of the County General Plan, the Facility’s NPDES permit, and Section 2.0, Project
Description, of this ISMND.

5.19.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.

Impact UTIL-1 Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT would not require the construction or expansion of wastewater facilities. Wastewater is not anticipated
to be generated during PROJECT construction. However, in the event that wastewater is generated from
groundwater dewatering to facilitate excavation, stormwater, dust, odor suppression liquid runoff from exposed WMU
soil and waste, or there is excess water from soil/waste strengthening and compaction activities, the wastewater will
be managed within the construction footprint in accordance with the Wastewater Handling Plan prepared as part of
the Construction Work Plan. If necessary, wastewater may require on-site treatment prior to discharge.

Therefore, the PROJECT would have a less than significant impact.
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Water Supply

The PROJECT is anticipated to require a total of approximately 300,000,000 gallons of water during the site
preparation and closure construction phases for soil conditioning, dust control, and odor control. Water would be
obtained from the Facility’s on-site Fire Water system (valve or hydrant). Therefore, there would be a less than
significant impact.

Stormwater

The PROJECT would involve the construction or expansion of stormwater drainage facilities. PROJECT construction
activities would be completed in accordance with a PROJECT SWPPP meeting the requirements of the Construction
Stormwater General Permit. The construction contractor would also prepare a Stormwater Handling Plan for the work
as part of the Construction Work Plan. The PROJECT would require installation of a new surface water discharge
location along the eastern side of WMUs 10/11/14. This location would accept surface waters from the restored
wetlands and restored uplands, only, and not the Facility at large. The new surface water discharge location would
direct surface water to the adjacent pond to the east, under the access road, providing relief across the road. As
such, construction of the PROJECT would result in a new discharge location that would require the construction of a
new stormwater drainage facility. Stormwater would be managed through approved BMPs. If necessary, stormwater
may require temporary onsite treatment prior to discharge to a permitted discharge point under the existing NPDES
permit. Temporary onsite treatment, if necessary, could include settlement units, filtration units, pH adjustment
systems, and granular activated carbon units. These treatment units would be selected based on construction
occurring and the nature of stormwater contact with construction and site related contaminants. Therefore, the
PROJECT would have a less than significant impact.

Electric Power and Natural Gas

The PROJECT does not involve the construction or relocation of electric power or natural gas facilities. Portions of
the PROJECT construction activities would require power which would connect to existing facilities at the PROJECT
site. In addition, overhead powerlines would be removed prior to the start of construction activities as part of a
separate Facility action. As such, no impacts related to the construction or relocation of electric power and natural
gas facilities would occur.

Telecommunications

The PROJECT does not involve the construction or relocation telecommunication facilities. Therefore, no impacts
related to the construction or relocation of telecommunication facilities would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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Impact UTIL-2 Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT is expected to require approximately 300,000,000 gallons of water during site preparation and site
closure phases that would be obtained from the Facility’s on-site Fire Water system (valve or hydrant). No water
usage is anticipated post closure. Therefore, PROJECT would not require new or expanded entitlements and would
have a less than significant impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact UTIL-3 Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or
may serve the proposed project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Impact Analysis

Wastewater treatment for the PROJECT site is provided by the existing on-site Wastewater Treatment System. As
described, the NPDES permit identifies the Facility’s Wastewater Treatment System average daily flow as 3.1 MGD
and a hydraulic capacity of 11.5 MGD. However, the flow differs each year depending on the season, especially
during the wet season when the level of stormwater increases and combines with industrial effluent. Wastewater
generated by the PROJECT would represent approximately 1.4 percent of the Facility Wastewater Treatment
System’s capacity. As such, the Facility is expected to have adequate capacity to accommodate wastewater
generated during PROJECT construction activities. Therefore, the PROJECT would have a less than significant
impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.
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Impact UTIL-4 Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?

Impact Analysis

Construction activity would generate small amounts of solid waste, including existing poles, conductors, and related
infrastructure for overhead electrical lines and abandoned facilities. Keller Canyon Landfill is the closest active landfill
available to serve the PROJECT site. Keller Canyon is expected to remain in operation for the duration of the
PROJECT and has a remaining capacity of approximately 63 million cubic yards and can accept up to 3,500 tons per
day. Landfill capacity at this site would be more than adequate to serve the short-term construction-related disposal
needs of the PROJECT. Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact UTIL-5 Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Impact Analysis

During construction, the PROJECT contractor would be responsible for implementing BMPs and recycling
construction waste related to solid waste and would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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5.20 WILDFIRE

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than No
Would the PROJECT: Significant gMiti ation Significant Impact
Impact 9 Impact P
Incorporated

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
PROJECT:

1) Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? D D |X| D

2) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant |:| |:| |:| |z|
concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

3) Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines
or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk D D D |X|
or that may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment?

4) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope |:| |:| |:| IXI
instability, or drainage changes?

5.20.1 Environmental Setting

In Contra Costa County, wildland fires resulting from either natural or manmade causes can occur in grasslands,
brushlands, woodlands, farmlands, undeveloped areas, and on large lot homesites with extensive areas of un-
irrigated vegetation (Contra Costa County 2010). The PROJECT is located within an industrial area of Contra Costa
County near Suisun Bay. The PROJECT site consists of the PROJECT WMUs. The PROJECT WMUs are inactive
basins that were used for disposal of waste material. California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL
FIRE) does not identify the PROJECT site in a state responsibility area, or within an area classified as a “very high
fire hazard severity zone” (CAL FIRE 2023).

5.20.2 Methodology

The following analysis is based on a review of the Safety Element for the Contra Costa County General Plan and
CAL FIRE’s Fire Hazard Severity Zones Maps.

5.20.3 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the PROJECT and provides mitigation measures where
necessary.
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Impact WF-1 Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is not located in a state responsibility area or within a designated “very high fire hazard severity
zone” (CAL FIRE 2023). The PROJECT would not involve permanent modification of existing roadways. During
construction, access would be maintained in accordance with a TMP which would ensure adequate circulation and
emergency access are provided to the PROJECT site. Therefore, the PROJECT would not interfere with an
emergency evacuation or response plan. No impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less Than Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact.

Impact WF-2 Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is not located in a state responsibility area or within a designated “very high fire hazard severity
zone” (CAL FIRE 2023). In addition, the PROJECT does not involve the construction of structures intended for
occupation. Therefore, the PROJECT would not expose occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of wildfire. No impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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Impact WF-3 Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to
the environment?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT site is not located in a state responsibility area or within a designated “very high fire hazard severity
zone” (CAL FIRE 2023). The PROJECT involves the closure of WMUs and mitigation and monitoring activities. None
of the PROJECT activities involve the installation or operation of infrastructure that would exacerbate fire risk. No
impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.

Impact WF-4 Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Impact Analysis

The topography of the PROJECT site is relatively flat, ranging from approximately 13 feet to 50 feet, and not located
within an area susceptible to landslides. Furthermore, the PROJECT is not located in a state responsibility area or
within a designated “very high fire hazard severity zone” (CAL FIRE 2023). Therefore, the PROJECT would not
expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes. No impact would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No Impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No Impact.
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5.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Potentially . Le_s_s Than_ Less Than
. By Significant with T
Would the PROJECT: Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
e Incorporated e

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

2) Have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulative considerable? (“Cumulative
considerable” means that the incremental
impacts of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the impacts of |:| |X| |:| |:|
past projects, the impacts of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
Projects)?

3) Have environmental impacts which will
cause substantial adverse impacts on |:| |X| |:| |:|
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Impact MFOS-1 Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

Impact Analysis

The PROJECT would be integrated into the existing industrial character of the PROJECT site as it is an existing
industrial and refining use. Construction and operation of the PROJECT would comply with all local, regional, state,
and federal laws governing general welfare and environmental protection, and would not substantially degrade the
quality of the existing environment. CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(2) states that a lead agency shall find that a
project may have a significant effect on the environment where there is substantial evidence that the PROJECT has
the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. There
would be temporary and minor adverse effects that would occur at the construction of the PROJECT; however, the
overall improvement to the environment through restoration and clean-up would outweigh these short-term effects.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(1) states that a lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect
on the environment where there is substantial evidence that the PROJECT has the potential to (1) substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; (2) cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels; or (3) substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species.
Section 5.4 (Biological Resources) of this Initial Study fully addresses any impacts that might relate to the reduction of
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the fish or wildlife habitat, the reduction of fish or wildlife populations, and the reduction or restriction of the range of
special-status species as a result of PROJECT implementation. This PROJECT would not contribute to the
accumulation of impacts within the region. However, cumulative actions to habitats in the region are expected to
provide long-term benefits to associated vegetation, wildlife, and fish. Because vegetation communities and wildlife
habitats within the region have been substantially modified to suit human land uses and will likely continue to be
modified as human populations increase, the PROJECT could have the potential to benefit SMHM and CRR species
and their habitat by preserving and improving habitat. Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, BIO-6,
and BIO-7 have been included herein to reduce potential impacts to special-status species and habitats to a less than
significant level.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(1) states that a lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect
on the environment where there is substantial evidence that the project has the potential to eliminate important
examples of a major period of California history or prehistory. CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(1) amplifies Public
Resources Code Section 21001(c) by requiring preservation of major periods of California history for the benefit of
future generations. It also reflects the provisions of Public Resource Code Section 21084.1 in requiring a finding of
significance for substantial adverse changes to historical resources. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 establishes
standards for determining the significance of impacts to historical resources and archaeological sites that are an
historical resource. Section 5.5 (Cultural Resources) of this Initial Study fully addresses impacts related to California
history and prehistory, historic resources, archaeological resources, and paleontological resources. There are no
examples of important periods of California history or prehistory that would be affected by the PROJECT. Mitigation
Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, CUL-3, and GEO-2 have been included herein to reduce potential impacts of the
inadvertent discovery of cultural resources to a less than significant level.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Potentially Significant Impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-7, CUL-1 through CUL-3, and GEO-2 are required.
Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.

Impact MFOS-2 Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulative
considerable? (“Cumulative considerable” means that the incremental impacts
of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the impacts of past
projects, the impacts of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
Projects)?

Impact Analysis

The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together,
are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be changes
resulting from a single project or increase in environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from several projects is
the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the PROJECT when added to other
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result
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from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.” (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15355(a)(b)). Some aspects of the PROJECT have been identified as having the potential for significant
environmental impacts. All cumulative impacts resulting from the PROJECT related to air quality, biology, geology,
hydrology, and culture would be mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1, BIO-1 through BIO-7,
GEO-1 through GEO-2, HYD-1, and CUL-1 through CUL-2. Projects identified for evaluation to determine the
cumulative impacts in conjunction with the PROJECT include the Pacheco Creek Restoration Project and the
Martinez Refinery Renewable Fuels Project.

Impacts associated with the separate but related Pacheco Creek Restoration Project will be mitigated to a less than
significant level as described in the County ISMND. The Martinez Refinery Renewable Fuels Project has been
completed as generally described in the Martinez Refinery Renewable Fuels Project Environmental Impact Report,
and resulted in significant impacts to air, hazards, biology, and hydrology (Contra Costa County Department of
Conservation and Development 2021). However, as construction of the Martinez Refinery Renewables Fuels Project
has been completed, impacts would not coincide with the PROJECT. The PROJECT impacts, as mitigated, together
with the Pacheco Creek Restoration Project and the Martinez Refinery Fuels Project, as mitigated, will not result in a
cumulatively significant impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures AIR-1, BIO-1 through BIO-7, GEO-1 through GEO-2, HYD-1, and CUL-1 through CUL-2 are
required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.

Impact MFOS-3 Does the project have environmental impacts which will cause substantial
adverse impacts on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Impact Analysis

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(4), a lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment where there is substantial evidence that the project has the potential to cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Under this standard, a change to the physical
environment that might otherwise be minor must be treated as significant if people would be significantly affected.
This factor relates to adverse changes to the environment of human beings generally, and not to effects on particular
individuals. While changes to the environment that could indirectly affect human beings would be represented by all
of the designated CEQA issue areas, those that could directly affect human beings include air quality, geology and
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, population and housing, public services,
recreation, transportation/traffic, utilities, and climate change, which are addressed in Section 5.3 (Air Quality),
Section 5.7 (Geology/Soils and Mineral Resources), Section 5.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions), Section 5.9 (Hazards
and Hazardous Materials), Section 5.10 (Hydrology/Water Quality), Section 5.13 (Noise), Section 5.15 (Public
Services and Recreation), Section 5.17 (Transportation), and Section 5.19 (Utilities/Service Systems). With mitigation
measures set forth above, the PROJECT will have less than significant environmental effects that would directly or
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indirectly impact human beings onsite or in the PROJECT vicinity. Therefore, the PROJECT would have less than
significant impacts due to substantial adverse environmental effects on human beings.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact.
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures AIR-1, BIO-1 through BIO-7, GEO-1 through GEO-2, HYD-1, and CUL-1 through CUL-3 are
required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.
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APPENDIX A CONSTRUCTION AND GRADING ASSUMPTIONS

Construction and grading assumptions of each PROJCT component is presented below.
PROJECT COMPONENTS

The proposed construction and grading methods and mitigation and maintenance activities discussed in the following
paragraphs were selected to reduce impacts to sensitive resources including jurisdictional waters and endangered
species habitat to the maximum extent practicable. The details presented below reflect current designs still under
refinement. Final designs and associated details will be contained in the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) approved Title 27 Closure Plans for the respective Waste Management Units (WMU).

WMUs 10/11/14 - Waste Excavation and Restoration at WMUs 10 and 11; and Perimeter Berm
Improvements, Waste Consolidation and Title 27 Compliant Cover at WMU 14

Closure at WMUs 10/11/14 involves excavating waste material from WMUs 10 and 11 (approximately 100,000 cubic
yards) and placing the excavated waste into a consolidation cell with perimeter berm improvements constructed in the
footprint of WMU 14 and installing a cover system. After excavation of WMUs 10 and 11 waste materials those areas
would be restored.

The WMU 14 Consolidation Cell improvements include the following:
e Excavating a portion of WMU 14 and stockpiling excavated material at nearby staging areas;

e Installing a series of shear panel walls backfilled with a self-hardening slurry in the excavated area to hold the
excavation open;

e  Constructing a new perimeter berm at the WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, in the following order from bottom to
top. The berms shall meet seismic requirements at the time of Closure Plan submittal, Title 27 requirements,

and consider sea level rise height projections:

A layer of stabilizing geosynthetic fabric.

[¢]

o A one-foot-thick low-permeability soil layer beneath the new perimeter berm to provide a cover over
potential waste below the new berm.

o Improved perimeter berm with a final elevation of approximately +13 feet National Geodetic Vertical
Datum of 1929 (NGVD 29), a 13-foot-wide crest and two-horizontal to one-vertical (2:1) side slopes.

o A 60-millimeter high-density polyethylene (HDPE) geomembrane on the interior slopes to reduce potential
migration through the berm.

o A minimum one-foot-thick soil operations layer over the geomembrane on the interior slopes to protect
the liner from damage by construction equipment during subsequent waste consolidation activities.

o Rip-rap or other pervious erosion-resistant material on the exterior berm slopes to protect from
wind and/orstormwater erosion.



A stormwater drainage channel will be constructed along the exterior edge of the northern, western, and southern berms,
discharging onto the 100-foot-wide pervious upland transition zone and thence into the restored wetlands and uplands
within the closed WMUs 10 and 11. Stormwater discharges from new impervious surfaces associated with the WMU
14 closure, if part of the final design and if discharging to jurisdictional waters such as closed WMUs 10 and 11 will be
treated in accordance with Provisions C.3.c. and C.3.d. of the Municipal Regional Stormwater National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (NPDES Permit No. CAS612008).

The material excavated from WMU 14 would be stabilized, if necessary, by mixing other soils or cement to improve
handling and compaction characteristics. The stabilized soils would be placed in the WMU 14 Consolidation Cell,
spread, and compacted.

Waste materials would then be excavated from WMUs 10 and 11. Excavation work would proceed in small areas or
cells and, if necessary, use shoring to allow better control of groundwater and to reduce sloughing soils. The excavated
material would be stockpiled in nearby staging areas and would be stabilized, as necessary. Stabilized wastes and
associated soils would be hauled to WMU 14 Consolidation Cell, placed, spread, and compacted. Active odor
monitoring and odor control, when indicated by monitoring, will be employed during all active management of wastes.

The excavated areas in WMUs 10 and 11 would be backfilled with clean soil, and the existing perimeter berms would
be reconstructed to the approximate current pre-excavation grades. WMUs 10 and 11 would be revegetated to restore
the impacted wetlands and wildlife habitat in accordance with the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) (WRA
Environmental Consultants [WRA] 2017).

After all excavated waste material from WMUs 10, 11, 14, and 31 (described below) is consolidated into the WMU 14
Consolidation Cell, final grading of the waste surface would be completed to create the cover foundation layer and the
multi-layer cover system would then be constructed on top of the consolidated waste material, with a final cover
elevation of up to approximately 40 feet above mean sea level (msl). The upper 2-feet of the consolidated waste would
be the foundation layer and would be smoothed and prepared for the overlying geosynthetic layer. The final cover
would consist of, from bottom to top:

e Atwo-foot-thick foundation layer (consolidated waste material).

e A blanket landfill gas (LFG) collection geocomposite and LFG collection strips.

e A 40-milimeter linear low-density polyethylene (LLDPE) geomembrane.

e A nonwoven cushion geotextile.

e A minimum 12-inch-thick pervious non-vegetated erosion-resistant surface layer.

An LFG collection system would be installed to prevent pressure build up under the LLDPE liner if gas is generated
following construction of the cover system. The LFG collection system would consist of a blanket of double-sided
geocomposite material, a series of six high transmissivity collection strips, and 26 vents that penetrate the
geomembrane liner. The LFG collection system would be constructed as a passive system (e.g., no vacuum would be
applied to the system); however, the system would include a four-inch diameter lateral header pipe connected to the
collection strips so that it could be converted to an active system in the future, if required, based on monitoring results.
The header pipe would be constructed along the eastern edge of the consolidated waste cell and terminate at the south
end with a vertical standpipe.

The closure design also includes a 60-milimeter HDPE geomembrane at the tie-in between WMUs 14 and 17 (shown
on Figure 2.0-3) to provide cover beneath the southern perimeter drainage channel and the area between the southern
drainage channel and WMU 17.



WMU 31 - Waste Excavation and Consolidation at WMU 14 Consolidation Cell

Closure at WMU 31 involves excavating and consolidating the waste material into the WMU 14 Consolidation Cell using
the same methods used at WMU 10 and 11, including excavation, stockpiling, stabilization, transport, and placement
(approximately 200,000 cubic yards of waste). Waste excavated from the WMU 31 Oily Skim Pond (OSP) would be
treated and transported to the WMU 14 Consolidation Cell. Active odor monitoring and odor control, when indicated by
monitoring, will be employed during all active management of wastes. If transported by truck, all loads of waste will be
tarped. The excavated areas at WMU 31 would be backfilled with clean soil and revegetated to restore the impacted
wetlands and wildlife habitat in accordance with the HMMP. Where conditions warrant, geosynthetic fabric may be
placed prior to backfilling to provide support for the imported backfill soils.

WMU 32 -Title 27 Compliant Cover

Closure at WMU 32 involves placement of a Title 27 compliant cover over existing surface and subsurface waste
material. Capping may include, but is not limited to, leveling the site by grading flat the current interior berms, placement
of a foundation material, installation of an LFG collection system, and installation of the Title 27 compliant cover. The
WMU 32 closure construction shall meet seismic requirements at the time of Closure Plan submittal, Title 27
requirements, and consider sea level rise height projections.

WMU 32 will be graded for placement of the foundation layer for the cover and the multi-layer cover system would then
be constructed. The cover system would be placed above the existing surface soils and would be constructed to
maintain drainage off the WMU. The final cover, from bottom to top, would consist of:

e A foundation layer made of soils.
e  Geotextiles.
e Geomembranes.

e Aclean fill material. (the current design calls for a lightweight expanded polystyrene (EPS) construction fill
material)

e An LFG collection/discharge system that would consist of a blanket geocomposite, collection strips, and/or
conveyance pipes.

e A LLDPE geomembrane and a cushion geotextile.
e An erosion-resistant layer that may consist of synthetic materials, rock, and/or a vegetated soil. (the current

design calls for the commercially produced Closure Turf product: an impermeable, impervious synthetic
cover frequently used for other waste management unit closures)

The LFG collection system would be installed to prevent pressure build up if gas is generated following construction of
the cover system and would be constructed as a passive system (e.g., no vacuum would be applied to the system).



Wetland Impacts and Mitigation

Closure of the PROJECT WMUs would result in permanent impacts to 27.05 acres of jurisdictional waters. The 18.58
acres of impacted area located within WMUs 10, 11 and 31 would be restored within these WMU areas following
closure activities, so losses would be temporal in nature. Construction of Title 27 covers at WMUs 14 and 32 would
result in permanent impacts to 8.47 acres of jurisdictional waters. To offset permanent impacts to jurisdictional waters,
the Applicant will restore wetlands onsite, has acquired and completed grading on, and dedication of a property referred to here as
the Suisun Properties land to the John Muir Land trust for incorporation into the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project (see below),
and has purchased 8.47 wetlands credits at Wildlands’ North Suisun Mitigation Bank.

Special Status Species Impacts and Mitigation

Closure of the PROJECT WMUs would result in temporary impacts to 5.46 acres of SMHM wetland habitat and 19.18
acres of SMHM upland habitat; these impacts would be restored within 12 to 24 months following the impacts. However,
a total of 2.96 acres of SMHM wetland habitat and 8.31 acres of seasonal SMHM upland habitat would be permanently
impacted. To offset the temporary and permanent impacts to SMHM habitat, the Applicant would ensure the
preservation and management of 83.09 acres of SMHM habitat at the established Cordelia Slough Preserve, as
approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

The Applicant has acquired and completed grading on a property referredto here as the Suisun Properties land, a 19-
acre site that abuts the Suisun Bay and is adjacent to the site for the LowerWalnut Creek Restoration Project, a
watershed enhancement project developed in a partnership between the John Muir Land Trust and the Contra Costa
Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Following completion of grading,the Suisun Properties land was
dedicated to the John Muir Land Trust for incorporation into the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project. The impacts
associated with the initial grading and the Restoration Project were analyzed in Contra Costa County Public Works
Department Initial Study of Environmental Significance for the Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project (Project Number
7520-6B-8285 (County ISMND)).



Appendix B

Air Quality Modeling Outputs and Energy
Calculations, prepared by Stantec Consulting
Services Inc., 2023



Alternative 1

Construction Year Source ROG co NO, S0, PM,, PM, 5 PI\./ITO PI\{Iz._5 MTCO2e
Exhaust | Exhaust | Fugitive | Fugitive
< B Project Emissions (Tons/Year) 0.33 8.84 2.09 0.02 0.07 0.06 3.12 0.52 1667.22
0= f.j Average Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 2.71 73.69 17.43 0.16 0.60 0.51 26.00 4.30
§ § % S BAAQMD Threshold of Significance 54 N/A 54 N/A 82 54 N/A N/A
=0 Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A
. Project Emissions (Tons/Year) 0.37 11.05 2.65 0.02 0.08 0.07 9.22 1.15 2096.66
';U g E Average Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 3.08 92.07 22.07 0.20 0.70 0.57 76.86 9.62
L =2 § BAAQMD Threshold of Significance 54 N/A 54 N/A 82 54 N/A N/A
Exceed Threshold (Y/N?) N N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A
Project Emissions (Tons/Year) 0.39 11.53 2.83 0.03 0.09 0.07 10.42 1.04 2300.55
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